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EXTENSION OF THE AIRPORT DEVELOPMENT AID
PROGRAM

THURSDAY, SEPTEMBER 4, 1975

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON AVIATION,

Washington, D.0 .
The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10 a.m. in room 5110,

Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon. Howard W. Cannon (chairman
of the subcommittee) presiding.

OPENING STATEMENT BY SENATOR CANNON

Senator CANNON. The hearings will come to order.
Today's hearings mark the beginning of our subcommittee's con-

sideration of the airport and airway development program established
by Congress in 1970. I regret that the Senate schedule has been such
that we have been unable to begin work on this program earlier.
The Airport P nd Airway Development Act of 1970, for the first time

in American r ration history, established a long-term, well-funded
program designed to meet the Nation's air transportation needs in the
1970's. Since enactment, the program has produced a capital invest-
ment of over $2 billion in airport development and in air navigation
facilities. This development has been funded by a schedule of charges
levied against the users of our air transportation system; charges that
are currently bringing in almost $1 billion a year to the airport and
airway trust fund established by the 1970 act.
On June 30 of this year, the 5-year authorization established by

Congress expired. Therefore, while taxes continue to be collected,
there is no authority to continue to obligate funds to local communi-
ties for needed airport development. While the 1970 program has not
been perfect, I believe all will agree that it has provided substantial
public benefits to the Nation's air transportation system. It is my goal
to enact new legislation during 1975 which will provide for the
continuation of development begun in 1970.
The administration has submitted to the Congress two bills. S. 1455

is before us today. It is designed to reauthorize and modernize the
development program. The other proposal would make certain changes
in the user charge structure.
In these hearings, we plan to closely examine the administration's

recommendations for a new 5-year development program. In addition,
numerous other witnesses will appear in support of other changes or
modifications to existing law. Representatives of local communities,
the States, general aviation groups, the airlines, and others are
scheduled to testify over the next 4 days.
Staff member assigned to these hearings: Robert E. Ginther.

[The bills follow:]
(1)



94TH CONGRESS
1ST SESSION S. 1455

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES

APRIL 17,1975

Mr. MAGNUSON (for himself and Mr. PEARSON) (by request) introduced the
following bill; which was read twice and referred to the Committee on
Commerce

A BILL
To provide for the expansion and improvement of the Nation's

airport and airway system, to provide for delegation of certain
airport development functions to States and airport sponsors,
to permit financing of airway facilities maintenance from
the Airport and Airway Trust Fund, and for other purposes.

1 Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-

2 lives of the United States of America in Congress assembled,

3 SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

4 This Act may be cited as the "Airport and Airway

5 Development Act of 1975".

6 SEC. 2. DECLARATION OF POLICY.

7 The Congress hereby finds and declares—
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2

1 That the Nation's airport and airway system needs

2, continued improvement to meet current and projected growth

3 in aviation.

4 That greater responsibility must be placed on the States

5 and airport owners for improving the Nation's civil airp-orts.

6 That States must assume full responsibility for financing

7 general aviation airport planning and development by

8 September 30, 1978.

9 That financial assistance from the Federal Government

10 is necessary to provide the required incentive to States and

11 airport owners in this effort.

12 SEC. 3. SPECIAL STUDIES.

13 (a) The Secretary shall concruct studies respecting-

14 (1) The feasibility, practicality, and cost of per-

15 'forming land-bank planning and development for future

16 and existing airports through Federal, State or local

1-7 goyernment action; and

18 -(2) The examination of potential locations in the

19 -United States for major new airports and the identifica-

20 tion of various options for financing land acquisition and

21 development costs.

22 (b) In conducting these studies the Secretary shall

23 consult with appropriate planning agencies, public agen-

24 cies, and airport users and other persons or groups he deems

25 appropriate. The Secretary shall report the results of the
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1 studies to Congress noia,tekthau.A9iy_earsotter the date pf

2 enactment of this Act.

3 SEC. 4. DEFINITIQNS.

; „ •

• ; • ,(1 • ri 4404%

4 As used in this Act— „,

5 (1) "Airport" ,nrans Any,„arep ,Rf;limikor water

6 which is used, or iutended for usepx„the,lweing ad

7 takeoff of ;aircraft, an& any 4ppart(eg914, Arc* ;which are

8 used, or intended for, use, for airport4,0diRgs or other.

9 airport facilities ore rights-pArly, tpge,t4ey iyOtill all *-
10 port buildings aud facilities,19eate,4 *4'414.:

11 (2) "Air carrier, airpqr,t7„pfloanEalaprt whipi

12 receives, regulatevyipeIVII4 F,c4,44e4,f,p,itiltglitir carrier

13 cera-catqd V:411V P;111,4,8ProM#OfpAPar43 or bYl.P
14 carrier, under, coutrapt to,,such cerhifi,ciltesLegrifr to p-4-
15 , vide the airPort 410h:RPTioe, if,. I!; ((1)
16 (3) "Air carrier,departuce:;;p),e,the Appal depaar-

17 ture from an, air, carrier, airpoot,kft iii,r9raft exceedipg

18 12,500 pounds /naxiumm•grosx,take,o1,;$TeighA operatefl

19 by a United StAtes or foreign „ciir4P, -41,gch,eduled ktrr

20 nonscheduled seryice, iu:intrasta,te, inOrAt*,or foreie

21 commerce, except the term, 44e?,f u4p 'he deppy

92 tare of an ,aircraft of.an air acarrier_oper0munder.

23 emption granted .by the AerouflOcs ypord frim

24' section 401'(a) yof the, Federal ‘,.Ayipitipn,Actt of 19150,
25 (49 IT.S.C. 1301 et seq.) . 

`;
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4,

(4/ "Airport development" means (A) work

involved in constructing, improving,- or repairing a publi

3 airport or portion thereof, including the removal, lower-

4 ing, relocation, marking and lighting of airport hazards;

5 ' including visual navigation aids located ;within the air-

6 port boundary used by aircraft landing at or taking off

7 from the airport (excluding electronic navigational aids

82 and.hirport traffic control facilities) , and including safety

9 and security equipment; (B) acquisition •of land or of

10 any interest therein, or of any easement through or other

11 1 interest in airspace, for present or future airport uses,

12 • including land for environmental compatibility purposes,

13 (0) -work involved in preparing and establishing an air-

14 port master plain or capital improvement program, and

15 (D) work involved in planning -for adequate airport

16 access by ground transportation.

17 (5) '"Airport master planning" means the develop-

18 ment for planning purposes of information and guidance

19 to determine the extent,•type, and nature of development

20 needed at a specific airport. It includes the preparation

21 of an airport layout plan and feasibility studies, and the

22 conduct of ,such other studies, surveys, and planning ac-

23 tions as may be necessary to determine short- and long-

24 range aeronautical demands and airport access require-

25 ments.



•

6

1 (6) "Airport system planning" means the con-

2 tinuing development for planning and site selection purr

3 poses of information and guidance to determine the

4 extent, type, nature, location, and timing of airport

5 development needed in a specific area to establish a

6 viable and balanced system of public airports. It includes

7 identification of the specific aeronautical role of each air-

8 port within the system, development of estimates of sys-

9 temwide development costs, the conduct of such studies,

10 surveys, and other planning actions as may be necessary

11 to determine the short- and long-range aeronautical de-

12 mands required to be met by a particular system of air-

13 ports, and such planning actions as may be required to

14 relate the airport system to the overall transportation

15 and development objectives of the State or area.

16 (7) "Capital improvement program'! means a doe-.

17 ument which includes IA). a layout plan showing the

18 airport boundaries and the location of existing and

19 planned facilities, (B) identification and schedules of

20 planned development at the specific airport, including

21 annual cost estimates and means of financing, and (C)

22 identification of development accomplished or under,-

23 taken during the preceding fiscal - year, including cost

24 estimates and means of financing.

25 (8) "General aviation airport" means an airport
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7

*MCI 'receive regular service by a scheduled

-1D airlarrigiiCertificated by the"Civil Aeronautics
. .

to'aid, r by-a' ehirier under contract to such certificated

icar'rier to 'p'fovide 'the airport such service.

g17114:16:; (9) "f;anctiiig area" nieans that area used or

infeilA04;toi ..ii.sa for the landing,. takeoff, or surface

et.n.Tering Of aircraft.

I(' '''(1O) agency" means agencies author-

by the-GOVernor or chief executive of a State or

.16 ' State's (including the:Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the

duani; American Samoa, and the Trust
-Li t‘• -1* Territory Of the Pacific Islands) to' engage in areawide

"planning log the geographical areas in' which assistance

` ' used, ''ühdei this' part is to be including planning for other

15 '''''etrasaorta"tion modes and for comPrehensive land-use

10 .1894!.;
pianning.-

(11) -"Project" means a project for the accomplish-

'kirPOrt development (except all or that portion

19"311:' *14 a facility or improvement in the terminal area that

- ni)t 'for the unrestricted use of the public and not

directlY'r'elated to the movement of persons, baggage or
• • ! •

cargo through the airport) , airport master planning, or

airport system planning.

24: (12) "Public agency" means a State, the Comnion-
i,,, 

;
25 wealth -of Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, Guam, Amer-



:•••. ican Samoa, the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islan4s

2 or the District of Columbia, or .any agency of any of

-3 . them; a municipality or other political subdivision; ,a

4 - tax.-supported organization; or an Indian tribe or pueblo.

5_ (13) "Public airport" means any airport 'which is

6 used or to be used for public purposes, the landing area

7 • • of which is I owned and controlled by a public agency tor

8 the United .States or an agency thereof.'

9 (14), "Registered active general aviation. aircraft."

10 means a civil aircraft, not regularly' operated under au-

11 thority of an operating certificate. issued by the Secrew

- ,tary,,,:which has been. flown one or more hours during

13 the previous calendar year.

1,4 ., • _(15) , "Reliever airport" means 'a general aviation

.airpoit desighated-by the 'Secretary is having a'primary

function .to relieve congestion at an aix carrier airport,

(16) "Secretary" means the ,9 eeretail of 1rarzsi-
143 , pOrtation.• -3-r.fic. •14J itM5 Etr.

k17) "Sponsor" means any public; aagOriciii.Nlithick
?Cl • ;• vithir. individually or 'jointly with ,one- _Di van: other
21 public agencies, is authorized to undertake syiterrscp1an-

22 fling Or airport development under thiS-Ait. ('T

(18) "State" means a gtaie of tile r riitealgtates.‘..,

?'•4 (19) ."State or equivalent juriadicionm. metins.A,
• • .,State,-•the.Commonwealth of.Puerta- Rico the-VIrgrn. 117,
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' 1

• 2

3

4

'• 5

' 6

8

'10

- 11

,8

lands, Guam, American; Samoa, or the Trust Territory

of4the Pacific Islands.

(20) 'germinal area" means that area used or ,in-

tended to be used for such facilities as terminal and cargo

buildings, hangars, shOps, • and other •service buildings;

) automobile parking, airport motels and restaurants, and

.garages and autom'obile service facilities used in connec-

tion with :the airport; and entrance and service roads,

;including mass_ transit development used by the public

within ,the,boundaries of the airport.

(21) "United States" means the ,several States.

• .12 SEC. •5., REPORT, ON, AIRPORT 'PLANNING AND? :DEVELOP-

13 MENT.

4.44 .(a)• PUBLISHED REPORT.---By February 15, 1977, and

15 • annually thereafter, the Secretary shall .publish a. report on

•16 4 -the planning and:: development .undertaken by sponsors of

.17 air carrier airports. The report shall, contain a short term

18 capital improvement program for each air,. carrier airport

19 onplaning 0!05 percent, or more of the total annual passengers

.-26 enplaned by air carriers certificated by the Civil AeronatitiCs

:21. Board,

22 (b) ADDITIONAL- REPORTS. BY- SPONSORS.-"TO assure

23 131rderly and.' planned development .of the National Airport

' 24 3•Isterni the- Secretary. may request from each sponsor of air

'25 Rarrier, and. r4eliever airports such infornration as he deems
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1 appropriate; including but hot restricted to, futhre plans for

2 the acquisition of land and terminal area development, new or

3 eipanded airport facilities, and alternatives thereto.

4 SEC. 6 AIRPORT AND AIRWAY DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM.

5 (a) AIRPoRTs.—The Secretary is authorized to incur

6 obligations to make grants for projects in aggregate amounts

7 not exceeding $350,000,000 by June 30, 1976, $437,-

8 500,000 by September 30, 1976, $787,5005000 by Septem-

9 her 30, 1977, $1,137,500,000 by September 30, 1978,

10 $1,437,500,000 by September 30, 1979, and $1,737,-

11 500,000 by September 30, 1980. No obligation shall be

12 incurred against this authority after September 30, 1980.

13 The Secretary is authorized to make such funds available in

14 accordance with section 7 of this Act in the following

15 amounts:

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

(1) For the purpose of gccomplishing airport devel-

opment in the several States- and equivalent jurisdiction§

and the District of Columbia, with respect to air carrier

and reliever airports, and for the conduct of airport

system planning to serve all classes of civil aviation,

$300,000,000 for each of the fiscal years 1976 through

1980;

(2) For the purpose of accomplishing airport deve1,:

opment in the several States and equivalent jurisdictiona

S. 1455-2
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1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

10

with respect to general aviation airports, $50,000,000

for each of the fiscal years 1976 through 1978; and

(3) For the three-month transition period follow-

ing fiscal year 1976, 25 percent of the amounts in

paragraphs (1) and (2) .

There are authorized to be appropriated from the Airport

and Airway Trust Fund such sums as may be necessary for

the purpose of liquidating obligations incurred hereunder.

(b) AIRWAY FACILITIES.—For the purpose of acquir-

ing, establishing, and improving air navigation facilities

under section 307 (b) of the Federal Aviation Act of 1958,

there are authorized to be appropriated from the Airport and

Airway Trust Fund, to remain available until expended,

$25,000,000 for each of the fiscal years 1976 through 1980.

(c) For research and development activities under

section 312 (c) (as it relates to safety in air navigation) of

the Federal Aviation Act of 1958, there are authorized to

be appropriated from the Airport and Airway Trust Fund

such sums as may be necessary, to remain available until

expended. The initial $50,000,000 of any sums appropriated

to the Airport and Airway Trust Fund pursuant to section

208 (d) of the Airport and Airway Revenue Act of 1970,

shall be allocated to such research and development activities.
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1 (d) OTHER EXPENSES.—The balance of the moneys

2 available in the Airport and Airway Trust Fund may be

3 appropriated for (A) the necessary administrative expenses

4 of the Secretary incident to the Administration of programs

5 for which funds are authorized in subsections (a), (b) , and

6 (c) , (B) the direct costs and administrative expenses of the

7 Secretary incident to maintaining airway facilities, including

8 associated stocks and stores and communication costs, and

9 (C) costs of services provided under international agree-

10 ments relating to the joint financing of air navigation serv-

11 ices which are assessed against the United States Govern-

12 ment.

13 (e) PRESERVATION OF FUNDS.-

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

(1) Notwithstanding any other provision of law to

the contrary, no amounts may be appropriated from the

Trust Fund to carry out any program or activity under

the Federal Aviation Act of 1958, except programs or

activities referred to in this section.

(2) Amounts equal to the amounts authorized for

each fiscal year by subsections (a) and (b) shall re-

main available in the Airport and Airway Trust Fund

until appropriated for the purposes described in such

subsections.
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SEC. 7. DISTRIBUTION OF FUNDS; STATE AND SPONSOR

2 APPORTIONMENTS.

3 (a) APPORTIONMENT OF FUNDS.-

4 (1) On or before the first day of each fiscal year for

5 which any amount is authorized by section 6 (a) (1) or

(3) , the amount made available thereunder shall be ap-

portioned by the Secretary as follows:

(A) To the sponsor of each air carrier airport,

$60 for each of the first 30,000 air carrier depar-

10 and $30 for each air carrier departure in ex-

-11 cess of 30,000, from that airport during the most

12 recent calendar year. However, no such sponsor shall

13 be apportioned more than $5,000,000 hereunder and

14 . no such sponsor shall be apportioned less than $100,-

000 for each _such airport served by aircraft exceed-

16 ing 12,500 pounds maximum gross_ takeoff weight,

'17 _ operated by or under contract for a scheduled route

18 air carrier certificated by the Civil Aeronautics

-19 Board. Any sponsor eligible for an apportionment

.20 under this subparagraph on. the date of enactment

21 of this -Act shall remain eligible for a minimum ap-

22 portionment of $100,000 through September 30,

23 1980: Provided, That the airport continues to be

24 regularly served by any class of air carrier. In the

25 event the aggregate apportionment under- this sub-

61-350 0 - 75 - 2
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1 paragraph exceeds 90 percent of the amount pro-

2 vided by section 6 (a) (1) , all apportiohments here-

3 under shall be reduced proportionately.

4 (B) Any unapportioned balance shall consti-

tute a discretionary fund to be used at the discretion

6 of the Secretary pursuant to section 9.

7 (2) On or before the first day of each fiscal year

8 for which any amount is authorized by section 6 (a)

9 (2) or (3) , the amount made available thereunder for

10 that year shall be apportioned by the• Secretary as

11 follows:

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

(A) 991 percent for the several States, one-

quarter in the proportion which the total registered

active general aviation aircraft based in each State

bears to the total registered active general aviation

aircraft in the United States, and one-half of the

remainder in the proportion which the area of each

State bears to the total area of all the States and one-

half of the remainder in the proportion which the

population of each State bears to the total popula-

tion of all the States. As used in this section, the

term "population" means the population according

to the latest available decennial census of the United

States and the term "area" includes both land and

water.
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1 (B) One-half of 1 percent for the Common-

2 wealth of Puerto 'Rico, the Virgin Islands, Guam,

3 American Samoa, and the Trust Territory of the

4 Pacific Islands to be distributed in shares of 60 per-

5 cent, 10 percent, 10 percent, 10 percent, and 10

6 percent, respectively.

7 (3) Each apportionment made pursuant to para-

8 graph (1) (A) shall be available only for airport

9 development.

10 (4) Each apportionment made pursuant to para-

11 graphs (2) (A) and (B) shall be available only for

32 airport development located in the jurisdiction benefited,

13 or sponsored by a State Or a public agency thereof but

14 located in an adjoining State.

15 (5) Except as provided in section 9 (a) (2) and

16 in this paragraph, the United States share of costs for

17 any airport development or system planning may not

18 exceed 75 percent of the costs of the project. In the

19 case of any State containing unappropriated and un-

20 reserved public lands and nontaxable Indian lands (indi-

21 vidual and tribal) exceeding 5 percent of the total area

22 of all lands therein, the United States share under this

23 subsection shall be increased by whichever is the smaller

24 of the following percentages thereof: ( 1 ) 20 percent,

25 or (2) a percentage equal to one-half of the percentage
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1 that the area of all such lands in that State is of its total

2 area.

3 (b) NOTICE OF APPORTIONMENT.---Up011 making an

4 apportionment as provided is subsection (a) , the Secretary

5 shall inform each air carrier airport sponsor and the chief

6 executive officer of each State and equivalent jurisdiction as

7 to the amount of the apportionment.

8 (c) One-half of the funds apportioned under section

9 7 (a) (1) (A) , and, once the certification required by section

10 8 (b) (1) is given, under section 7 (a) (2) , shall become

11 obligations of the Federal Government on the first day of the

12 fiscal period for which authorized and the remaining half

13 shall become obligations of the Federal Government at the

14 midpoint of the period for which authorized.

15 (d) RELEASE OF FUNDS.—The Secretary shall issue

16 regulations concerning the release of funds to public agencies

17 under their respective apportionments.

18 SEC. 8. AIRPORT DEVELOPMENT REQUIREMENTS.

19 (a) AIR CARRIER AIRPORTS.-

20 ( 1 ) All airport development shall be accomplished

21 in accordance with configuration, construction, and

22 planning standards established by the Secretary.

23 (2) Airport sponsors shall develop airport master

24 plans not later than September 30, 1977, for air carrier

25 airports enplaning 0.05 percent or more of the total an-
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rind passengers enplaned by air carriers certificated by

2 the Civil Aeronautics Board. Airport =stet* planning

3 shall be accomplished in the context of and consistent

4 With State and regional airport system plans and shall

5 be based upon a comprehensive,-coordinated and con-

tinning planning process for the provision of all airport

7 and airport related services required to meet the air

8 transportation needs of the citizens, giving consideration

9 to factors affecting transportation needs such as safety,

10 economic, social, energy, environmental and land use

11 problems, in order to achieve an efficient transportation

12 system: responsive to State, regional, and community

13 goals.

14 - (3) Airport sponsors shall submit to the Secretary

15 an environmental assessment report on airport develop-

16 ment which constitutes major rederal actions for use

17 by the Secretary in meeting requirements of the Na-

18 tional Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C.

19 4321, et seq.) . Environmental assessment reports may

20 be developed on a project-by-project basis or for all

21 projects contained in master plans.

22 (4) Prior to undertaking airport deVelopment in-

23 volving the location of an =port, the construction of a

24 new runway, or the extension of an existing runway,

25 the airport sponsor shall afford the opportunity for pub-
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1 lie hearings for the purpose of considering the econon4e,

2 social, and environmental effects of such a project and

3 its consistency with the goals and objectives of such

4 urban planning as has been carried out by the corn-

5 munity.

6 (5) Airport sponsors shall keep the airport available

7 for public use as a facility for the landing and takeoff

8 of aircraft on fair and reasonable terms without unjust

9 discrimination.

10 (6) Airport sponsors shall take reasonable steps, in-

11 eluding the adoption of zoning laws, •to restrict the use

12 of land adjacent to or in the immediate vicinity of the

13 airport to activities and purposes compatible;w4h normal

14 airport operations, including landing and taktoff of air-

15 craft, and to protect the aerial approacheg to-the airport

16 against obstructions determined as such under stand-

17 ards established by the Secretary.

18 (7) Airport sponsors shall keep all facilities at the

19 airport used in the landing and takeoff of aircraft avail-

20 able for use by aircraft of the United States Govern-

21 ment without charge except when such use becomes

22 substantial, in which case the United States Government

23 may be charged for such use based upon its reasonable

24 share of the cost of operating and maintaining the

25 facilities used by it.

S. 1455-3
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(8) Airport sponsors shall furnish to the u 11Heil

States Government without cost such permits and

property rights in lands or the airport as may be neces-

4 sary to permit the construction of buildings or facilities

5 used by the United States Government in weather re-
,

6 porting or air traffic control required for the operation

7 of aircraft using such airport.

8 (9) In making decisions to undertake specific proj-

9 ects under this section, sponsors shall consult with air-

10 port users.

11 (10) An airport sponsor shall not use the cost of air-

12 port development financed with funds made available

13 under this Act in establishing rates and charges for

14 airport- users.

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

(b) GENERAL AVIATION AIRPORTS.—

( 1 ) Each State arid equivalent jurisdiction shU

certify to the •Secretary, in a form and mariner pre-

scribed by him that it is capable of managing a pro-

gram for the development of general aviation airports,

and will give special emphasis to meeting the needs of

airports served by air carriers operating under exemp-

tion granted by the Civil Aeronautics Board from

section 401 (a) of the Federal Aviation Act of 1958.

Until such time as the Secretto receives such assur-

ance, he is authorized to make grants for airport
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1 development projects to sponsors located within the

jurisdiction of such _agency, and to charge such grants

3 to its apportionment. After such' certificittion, State

4 or equivalent jurisdiction involved shall- exerciie project
. .

5 approval with respect to general aviation airport devel-

6 opment in the State or equivalent jurisdiction funded

7 under this Act.

(2) A certificate approved under paragraph (1)

9 of this subsection shall include assurances by •the State

10 or equivalent jurisdiction that (1) it will be responsible

11 for compliance with the provisions of the National En-

12 vironmental Policy Act of 1969 and any otier Federal

13 requirements (environmental or otherwise) the Secre-
14 tary enumerates in regulatiims he issttes hereunder, and
15 (2) it is substantially equipped and organized to carry'
16 out to- the satisfaction of the Secretary such provisions
17 and requirements. The Secretary's approval of a certifi-
18 cation containing such assurances shall be deemed to
19 satisfy his responsibilities with respect to such provisions
20 and requirements insofar as those responsibilities relate
21 to the release of funds under this Act for general aviation
22 airport development carried out pursuant to such certifi-
23 cation. Where the Secretary has accepted such certifica-
24 tion, the-chief executive officer of the State or equivalent
25 jurisdiction shall for the purposes of the National Envi-
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1 ronmental Policy Act be considered the "resp;iiiuie

2 official", and for the purposes of that Act and other

3 provisions and requirements enumerated in regulations

4 issued hereunder by the Secretary, shall be subject to

5 the same judicial remedies and Federal court jurisdiction

6 as the Secretary otherwise would be subject. Regulations

7 to carry out this subsection shall be issued by the Secre-

8 tary only after consultation with the Council on Environ-

9 mental Quality.

10 (3) Each State and equivalent jurisdiction Anil

11 establish, and insure compliance with, standards and

12 criteria for configuration and construction of airports

13 under this section. In the absence of such standards and

14 criteria, the State or equivalent jurisdiction shall employ

15 standards and criteria established by the Secretary.

16 SEC. 9. AUTHORIZATION AND REQUIREMENTS—DISCRE-

17 TIONARY FUND.

18 (a) AUTIIMIZATION.—The Secretary is authorized

19 to make grants from the discretionary fund as follows:

20 (1) To sponsors of air carrier and reliever airports

21 for approved airport development;

22 (2) To public agencies for airport development to

23 test airport components and facilities, and to evaluate

24 new concepts relating to airport configuration and con-

25 struction in an amount up to 100 percent of such project
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1 costs; except that grants made under this paragraph may

2 not exceed in the aggregate $2,500,000 per annum; and

3 (3) To planning agencies in an aggregate amount

4 not to exceed $10,000,000 per annum for airport system

5 planning.

6

7

8

9

10 (A) may be used for terminal area development.

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

(b) REQuiiMItliNT18,—Any grant authorized under

subsection (a) (1) is subject to the requirements of section

8 (a) and no grant authorized under sub:section a (1) for an

airport also eligible to receive a grant under section 7 (a) (1)

SEC. 10. GRANTS FOR SPECIFIC PURPOSES.

(a) The Secretary shall issue regulations for the submis-

sion of applications to him for grants relating to the following:

(1) Grants from the discretionary fund; and

(2) Grants to sponsors of general aviation airports

until the Secretary has received the assurance required

by section 8(b) (1) .

(b) On approval of an application submitted pursuant to

subsection (a) , the Secretary shall issue an offer for the ap-

plicant's acceptance. The offer, when accepted by the appli-

cant, shall be an obligation of the United States. The agree-

ment shall set forth the amount of the obligation, method of

payment, responsibility for the accomplishment of the Proj-

ect and the applicant's assurance of the public use of the air-

port benefited.
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1 SEC. 11. USE OF GOVERNMENT-OWNED LANDS.

2 (a) REQUESTS FOR USE.—Subject to the provisions of

3 subsection ('c), whenever the Secretary determines that use

4 of any lands owned or controlled by the United States is rea-

sonably.necessary for carrying out a project for airport devel-

6 opment under this Act, or for the operation of any public

7 airport, including lands reasonably necessary to meet future

8 development of an airport, he shall file with the head of the

9 department or agency having control of the lands a request

10 that the necessary property interests therein be conveyed to

the public agency sponsoring the project in question or own-

12 ing or controlling the airport. The property interest may

13 -consist of the title to, or any other interest in, land or any

14 easement through or otherinterest in airspace.

15 (b) MAKING OF CONVEYANCES.—Upon receipt of a re-

16 quest from the Secretary under this section, the -head of the

17 department or agency having control of the lands in question

18 shall determine whether the requested conveyance is incon-

19 sistent with the needs of the department or agency, and shall

20 notify the Secretary of his determination within a period of

21 four months• after receipt of the Secretary's request. If the

22 department or agency head determines that the requested

23 conveyance is not inconsistent with the needs of that depart-

24 ment or agency, the department or agency head is hereby
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1 authorized and directed, with the approval of the Attorney

2 General of the United States, and without any expense to

3 the United States, to perform any acts and to execute any

4 instruments necessary to make the conveyance requested. A

5 conveyance may be made only on the condition that, at the

6 option of the Secretary, the property interest conveyed shall

7 revert to the United States in the event that the lands in

8 question are not developed for airport purposes or used in a

9 manner consistent with the terms of the conveyance. If only

10 a part of the property interest conveyed is not developed for

11 airport purposes, or used in a manner inconsistent with the

12 terms of the conveyance, only that particular part shall, at

13 the option of the Secretary, revert to the United States.

1.1 (c) EXEMPTION OF CERTAIN LANDS.—Unless other-

15 wise specifically provided by law, the provisions of subsec-

16 tions (a) and (b) shall not apply with respect to lands

17 owned or controlled by the United States within any national

18 park, national monument, national recreation area, or similar

19 area under the administration of the National Park Service;

20 within any unit of the National Wildlife Refuge System or

21 similar area under the jurisdiction of the Bureau of Sport

22 Fisheries and Wildlife; or within any national forest or

Indian reservation,23
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1 SEC. 12. ASSURANCES TO THE SECRETARY; WITHHOLD-

2 ING OF PAYMENTS; ACCOUNTING, ETC.

3 (a) ASSURANCES TO THE SECRETARY.—In order to

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

qualify for any payment under section 7 (d) , public agencies

must establish (in accOrdance with regulations prescribed by

the Secretary to the satisfaction of the Secretary that—

(1) it will use amounts received only for purposes

authorized by this Act and will pay over to the Secretary

(for deposit in the Airport and Airway Trust Fund) an

amount equal to 110 percent of any amount expended in

violation of this Act or regulation issued thereunder,

unless the violation is corrected after notice and oppor-

tunity for corrective action. However, whoever

knowingly misapplies the proceeds of a grant obtained

under any provision of this Act shall be subject to a fine

in an amount equal to three times the amount of the

misapplied proceeds;

(2) it will—

(A) use fiscal, accounting and audit procedures

which conform to guidelines established therefor by

the Secretary,

(B) provide to the Secretary, on reasonable

notice, access to, and the right to examine, such

books, documents, papers, or rec6rds as the Secre-

tary may reasonably require for the purpose of
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1 reviewing compliance with this Act and regulations

2 issued thereunder, and

3 (C) make such annual and interim reports to

4 the Secretary as he may reasonably require;

5 (3) all laborers and mechanics employed by con-

6 tractors in the performance of work on any construction

7 contract in excess of $2,000 financed by funds received

8 under section 7 (d), will be paid wages at rates not less

9- than those prevailing on similar construction in the

10 locality as determined by the Secretary of Labor in ac-

11 cordance with the Davis-Bacon Act, as amended (40

12 U.S.C. 276a-276a-5) , and with respect to the labor

13 standards specified in this paragraph the Secretary of

14 Labor shall act in accordance with Reorganization Plan

15 Numbered 14 of 1950 (15 F.R. 3176; 64 Stat. 1267)

16 and' section 2 of the Act of June 13, 1934, as amended

17 (40 U.S.C. 276c) ; and

1er (4) individuals employed by it whose wages are

1W paid in whole or in part out of funds received under sec-
20 tion 7 (d), will be paid wages which are not lower than
21 the prevailing rates of pay for pensons employed in
22 similar public occupations by the same employer.
23 (b) WITHHOLDING OP PAYMENTS.—It the Secretary

24 determines that any public agency has failed to comply with

25 any provision of subsection (4 or any regulations prescribed
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1 thereunder, he shall notify the public agency that if it fails

2 to take corrective action within 60 days from the date of

3 receipt of such notification further payments to it will be

4 withheld until such time as the Secretary is satisfied that

5 appropriate corrective action has been taken.

6 (c) ACCOUNTING, AUDITING, AND EVALUATION.-

7 (1) The Secretary shall provide for such accounting

8 and auditing procedures, evaluations, and reviews as may

9 be necessary to insure that the expenditures of funds re-

10 ceived under this Act by public agencies comply fully

11 with the requirements of this Act. The Secretary is -au-

12 thorized to accept an audit by a public agency if he

13 determines that such audit and the audit procedures used

14 are sufficiently reliable to enable him to carry out his

15 duties under this Act.

16 (2) The Comptroller General of the United States

17 shall make such reviews of the work as done by the

18 Secretary or public agencies as may be necessary for the

19 Congress to evaluate compliance and operations under

20 •this Act.

21

22

23

24

25

SEC. 13. SETTLEMENT OF EXISTING AGREEMENTS.

The Secretary shall issue criteria and requirements de-

signed to terminate or amend by September 30, 1980, all

existing contractual relationships between airport sponsors

and the United States Government in grant agreements,
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1 deeds, and other instruments of conveyance, issued pursuant

2 to the Federal Airport Act of 1946 (49 U.S.C. 1101 et

3 seq.) , as amended, the Airport and Airway Development Act

4 of 1970 (49 U.S.C. 1711 et seq.) , as amended, and the Sur-

5 plus Property Act of 1944, as amended. Such criteria and

6 requirements will be consistent with the objective of placing

7 greater responsibility on States and airport owners. The Sec-

8 retary is authorized to settle existing obligations under grant

9 agreements, deeds, and other instruments of conveyance.

10 Each settlement shall be in an amount not exceeding the

11 maximum obligation stated in such agreements, less pay-

12 ments made thereon.

13 SEC. 14. FALSE STATEMENTS.

14 Any officer, agent, or employee of the United States,

15 or any officer, agent, or employee of any public agency, or

16 any person, association, firm, or corporation who, with in-

17 tent to defraud the United States-

18 (1) knowingly makes any false statement or false

19 representation in any report certification or representa-

20 tion required to be made under this Act; or

21 (2) knowingly makes any false statement, false rep-

22 resentation, or false report as to the character, quality,

23 quantity, or cost of the material used or to be used, or

24 the quantity or quality of the work performed or to be

25 performed, or the costs thereof, in connection with the
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1 submission of plans, maps, specifications, contracts, or

2 estimates of project costs for any project submitted to

3 the Secretary for approval under this Act; or

4 (3) knowingly makes any false statement, false

5 representation, or false report or claim for work or mate-

6 rials for any project approved by the Secretary under

7 this Act;

8 shall, upon conviction thereof, be punished by imprisonment

9 for not to exceed 5 years or by a fine of not to exceed

10 $10,000, or both.

11 SEC. 15. NONDISCRIMINATION PROVISION.

12 No person shall on the ground of race, color, national

13 origin, or sex be excluded from participation in, be denied

14 the benefits of, or be subjected to discrimination in the ac-

15 complishment or use of any airport development funded in

16 whole or in part with funds made available under this Act.

17 SEC. 16. GENERAL POWERS.

18 The Secretary is empowered to perform such acts, to

19 conduct such investigations and public hearings, withdraw

20 or withhold apportionments or portions thereof, or take

21 such other action that may be necessary to meet the require-

22 ments and objectives of this Act, to issue and amend such

23 orders, and to make and amend such regulations and pro-

24 cedures, pursuant to and consistent with the provisions of

25 this Act, as he considers necessary to carry out the provi-

61-350 0 - 75 - 3
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.ions of, and to exercise and perform his powers and duties

2 under, this Act.

3 SEC. 17. REPEAL; CONFORMING AMENDMENTS; SAVING

4 PROVISIONS; AND SEPARABILITY.

5 (a) REPEAL.—Parts I and II of title I of the Act of

6 May 21, 1970 (84 Stat, 219) are repealed.

7 (b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.-

8 ( 1 ) Section 509 (c) of the Public Works and Eco-

9 nomic Development Act of 1965 (42 U.S.C. 3188a)

10 is amended by striking out "Airport and Airway Devel,

11 opment Act of 1970" and inserting in lieu thereof "Air-

12 port and Airway Development Act of 1975".

13 (2) Section 208 (2) of the Demonstration Cities

14 and Metropolitan Development Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C.

15 3338 (a) ) is amended by striking out "Section 19 of

16 the Airport and Airway Development Act of 1970"

17 and inserting in lieu thereof "Section 10 of the Airport

18 and Airway Development Act of 1975".

19, (3) The Federal Aviation Act of 1958 (49 U.S.C.
20 1301 et seq.) is amended-

21 (A) by adding after "the Airport and Airway
22 Development Act of 1970" in section 313 (c) the
23 additional words "or the Airport and Airway De-
24 velopment Act of 1975,"; and

25 (B) by striking out "the Airport and Airway
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1• Development Act of 1970"- in section 1109(e) and

2 inserting in lieu thereof "the Airport and. Airway

3 DevelopMent Act of1975".

4 (4) Section- 214 (e)' of the Appatachian Regiohal

5 Development Act Of 1965 (40 App: U.S.C. 214 (c) ) is

6 amended by striking out "Airport and Airway- Develop-

7 ment Act of 1970" and. inserting in lieu thereof "Air-

8 port und Airway DeVelopment Act of 1975".

9 (5) Section 13 (g) '(1) of the SurPlus Property Act

10 of 1944 (50 App. TJ.S.C. 1622 (g) (1) ) is amended

11 by striking out• "Airport and Airway Development Act

12 of 1970" and inserting in lieu thereof "Airport and Air-

13 way Development At of 1975".

14 (6) Reorganization Plan Numbered 14 of 1950

15 •(64 Stat. 1267) is arnended by striking out "AirpOrt

16 and Airway Development Act; of 1970" and inserting

17 in lieu thereof "Airport and Airway Development Act

18 of 1975".

19

20

21

22

23

24

2r,i .

• ) SAVING PRovisioNs.—All orders, determinations,

rules, regulations, permits, contracts, •. certificates, licenses,

grants, rights, and privileges which have been issued, made,

granted, or allowed to become effective by the President,

the Secretary of Transportation, or any court of competent

jurisdiction under any* pro-vision of the Federal Airport At,

as awepded; and. the Airport and Airway Development
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1 Act of 1970, as amended, which are in effect at the time

2 this section takes effect, are continued in effect according

3 to their terms until modified, terminated, superseded, set

4 aside, or repealed by the Secretary of Transportation or

5 by any court of competent jurisdiction, or by operation of

6 law.

7 (d) SEPARABILITY.-If any provision of this Act or the

8 application thereof to any person or circumstances is held

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

. invalid, the remainder of the Act and the application of the

provision to other persons or circumstances is not affected

thereby.

SEC. 18. CHARGES ON PERSONS TRAVELING IN AIR COM-

MERCE.

Notwithstanding the provisions of section 1113 (a) of

the Federal Aviation Act of 1958, a State (or political sub-

division thereof) , the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the

Virgin Islands, Guam, the District of Columbia, a terri-

tory or possession of the United States, or a political agency

of two or more States which operates an airport is not pro-

hibited from levying or collecting a tax, fee, head •charge,

or other charge on passenger enplanements at that airport

if the tax, fee, head charge or other charge meets the fol-

lowing conditions: (1) the method and procedure for col-

lection of the tax, fee, head charge or other charge are rea-

sonable and designed to impose the minimum burden on
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1. the passenger consistent with the efficient collection of the

2 tax, fee, head charge or other charge;, (2) the net proceeds

3 of the tax, fee, head charge or other charge will be available

4 for expenditure and used exclusively to meet costs incurred

5 after the date of -enactment of this Act attributable to the

6 operation or improvements of the airport or to pay existing

7 indebtedness incurred for airport development at its air

8 carrier airports; and (3) the tax, fee, head charge or other

9 charge imposed does not exceed $2 for each enplanement.
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94TH CONGRESS
1ST SESSION S. 1455

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES

JULY 28, 1975
Referred to the Committee on Commerce and ordered to be printed

AMENDMENT
Intended to be proposed by Mr. HARTICE to S. 1455, a bill to

provide for the expansion and improvement of the Nation's
airport and airway system, to provide for delegation of
certain airport development functions to States and airport
sponsors, to permit financing of airway facilities maintenance,
from the Airport and Airway Trust Fund, and for other
purposes, viz: At the end of the bill insert the following:

1 SEC. 19. INTERMODAL AIRPORT DEMONSTRATION

2 PROJECT.— (a) The purpose of this section is to authorize

3 Federal assistance to a demonstration project which will

4 demonstrate the feasibility and desirability of locating an air

5 carrier airport within easy access to a major metropolitan

6 area and on interstate and intrastate rail and highway routes

7 which will provide terminal and other facilities for the inter-

Arndt. No. 833
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2

1 connection of interstate and intrastate air, rail, and highway

2 transportation as well as commuting transportation to such

3 major metropolitan area.

4 (b) As used in this section-

5 (1) "Seeretary" means the Secretary of Trans-

6 portation;

7 (2) "airport development" means any work or the

8 dequisition of land or structures for construction or in-

9 provement of an airport or for the construction or im-

10 provement of facilities for use in relation to an airport;

11 (3) "public airport" means any airport which is

12 used or to be used for public purposes, under the control

13 of a public agency, the landing area of which is publicly

14 - owned; and

15 (4) "public agency" means a State or an agency

16 thereof, a political subdivision of a State or an agency

17 thereof, or a tax-supported organization.

18 (c) The Secretary is authorized to enter into a con-

19 tract, or other appropriate arrangement, with a public

20 agency in an appropriate area of the Nation, which has

21 completed the initial planning, including necessary studies

22 of economic, social, and environmental effects, for a public

23 airport which will carry out the purpose of this section, in

24 order to pay the Federal share, as determined pursuant to

25 section 17 of the Airport and Airway Development Act of
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1 1970, of the cost of airport development for such airport.

2 The Secretary is authorized to make such contract or other

3 arrangement subject to such conditions and requirements

4 as will make the provisions of such Act of 1970, which

5 are not inconsistent with this section, applicable in carry-

6 ing out the provisions of this section.

7 ( d) There is authorized to be appropriated out of the

8 Airport and Airway Trust Fund such amount, not to ex-

9 ceed $50,000,000, as is necessary to carry out the provi-

10 sions of this section.
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Senator CANNON. This morning we will begin by hearing the ad-
ministration's proposals advanced by Deputy Secretary John Barnum,
to be followed by representatives of the airline industry, Mr. Paul
Ignatius of the Air Transport Association, and Captain J. J.
O'Donnell of the Airline Pilots Association.
Mr. Barnum, would you introduce your associates here with you.

STATEMENT BY HON. JOHN W. BARNUM, DEPUTY SECRETARY,
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION; ACCOMPANIED BY THEO-
DORE C. LUTZ, DEPUTY UNDER SECRETARY FOR BUDGET AND
PROGRAM REVIEW; JAMES E. DOW, ACTING ADMINISTRATOR,
FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION; AND FREDERICK E.
MEISTER, JR., ASSOCIATE ADMINISTRATOR FOR POLICY DEVEL-
OPMENT AND REVIEW

Mr. BARNUM. Thank you. On my left is Mr. James Dow. On his
left is Frederick E. Meister, Associate Administrator for Policy
Development and Review .of the Federal Aviation Administration
(FAA).
On my right is Ted Lutz, Deputy Under Secretary for Budget and

Program Review in the Department of Transportation (DOT).
We appreciate the opportunity to appear before you today, Mr.

Chairman, to discuss the administration's proposal for the extension
and revision of the airport and airway development program (S. 1455).
The Airport and Airway Development Act of 1970, enacted 5

years ago, was an important landmark in aviation legislation. For the
first time, a Federal commitment to a long term funding program for
the development of airports and airway facilities was established.
Also, for the purpose of helping to alleviate a serious problem of air-
port and airway congestion, the 1970 act established annual authoriza-
tions at levels significantly higher than those that had been available
before. In the late 1960's under the old Federal Airport Act, annual
authorizations did not exceed $75 million. The 1970 act raised the
annual authorizations for airport development and planning to $295
million. In 1973, this amount was increased to $325 million.
The authorization for the program expired on June 30. We believe

that, based upon our 5 years of experience under the 1970 act, we
should now retain the good features of the current act while improv-
ing the overall execution of the program.
Over the 5-year period, fiscal years 1971 through 1975, $1.3 billion

in airport development funds have been obligated involving over
2,400 projects. Eighty-five new airports and 178 new runways have
been built and several hundred airports have been upgraded through
the accomplishment of projects for improving the installation or im-
provement of airfield lighting and approach aids. In addition, new
federally directed safety and security programs have been instituted
and financed, including those for the installation of security fencing
and the acquisition of firefighting and rescue equipment.
Thus, the accomplishments under the 1970 legislation by any meas-

ure have been substantial. However, the program has been subject to
criticism both from airport sponsors who are the direct recipients of
the grant-in-aid funds and from the various aviation industry groups
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which are closely associated with them. Common among the complaints
are that there is, first, excessive Federal involvement in the details
of proposed projects; second, undue and costly delay in processing
grant requests; third, a number of inequities in the method of appor-
tioning funds; and, finally, too much Federal involvement in the local
decisionmaking process.
Over the course of the past year, the administration analyzed ex-

tensively the Federal role in airport development. It thus reviewed
a number of alternative methods for solving the problems inherent
in the existing airport program. Our proposed legislation, which is
based upon that comprehensive review, has the following critical
objectives:
To increase State and local flexibility in the management of the

airport assistance program;
To reduce direct Federal control and eliminate detailed Federal

project review;
To provide long-term, predictable funding to facilitate more effec-

tive planning and implementation of airport programs at the State
and local levels; and
To focus Federal funding and overview on that airport development

which is most critical to national transportation system requirements.
In formulating the bill, we have taken into consideration the mag-

nitude of the needs, the various interests of the users and other inter-
ested parties, the fiscal position of the Federal Government, and our
philosophy of the proper role of the Federal Government vis-a-vis
State and local governments and airport sponsors. Now, I would like
to review the proposed legislation in some detail.

First, the bill establishes a Federal commitment to a 5-year $1.7
billion airport development program under which air carrier and
reliever airports would receive approximately $300 million per year
for each of the fiscal years 1976 through 1980. In addition, general
aviation airports would receive $50 million per year for each of the
fiscal years 1976 through 1978. These funds would be available to
airport sponsors for not only airport development, but also airport
planning. In total, this $350 million annual program represents an
increase of about 9 percent over the $325 million authorized under the
1970 legislation, as amended. Air carrier airports will receive approxi-
mately 7 percent more than the amount that has been available to
them up to now, and about 43 percent more will be apportioned to the
States for general aviation airport development, a substantial portion
of which would be used for the development of airports served by
commuter carriers.
Under the bill, sponsors of airports served by the certificated route

air carriers will receive a variable dollar allowance for each departureof an air carrier aircraft whose gross takeoff weight exceeds 12,500
pounds. Regardless of the number of such departures each of these
airports will receive a minimum of $100,000 a year. No airport may
receive an amount in excess of $5 million a year. This limitation affectsonly four airports: Los Angeles International, Atlanta, O'Hare, andDallas-Fort Worth Regional.
Senator CANNON. Do you mean that those four airports would bethe ones that could receive $5 million a year?
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Mr. BARNUM. Those are the ones which by the departure formula
might be entitled to more than $5 million, but, because of the ceiling,
are held to $5 million. That is correct.
The balance of the air carrier funds remaining after this appor-

tionment will go into a discretionary fund. The discretionary fund
will be about $63 million in 1976, and provision is made to guarantee
that it never falls below $30 million. This discretionary fund will
be used to fund projects at air carrier and reliever airports essential
to the safety and efficiency of air operations; airport system planning
grants for State, metropolitan and regional airport needs studies;
and projects for the evaluation of new airport concepts.
General aviation funds will be apportioned to the States under a

formula which takes into account State area and population and the
number of registered active general aviation aircraft in the State. A
separate allocation will be available for projects in Puerto Rico and
the territories.
We believe that the changes we propose with respect to the authori-

zation and apportionment of funds are important to insure that the
most urgent airport construction needs are met for all of the various
segments of the aviation industry. In addition we believe that revised
procedures which we now propose for the delivery of financial aid
and for reduced Federal review of its use are equally, if not more
important.

First, most air carrier funds will be distributed to airport sponsors
in a manner which will place at the local level the basic decision of
where and when to spend the money.
Second, the multiyear formula for the allocation of funds to spon-

sors of air carrier airports will lend an important element of predict-
ability to the funding program which has been absent in the past.
Such absence has been criticized repeatedly by the sponsors of these
airports.
Finally, while some Federal standards will be retained regarding

the construction of air carrier airports, Federal review of local actions
will be held to a minimum. In fact, most of that review will be con-
ducted on a postaudit basis. As a result, we thereby achieve, first, a
better balance between the decisionmaking roles of the Federal Gov-
ernment and airport sponsors; second, a reduction of the time lags in
accomplishing projects; third, more effective planning and program
execution at the local level; and finally, the elimination of Federal
involvement in many detailed administrative chores.
With respect to general aviation airport projects, the bill makes

significant changes to the statute which will permit. the States to take
on within the next 3 years most of the responsibilities now exercised
by the Department. The bill provides that, as soon as a State certifies
that it is capable of managing a general aviation airport program,
the Department's role will be reduced to apportioning funds and con-
ducting certain postaudit functions. If a State does not provide the
Secretary such a certificate, the Department will continue through
fiscal year 1978 to provide funds directly to airport sponsors in that
particular State. After that time, the States will assume full respon-
sibility for their general aviation airport programs. The bill also con-
templates the settlement of agreements with airport sponsors made
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heretofore under the Airport and Airway Development Act of 1970
and other statutes.
In addition to these major changes to the 1970 act, our proposal

contains a number of other important features:
Amendments have been made expanding in two important and vital

areas the purposes for which financial ail may be used in connection
with airport projects.

First, the bill would permit the use of funds for the construction or
improvement of portions of terminal areas open to public use and
directly related to the movement of passengers, baggage, and cargo
through the airport.
Second, it would permit the use of funds to acquire land needed to

promote the compatibility of an airport with neighboring areas from
the environmental standpoint.
The sponsor's share of airport development costs, which now ranges

between 18 and 50 percent, would be established at 25 percent for all
categories of projects except those where a further reduction is al-
lowed in the sponsor's share on the basis of there being a substantial
amount of public lands and nontaxable Indian lands in the State.
A provision is included in the bill which permits the imposition by

the States or their political subdivisions of charges on passenger en.
planements if certain conditions are met with respect to not only the
amount of the charges, but also the method used to collect them and
the application of the revenues obtained. By permitting the imposition
of such charges, the bill would enhance the ability of State and local
governments to provide matching funds for essential airport develop-
ment projects.
Senator CANNON. Are you talking there about one of the old issues

again?
Mr. BARNUM. Yes, sir. At the same time,the conditions applicable

to the imposition and collection of these charges will serve to protect
persons traveling in air commerce from undue inconvenience.
The bill will provide for the conduct of effective airport planning

programs. Funds from the discretionary fund would be available to
areawide planning agencies for carrying out airport system planning,
and moneys apportioned to airport sponsors for airport development
projects would be available for the conduct of airport master planning.
The Secretary would be directed periodically to publish reports on
airport planning and development undertaken by sponsors of air
carrier and reliever airports, and would be empowered to obtain from
these sponsors special reports on long-range needs. We believe that
these reports, which will replace the current format of the national
airport system plan, will enable us to keep abreast of the needs and
problems of air carrier airports and to evaluate properly the effective-
ness of the funding program for these airports. We will look to the
States to carry out these responsibilities with respect to the general
aviation airports within their boundaries.
The bill continues the annual $250 million funding level for the

acquisition, establishment, and improvement of air navigational fa-
cilities under the Federal Aviation Act of 1958. It also provides for
the continuation of FAA research and development activities under
provisions identical to those set forth in the 1970 act.
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The bill also provides for the financing from the airport and airway
trust fund of the annual maintenance costs of airway facilities pro-
cured from the fund. The users of the system are currently paying the
initial capital costs of airway facilities and equipment, all of which
require ongoing maintenance to keep them in proper operational con-
dition. We believe it is reasonable and appropriate that the costs of
such maintenance be borne by the users of the system. Annual revenues
from aviation user taxes have grown to the point where it is possible
to resume the funding of this maintenance and still provide adequate
funds for airport development and the acquisition and improvement
of airway facilities.
I would like to emphasize that we are not proposing that any costs

attributable to the provision of air traffic control service or FAA
overhead costs be financed from the trust fund. In fact, to insure that
the accomplishment of capital projects associated with the airport and
airway system is protected, we propose to retain the protective provi-
sion in the 1971 amendments to the act. Thus before any funds are
appropriated for maintenance, amounts equal 

Thus,
the minimum annual

authorizations for capital projects must remain in the trust fund until
appropriated for the purpose of funding such projects.
The Department has also submitted to the Congress a companion

bill which will modify the user tax structure established by the Air-
port and Airway Revenue Act of 1970. In brief, this proposal reduces
the tax on airline tickets from 8 percent to 7 percent, increases the
international enplanement fee from $3 to $5, and increases the fuel tax
applicable to general aviation from 7 cents a gallon to 15 cents. At
the end of fiscal year 1978, that fuel tax would be reduced to 10 cents
a gallon to coincide with the termination of Federal grants for general
aviation airports.
The Department has been concerned for a long time with the present

imbalance in the imposition of aviation user taxes. Therefore, the tax
changes we are proposing will reduce slightly the contribution to the
Airport and Airway Trust Fund of those who use the domestic air-
lines, and will raise by an approximately equal amount the contribu-
tion of the general aviation sector. This will insure that the airline
users do not pay more than their fair share of system costs, and will
raise general aviation's share of total system costs from the current
level of less than 4 percent to nearly 7 percent (still far short of the
30 percent share allocated to general aviation by our 1973 study). We
do not anticipate that the tax changes we are proposing will have any
appreciable impact on the total amount of revenues obtained from
aviation user taxes, and the general taxpayer will still be financing
about 45 percent of airport and airway system costs.
In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I believe the administration has

designed a sound legislative proposal: First, it will permit the Federal
Government to focus its efforts in the field of airport development on
projects which are most critical to national transportation system
requirements. Secondly, it will provide State and local governments
added responsibility and flexibility in meeting State and local needs.
Finally, it makes important and equitable changes in the financing
structure of the current program. In sum, I believe it will improve our
capability to solve our airport development problems, and I urge that
it receive early and favorable action by your committee.
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That completes my prepared statement. Now I shall be happy to
answer any questions the committee may have.
Senator CANNON. Thank you very much for your statement. I am

happy to note that three of the proposals that you have made are
proposals that we considered under the old act, and which the admin-
istration and many other people initially opposed, and I am glad to
see that you have seen the error of your ways and are now coming
around to including those provisions.
With respect to the head tax, I don't think I need say anything

further. I think the vote was quite overwhelming that Congress was
not about to impose a head tax, or permit it to be imposed. So you
might give some thought as to what the impact would be if you got
the program through with no head tax, and also what the impact
might be if you got it through without imposing an added burden
on general aviation. General aviation airplanes are collecting an awful
lot of dust, because they can't afford to fly them with the present cost
of fuel, let alone an increase in the cost of aviation gasoline taxes, or
fuel taxes.
Under the terms of the 1970 act, and the 1973 amendment, the

administration was required to obligate not less than $1.46 billion for
airport development grants, and yet not quite $1.3 billion has been
obligated through June 30.
Can you tell us why the intent of Congress has not been met in obli-

gating the required amount at a time when the trust fund is showing
about a $1 billion surplus?
Mr. Lurz. Mr. Chairman, there are two areas with regard to that

question.
First, in several cases we have had appropriations, and this accounts

for section E under those required appropriations. They have been
short because in several cases the Congress has appropriated less than
the minimum 250. That has accounted for, not a lot, but some of the
shortfall.
The second point is that the obligations require the degree of

program obligations.
Senator CANNON. Those requests from the administration were less

than $250. It is difficult for Congress to go ahead and appropriate more
than is requested.
Mr. Lurz. I think last year we asked for the full $250 in the budget.

The Congress appropriated $227. In 1973, we just completed a short-
fall of $23 million. Several of the other years were slightly under
the $250, but I think in FAA, you have been right at the $250. Jim?
Mr. Dow. I think in the airport development assistance program,

the shortfall the first year, we were at mid-year when the program
was implemented, and the first year's obligations, I think you will
find they were something like $100 million at that point in time, which
accounts for the major part of the shortfall.
The years following that were essentially at the obligation level thatwas prescribed. So it is fundamentally in terms of the first year duringthe part-year program and in the years following that when we wereat the $280 million level which was authorized by the AppropriationsCommittees, et cetera.
We met the obligations with the exception of one or two instances.But the bulk of it came in the first year, when I think the obligationswere like $170 million, which leaves you a little under $100 million.
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Senator CANNON. What plans do you have in regard to obligating
the $190 million plus in airport funds left over from the 1970
program?
Mr. BARNUM. Our present intention is to permit that to expire.
Senator CANNON. To permit it to expire?
Mr. BARNUM. Yes, sir.
Senator CANNON. You have no plans at this time to obligate those

funds once the program is reauthorized?
Mr. BARNUM. No, sir. I believe in fact it has expired by the terms,

and we do not have any plans to obligate those funds.
Senator CANNON. Would you oppose a provision in the bill giving

you authority to obligate those funds that were not used but that were
authorized?
Mr. BARNUM. If it would put us substantially over the budget, we

believe the amounts we have recommended here for obligation are
adequate to meet our present demands.
Senator CANNON. There has been a serious shortfall insofar as the

FAA obligating all appropriated funds for the acquissition and instal-
lation of air navigation facilities required under the 1970 act. Why
has the Department failed to spend the required $250 million annually
in light of the continuing need for new facilities and equipment?
Mr. Dow. The main reason in the facilities appropriation, we oper-

ate under the administration policy of full-funded projects. That is,
when an instrument landing program or other program is approved,
it is funded for the equipment which is normally contracted with the
vendor. It also includes the installation funds and flight check and
commission of facility.

Deliveries on almost any of the electronic systems today take at
least 12 months. Some are 15. So that when the installation funds
which run normally—they vary some, but it is the type of facility, like
airport surveillance radar, vis-a-vis control towers, but normally they
run 40 percent of the cost of the project.
The equipment deliveries are in excess of a year, and it means each

year we in effect carry over the installation moneys. It does not get
obligated in the same year it is appropriated. That is the main reason
that the $250 million is there; it has both equipment and installation
and flight check money in it. It is authorized, and then the obligations
in a given year are shorter than that.
Last year, we set an obligation goal of $226 million, and we met that

essentially at the level we programed, and each year the program will
vary, and in the last year we have geared to meet those obligation tar-
gets. But the reason for shortfalls is the fact that we have installation
funds a year before the actual installation is made, and the reason for
the policy is so the total cost of the project is provided at the time it
is approved.

Senator CANNON. In 1970, it was the intent of this committee that the
airport and airway development program place high priority on the
installation of instrument landing systems and control towers at all
airports served by scheduled, certificated air carriers.
Can you tell us the extent to which this intent has been carried out?
Mr. BARNUM. I will ask Mr. Dow to give you the details on that, Mr.

Chairman.
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Mr. Dow. On the instrument landing systems, the program through
fiscal 1975, they are installed or appropriately funded. On the delivery
schedule, instrument landing systems for all locations that meet the
establishment criteria—in both those and control towers, they are put
in on establishment criteria.
But for the criteria that exist, we have provided for all those that

meet it through fiscal year 1975.
In the instance of control towers, those are all installed, including

the non-air-carrier airports that meet the criteria. Those have been
funded and provided for, equal to the instrument landing program in
the same manner, so that those towers are either installed, commis-
sioned, or on their way in. So I would say we have met the intent of the
bill by providing those that meet the establishment criteria.
There is a question of some of the user groups and constituencies and

to the criteria, and they would say that they should be installed at lo-
cations beyond the criteria. But it was coordinated at the time, and so
I am answering in the context of those that meet the established and
approved criteria.

Senator CANNON. Several times you have said, "Meet the criteria."
What do the criteria consist of, and do they mean installation of these
facilities at all air carrier airports?
Mr. Dow. They provide that these systems shall be installed at every

airport served by turbojet equipment. In addition, it will be provided
at those airports that have actual instrument approach totals of 700 an-
nually. So in terms of air carriers, it says that an airport which has
turbojet service, it qualifies for an instrument landing system, and the
nonturbojet 'airports, the criteria is 700 actual instrument approaches.
In the case of towers, the establishment criteria, is 24,000 itinerants,

or takeoffs and landings from other than the local airport, including
the air carrier count. If there are not air carrier operations included in
the count, then the total operations are 50,000 to qualify for a tower.
Senator CANNON. How many air carrier airports now have the in-

strument landing systems installed, and how many total air carrier air-
ports are there?
Mr. Dow. I would have to get the number of instrument landing sys-

tems, but let me give an answer to give you a feel for it, and I can get
the details.
We use 525 air carriers, and it fluctuates from 530—something to

550. But the normal number is 525 air carrier airports.
In terms of instrument landing systems, there are locations, like Chi-

cago and New York, where there are four or five instrument landing
systems on one airport. So the total number of instrument landing sys-
tems won't really give us the one—it won't give us necessarily—like, we
could have, for example, 600 instrument landing systems.

Senator CANNON. How many?
Mr. Dow. We could have something like 600, but that wouldn't say

that every one of the air carrier airports had an instrument landing
system in that there were 525 of those, because there are so many of
them that have more than one instrument landing system.
'Senator CANNON. What is the number of air carrier airports that do

not have instrument landing systems now? It seems to me that it is
quite substantial, and I would like to know what that figure is.
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Mr. Dow. I don't have that with me. It could be, but I don't feel there
are a significant number of air carrier airports that do not have an in-
strument landing system. There are a significant number of runways at
air carrier airports that do not have an instrument landing system,
but the actual number I just don't have with me.
Senator CANNON. Would you provide for the record the number of

air carrier airports that do have systems and the number that do not
have instrument landing systems?
Mr. Dow. Yes, sir.'
Senator CANNON. What are your priorities and plans for the next

5 years in installing required air navigation faciilties and justifi-
cation of a continuing authorization of $250 million annually?
Mr. Dow. Our plans are to continue the installation of facilities like

instrument landing systems, airport surveillance radar. There is some
replacement action needed in the longrange radar program which
serves our air route traffic control centers. There are equipments com-
ing in that will be supplementing the instrument approach capability.
There are communications receivers and navigation aids. In short, the
program will continue the navigation approach and landing and air

traffic control capability in the areas of fundamentallyy instrument

landing systems, of which we are on the verge of making a change

from the current VHF landing system to a microwave landing system

that will give us increased capability in terms of site locations, et
cetera. The other outlays would be in the area of automation, both in

the route area and in the terminal area, where recently, as a result of

tests, we added the Minimum altitude warning, and in two centers we

tested the concept of automatic alerts. This will be installed in all 20

centers when it is proved up.
So it is fundamentally navigation, approach and landing, and air

traffic control, with emphasis on automation.
Senator CANNON. Will you change your criteria so that you will.,

during that period, install instrument landing systems at the air car-

rier airports that do not presently have them?
Mr. Dow. There is currently in the case of instrument landing

systems a revised criteria being circulated by the user groups, those
that we serve. It is a proposal on revised criteria for instrument land-
ing systems. The tower criteria—those are criteria that is actually in

coordination. The instrument landing system coordination package I
am not sure has reached the user groups yet, but the tower one is in
the hands of the user groups. These will be coordinated, and will be the
airport surveillance radar criteria.
So the answer in short is, yes, we are looking for revised criteria,

and we will not issue it until we have coordinated it with those who
use the system.
Senator CANNON. In S. 1455, you recommend we limit to $350 mil-

lion anually expenditures in one area. For that program, you would
add terminal development assistance, environmental land purposes,
and an increase in the Federal share of airport development. On top of
that, the Nation's airport operators have told us, that just to stay
even with 1970 cost, a minimum of $500 million would be needed
annually to accomplish the level of airport development contemplated
in 1970.

At the time of going to press, December 6, 1975, the information requested had not
been supplied.

61-350 0-75------4
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With those factors in mind, it seems $350 million annually is a large
step backward in terms of the amount of development that would be
purchased in the next 5 years. Why has the administration seen fit
to limit its program in such a way?
Mr. BARNUM. Let me make two observations on that, Mr. Chairman.
First, we have actually been obligating less than the $300 million

that has heretofore been available. It has been roughly in the area of
$263 million as an average over the 5 years.
So we are in fact recommending a one-third increase.
Second, we are quite conscious of the implications of increased

construction costs, and indeed in anticipation of your being interested
in this subject, I asked the FAA to give me some estimates of what
has been the recent trend of construction costs at airway sites and I
am happy to advise you that based upon the work that the Federal
Highway Administration does in surveying construction costs across
the country, and it is exactly the same kind of construction that is per-
formed at airports, what had been a very sharp increase in 1975 in
construction costs—excuse me in 1974 construction costs—appears to
have leveled off somewhat, and fact has decreased slightly.
So that I do not anticipate that we are going to be flooded with

the sharp rise in construction costs that we had during the 1974 period
over the next 5 years.

Senator CANNON. I am sure you are aware of the fact that con-
struction at airports involves a lot of petroleum products, and if de-
control should happen to go through, I think your theory would go
through the ceiling along with it, because the cost of those products
would go up very markedly. Even now, many of the airport operators
and many of the contractors have pointed out that they need some
kind of relief because of the presently escalating cost of petroleum
products that are used in connection with airport development.
Mr. BARNUM. You are quite right, there is a substantial amount of

petroleum product use in connection with airport construction, and
this is obviously a matter that has to be watched. We are watching it
also in connection with respect to the increased cost of asphalt in theFederal highway construction program.
But I think if we are going to in fact recognize the increased costof petroleum across the board, airport construction costs like highwayconstruction costs, are simply going to have to take that into account.We have to keep our eye on what the total budget can sustain. Thatis the reason we recommended the figure we do to you.
Senator CANNON. What would be the administration's position withrespect to an escalator provision in the airport development contracts,in light of the fluctuating cost of petroleum products over which thecontractor has no control?
Mr. BARNUM. Again, this is a problem similar to the one we haveconfronted in connection with highway funding, and we recognizethat in order to get adequate bidding on construction contracts, it isimportant that the airport sponsor in this case be in a position to pro-tect the contractor against cost increases that he may have. That issomething that I think we would be in favor of.
Senator CANNON. You would favor such a provision?Mr. BARNUM. Yes, sir. I think if you don't do that, you will getfewer bidders on the construction projects and the result may be lesscompetitive and in the long run, more expensive construction.
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Senator CANNON. Given the nearly $1 billion trust fund surplus, and
the fact that current user charges are bringing in almost $1 billion
a year, wouldn't it be useful to spend $500 or $600 million on airport
programs, based on today's needs and your recommendation that the
airport program be broadened significantly?
Mr. BARNUM. We do ask that the airport maintenance costs be in-

cluded with respect to those receipts, but I guess the overall con-
sideration from our viewpoint is the impact on the budget of increas-
ing the amount of spending.

Senator CANNON. Would you give us the estimates for those costs?
Mr. BARNUM. Airway maintenance is $431 million in recent years.

I can give it to you estimated for future years. It runs from $431
million in fiscal year 1976 up to, gradually increasing, to $464 million
in fiscal year 1980.

Senator CANNON. That seems like a tremendously large amount. If
we are going to start funding those kinds of costs, we are going to have
nothing to spend on airport development.
Mr. BARNUM. As I think I did point out in my statement, we recog-

nize that this should be funded only after we have covered the other
items.

Senator CANNON. With costs like that, it would tend to hold down
the amounts used for other items.
Mr. BARNUM. That is not our purpose. Our purpose is to fund fully

other items and use only the surplus for these purposes.
Senator CANNON. Under terms of the legislation adopted by the

committee in 1970 and 1973, we tried to provide an apportionment
formula, and a Federal-local matching fund program which would be
more generous to the smaller airports, which have difficulty in financ-
ing airport development projects.

Conversely, large airports such as Chicago, New York, and Las
Vegas were treated less generously because they are financially self-
sufficient.
As I read your bill, you would reverse this policy so as to provide

more funds to the larger airports at the expense of the smaller ones.
In your plan, airports such as New York and Chicago would be
guaranteed millions of dollars each year in Federal funds, even
though they have unique ability to finance their own development
program entirely without Federal assistance.
How do you justify this change in apportionment and matching

fund policy?
Mr. BARNUM. We have looked carefully at the implications of our

proposal, and Mr. Meister has in detail the answer to your proposal. I
would like to have him develop what would be the consequences of
that.
Mr. MEISTER. We share your concern that the large airports would

potentially get excessive amounts of money under the proposals by
an increase from 50 to 75 percent of the matching share.
So what we did in the formula was to try to develop a program

that put more of the money into the medium and small hubs than had
been done under the aid program.
To cite figures, in the last 5 years ADAP funds have averaged about

40 percent. Conversely, in the medium hubs, they have only received
21 percent on an average over the last 5 years, and we are proposing
that they now receive 24 percent.
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The small hubs have received 15 percent traditionally, and we are
saying now they should receive 18 percent.
Not only are these absolute increases in percentages, but they are

absolute dollar increases. We, too, share your concern, and the whole
emphasis of the program is to try to get more money into the medium
and small hub airports where the financing problems exist.

Related to that, to go back to the issue you talked about earlier on
the head tax, one of the reasons we are advocating repeal of the pro-
hibition on head tax, is that our study we submitted to Congress this
summer indicates that if a $2 head tax could be imposed at the small
and medium airports, not only would the head tax eliminate the deficit
between their operating expenses and revenues, but they could get up
to two to three times as many dollars in capital improvement as they
would receive through the ADAP program.
We agree, as you stated, that the larger airports are self-sufficient

and do not need the same amount of Federal assistance that they did
in the past.

Senator CANNON. It seems to me that between your proposals, and
the air carriers' proposals to increase fares, that we are doing every-
thing we can to keep the passenger from going through the gate. I think
we have to take a longer look at the consumer and see if we can't keep
these prices down.
Each time you talk about a head tax on the individual going through

the gate, I think it is simply unjustifiable. I for one am not going to
go along with that proposition, so you had better talk to somebody
other than me, if you are going to get that one through here.
I think we would be better off to leave the ticket tax where it is now,

rather than reducing it and putting it on the passenger as a head tax.
It would be creating one additional level of bureaucracy in the collec-
tion process to add onto the one who pays the bill.
I think we have too much Government involvement. You want to

decrease your role and have the local agencies set up another bureauc-
racy to collect an additional tax from somebody. I just don't buy that.
Mr. BARNUM. I agree with you, Mr. Chairman. That is a tough

point, and we are as concerned about having people go through the
gate as you are. We are watching this issue, whether it be in connection
with increased costs of fuel, or otherwise in which the air carriers are
regulated and are not able to compete as effectively with the ticket
prices as they should be in our judgment, and that will be the basis
of one of our principal proposals for modernization of the regulatory
scheme.

It may be that we have proliferated the cost elements of flying by
adding the head tax to our proposal.
One of the problems in all these areas is the different areas in which

the passenger gets hit. It does, however, give the local airport developer
an option to increase his capital, and we do think that this is something
which should be left to his judgment.
Senator CANNON. As I understand it, your bill proposes the elimi-

nation of the national airport systems plan. Why do you propose to do
away with that requirement, and what do you plan to use to take its
place?
Mr. BARNUM. I would like to have Mr. Meister describe what we

are proposing as an alternative.
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Mr. 1VIErsTER. In a technical sense, we are doing away with the na-
tional airport system plan, if you define that as it has been, which
is a collection of budgetary requests by the various sponsors.
As you know, it has not been a national policy plan of airport

development for the United States. It has been a series of needs
requests.
What we are proposing to put in place, we think, will be much more

effective. We are stating that first of all, all airport carriers or air
carrier airports would have to develop a comprehensive master plan
that would look at their needs out over a 10- to 20-year time frame.
They would have to do that within 2 years of date of passage of the
bill, so that we could see what their future needs and programs are.
Second, at the Federal discretionary level, out of the $60 million we

would have, we do have a provision to require statewide system plans
as well as metropolitan area planning to make sure that we are tied
together at the State level and at metropolitan levels where you may
have more than one air carrier airport.
On top of that, the secretary also has discretionary power to request

whatever kind of information he requires from air carrier airports to
see where he may be going in the future, or to look at particular airport
problems. That is all on the air carrier side.
Now, on the general aviation side, we do again find out of the Fed-

eral discretionary statewide general aviation system planning, and
require that the States themselves undertake local master planning
for air carrier development.
I think what we would really have is much more of a national air-

port plan in a sense of a series of documents that tell us clearly where
the air carrier airports are going, what they need, as well as on the
general aviation side.
I would not categorize our program as an abandonment of any

national airport planning. We are going at it in a different fashion,
and I think probably in a more effective one, if this bill were passed.
Mr. BARNUM. The nub of that, of course, is that it is consistent with

our concept of concentrating on the air carrier airport and the reliever
airport and leaving the state planning to the general aviation airports.
As we in the Federal Government recommended we move out of the
general aviation area, we want to increase the planning with respect to
the air carriers' reliever airport. So I think it is consistent with our
program.
Senator CANNON. From what you have said in your statement, and

from what Mr. Meister said a minute ago, makes it clear to me that
each State, even though it may not have it now, is going to have an air-
port division, or a central airport authority to develop its plans for its
airports.
Is there no way you can deal directly with the applicant at the

Federal level, and thus not require the establishment of another level
of bureaucracy in the States which have no airport authority?
Mr. BARNUM. Well, yes there is, but I think it is desirable to have

the States take on an airport planning function, and in many cases it
may be best performed with a State department of transportation,
which is able to coordinate airport planning with highway planning,
with mass transportation.
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This has begun to happen in a number of States, and we think it is
quite a salutary development. We would like to encourage that. We
do not regard it as imposing another layer of planning.
Mr. MEISTER. Second, when we are talking about State involvement

in planning, we are talking mainly about the general aviation airport
program which the proposal would phase out after 3 years of Federal
involvement, so that States would have to develop over the 3 years
the capability of doing it themselves.
On the air carrier airport, where there is a remaining Federal inter-

est which we have to watch carefully, we would be working in con-
nection with the planners. So there is a direct relationship on a one-to-
one basis with those major airports in the system.
Senator CANNON. In your statement you indicate that most air car-

rier funds will be distributed in a manner which places at the local
level the basic decision of where and when to spend the money. Does
that indicate that funds apportioned to those airports can be spent in
any way the sponsor chooses, or will he have to obtain FAA approval?
If the sponsor has the discretion of setting his own priority for the

use of trust fund money, what assurance does the U.S. Government
have that the most important projects are accomplished first, while the
least important are left to last?
Mr. BARNUM. We are requiring overall airport planning, and we

will be approving the plans with respect to the particular airport.
Once approved, they can proceed with the projects under the plan.
Senator CANNON. In any priority they see fit?
Mr. BARNUM. But the priority would be set forth in the plan.
Senator CANNON. You would require a priority in the plan?
Mr. MEISTER. Yes. They would have to give us a detailed program on

what they intended to spend their money on and how they would phase
that out over time.
We are not abandoning as a result of this any Federal safety con-

figuration or construction standards at air carrier airports. They still
would have to meet those standards. They can't go off willy-nilly and
build the facilities however they desire. So there is still Federal stew-
ardship in that sense of the word over them.
Senator CANNON. A situation could arise in Los Angeles, where the

city might want to use all of its trust fund moneys to purchase noise
impacted land, even though other development projects might be more
important in terms of safety and efficiency of the airport.
What assurance would we have in seeing to it that the highest pri-

orities would be dealt with first?
Mr. BARNUM. Our only assurance would be that the collective judg-ment of the FAA and the Los Angeles Airport authorities will resultin addressing the priorities that they should be addressing.I don't think you can properly as a legislative matter dictate whatare the priorities nationwide.
Senator CANNON. No; we can't do that, but will the FAA still havethe control to determine the order of priorities and see that the orderof priorities is met, rather than just approving a grant to Los Angeles,for example.
Mr. BARNUM. I would anticipate that they would and that theywould be approving the plan.
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Senator CANNON. I want to hear from the rest of you.
Mr. MEISTER. The legislation clearly provides that before the air

carrier sponsor could use the fund directly apportioned to him, he has

to consult with the public and other user groups affected by that air-

port. So you would have the airline people involved in the decision-
making process about the priority.
You cannot have the Los Angeles commissioner or the manager of

that airport going off to spend money in a manner that is deemed not
acceptable to meet Federal safety standards, or the needs of the par-
ticipants at that airport.
As you well know

' 
at major airports such as Los Angeles, they are

primarily dependent for their funds on bonds which come from area
bonds.
Mr. Dow. What the intent of this provision is, I think, is to elim-

inate the project-by-project approval. Today, when they decide to ex-
tend a runway, then every project comes through the district office and
they get a sign-off and an approval.
The thrust of this provision is for them to come in with an overall

plan and have it approved, and as long as the project is as the plan
was approved, they can go through with it without coming back and
having us look at details on every project. It is done once on an over-
all plan, and then go from there.
Mr. BARNUM. May I add one point to that?
As a result of that, what we envision being able to do is make the

environmental analysis, not of a project-by-project, but of the airport
plan, and then they can proceed with funding the particular projects
in that plan without having to go through the environmental impact
statement analysis, which is costly and time consuming.
It would be a single environmental impact analysis for the plan,

and for all the projects within the plan.
Senator CANNON. You have indicated that under your proposed pro-

gram, there will be far less Federal review and redtape. Would you
provide us a detailed explanation of Federal controls that will be
abolished, and those that will be retained?
I think you have just mentioned one that is, if you can have an im-

pact statement on an entire plan, that would be preferable to an
impact statement on a dozen different proposals in the entire plan.
Mr. BARNTJM. Precisely. I think that is a very important step for-

ward. It is one that we find is meeting with approval in the environ-
mental community. Those in the environs of the airport are generally
concerned with airports generally, and they have said that there has
not been sufficient long-range planning, that they don't know what is
going to come next. Hence the argument at certain airports with re-
spect to the need for master planning. That is now going to be a re-
quirement for every airport, and by 1977, we must have a master plan
for every airport, and by doing that at one shot, yes, changing it as
conditions change, and doing the environmental analysis on that occa-
sion, I think there can be substantially less Federal paperwork than
there has been before, both with respect to approving the plans and
with respect to the environmental plans.
Senator CANNON. Are those the only two areas in which you feel

there would be less redtape ?
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Mr. MEISTER. The letter of credit which we will issue to the sponsor
will cut it down, because he will not have to submit all the detailed
budget and financial justification.
I guess the major benefit aside from the environmental part, getting

rid of the project-by-project approval that is now required—there are
21 steps that a sponsor must go through in the course of a project, sub-
mitting separate forms each time.
Once the master plan is approved, a good deal of this would be elim-

inated and you are dealing with more manageable numbers of dollars,
rather than individual steps all the way through. That just has to be
very saving of time.
Senator CANNON. Are you saying that once the master plan is ap-

proved, you are not going to require the detailed supervision of theindividual project that you now require?
Mr. MEISTER. That is correct. It would have to be based on our Fed-eral standards and be approved in terms of the master plan but thenour power of supervision would be on a postaudit basis, which it isnow, because we are not out supervising a good many of these projects.It is physically impossible.
Senator CANNON. You have indicated that the sponsors have criti-cized the program because of the unpredictable availability of fundsfrom year to year, and that your proposal would eliminate thatproblem.
I fail to understand, given the long-range contract authority in the1970 act, that the sponsors cannot be given assurances, at least overa 3-year period, that they will receive a certain level of Federalfunding.
It seems under your proposal, that they will be given a U.S. checkeach year to do with as they wish, so long as it falls within the over-all plan.
Mr. BARNUM. Well, one of the general ways in which we have im-proved the predictability of funding is that it is now more on a formulabasis. Both the amount that a particular airport will receive, the aver-age will be increased on the apportionment basis, and the predictabilityis insured, rather than having to rely on being able to tap the discre-tionary fund.
Senator CANNON. The administration has proposed that most generalaviation projects would be turned over entirely to the States either nowor no later than 1979. What assurances do you have that the majorityof the States have the expertise required to administer airport develop-ment and planning projects?
Mr. BARNUM. I don't think we yet have such assurance. We haveindications that there are many States interested in developing thisexpertise. We will be watching carefully as they develop it, and untilthey have, we would not be prepared to certificate their acting in thatcapacity.
Perhaps Mr. Dow has had experience in discussions with the Stateson how that is developing.
Mr. Dow. We have actually made a survey of the States and thenational State aviation organizations, also, giving us indications ofthe varying capabilities from State to State as to their ability to con-duct a program, and I think there is something like 20 to 24 State'sat the current time which seem to be in a position to conduct a program,



53

and another 13 that will have a high degree of probability within a 3-
year period, and in the long-term range there are 10 or 11 States.
There are a number that have indicated that if we go with it, they

would like to be early in the process of handling the program.
Senator PEARSON. What does "capability" mean?
Mr. Dow. I had better let Mr. Meister pick it up. But before we

leave the States, the other facet is that they have the background, and
have gone into it deeper in some cases than in others, and they have
indicated they will handle the program for those matters dealing with
that State.
The Secretary would have to certify to the capability before the

program was turned over to the State, and in the interim, it would be
a Federal grant direct to the sponsor pending the certification capabil-
ity by the State.
Mr. MEISTER. In terms of your specific question, Senator, on what we

mean by capability, if you will bear with me, I can give you about five
or six major kinds of things that would be required as part of the cer-
tification. Of course, the details would depend on the nature of the
final package, but, for example, they would have to demonstrate the
competency to understand and apply Federal safety standards and
guidelines on airport development, design, and construction.
They would have to have a competency to develop a statewide pro-

gram. They would have to have competency to develop a statewide sys-
tem plan, competency to develop and monitor a master plan prepared
by general aviation airports which would be receiving funding, the
establishment and installation of a system to insure meaningful post-
audits, and finally an audit capability to be sure the funds were being
used in a manner set forth by the law.
Senator PEARSON. We have all that capability right now in the FAA,

do we not?
Mr. MEisTER. Yes, sir.
Senator PEARSON. Of course. Have you run any estimate or model

for a given State, and then estimated what personnel and budget the
State would have to have, and what degree of technology would be
required?
Did you pick out a State like Nevada or Kansas and try to figure that

out?
Mr. MEISTER. We did.
Senator PEARSON. Did you pick Kansas or Nevada?
Mr. MEISTER. Those two we put in the longer-term category. Great

potential.
Seriously, we did look at that-
Senator PEARSON. I think you were serious the first time.
Mr. MEISTER. I was. We did look at that in detail, and we would be

the first to admit that we are not proposing turning over the general
aviation ADAP program to the States in terms of fewer personnel
needed to administer the program. We are not going to save more
people or more administrative dollars. The people that we take out of
the FAA, there probably will be a replacement in the States. So we
are not advocating this as a cost-saving proposal. We are advocating
it on the basis that we believe a good many States now, some 24 who
administer a large percentage of the ADAP funds currently, have
the capability and knowledge to administer these programs effectively,
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and, furthermore, on the basis of general aviation for community
development purposes, that these States can better determine how those
airports can be used for development than can the Federal Government
sitting in Washington. But it is not a cost-saving proposal.

Senator CANNON. Will these grants be usable by the States to estab-
lish their departments of aviation and their aviation planning depart-
ments, and all of the things that go along with them, and not be inde-
pendent of the projects the department would consider?
Mr. MEISTER; In the current proposal, the administrative costs were

not included, but that is something, depending on the nature of the
final bill, that could be worked out.

Senator CANNON. In your bill, the States would not be eligible,
then, to receive grants for the administration costs and the operation
costs of the State department of aviation, and the planning depart-
ment, and so on, other than a planning grant, per se.
Mr. MEISTER. That is correct, sir.
Senator CANNON. I must compliment you on that.
What criteria will you use to determine whether any given State

is qualified to administer an airport development and planning pro-
gram within its borders?
Mr. MEISTER. I think the ones, Senator, in more detail that I men-

tioned earlier in terms of their capability to develop a master plan, a
statewide system plan, their capability for audit, their capability to
write and implement their own standards for general aviation, environ-
mental standards that would be required under this proposal to admin-
ister, and things of that nature, that would be determined by regula-
tions issued by the Secretary once the final legislation were adopted.
Senator CANNON. You would issue final regulations covering the

precise criteria and then make a determination as to their capability?
Mr. MEISTER. Yes, sir. We are not about to turn over the program

on any basis where environmental issues could be involved if they do
not have a capability. The Secretary would have to certify that they
have indeed met these criteria that will be issued, and the guidelines.
Senator CANNON. You call for a change in the Federal-local match-

ing formula so as to provide a uniform 75-percent Federal participa-
tion.
In terms of the large hub airports, what justification do you find for

increasing the Federal share from 50-50?
Mr. BARNUM. I think the principal rationale for going to a flat 75

percent has been simplification.
Senator CANNON. Has been what?
Mr. BARNUM. To simplify the program as a whole.
Senator CANNON. You mean it would be simpler to give them 75

percent than 50 percent?
Mr. BARNUM. Oh, that is harder. In terms of administering the pro-

gram, it does avoid the complications or disputes that may arise as to
which category the particular project might fall into. We don't think
it is going to adversely affect any of the project areas, where heretofore
we have been funding at a higher level, such as the 82 percent for some
of the projects in the security area, much of which have been done—
firefighting equipment and rescue equipment.

Senator PEARSON. When you looked at the revision of the Airport &
Airways Act, what was wrong with the old act? Where did you see
some very glaring situations for which corrections had to be made?
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I know we have mandated a reexamination of some of the quotas
and some of the figures that we pulled out of the air when we wrote
this act, but when you looked at the experience we had had during the
years that this act had been in force, what was there that did not
work any more, and what had to be corrected? What were those
things?
Mr. BARNUM. Let me say first, as I come to a number of sections

that could be improved 
Senator PEARSON. I apologize for being late. You probably devel-

oped this in your statement. I wanted to know what was wrong with
the old act.
Mr. BARNUM. The old act was a very good act, and many excellent

things were done as a result of that legislation. It does have sections
that we think can be fine tuned. That is what we are here for,
essentially.
Senator PEARSON. This revenue-sharing concept is not fine tuning.

I am being argumentative. Try to answer what I asked you.
Mr. BARNUM. We do look to something which in our judgment

gives greater predictability than heretofore. This has been in part
the same comment I made to the chairman, by putting it more on a
formula basis and less on a discretionary basis. The recipients or
beneficiaries of the apportionment know better what they are going
to get over a long period of time. That is a plus. That is something
we have been trying to do in mass transportation finacing, and so
forth. Extendir g this to 5 years and allocating so that the—allocating
more of the total pot would leave you less to discretion. So there is
less squabbling over it, and there is on the part of the recipient an
ability to predict what he is going to get over this period of time.
I think we have also brought a plus in, in that we have focused

more on the national transportation needs, which is something the
Federal Government should continue to have the main role in
performing.
This goes with respect to the air carrier airports and the reliever

airports, and making the FAA spend more than its time on that role,
and helping States develop a capability of meeting the general avia-
tion demand so that by 1970 they would be in a position to perform
that function. I think that is a second big plus.

It is going to come more quickly in some States than others, but
Mr. Dow and Mr. Meister mentioned that there are a number of
States which are quite prepared to step into this general aviation
oversight planning role today, and we think they should be encouraged
to do that. This bill would permit that, and I think that is a very
definite plus.
Third, I would reiterate what I said earlier with respect to plan-

ning for the longer term. It is not financing but planning for the
longer term, where a master plan is not going to be required by the
d of fiscal 1977 for a 10- or 20-year period.
Projects within that plan can then proceed in a more orderly man-

ner, yes, in order of priority established in the plan, but without the
redtape and the bureaucratic hang-ups that necessarily come from
project-by-project approval, and the environmental impact analysis
of the plan rather than the project by project both serve to cut down
the paperwork that is necessary on the part of the airport sponsor
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and the FAA, and this is a cost saving, and is both an environmental
plus and a planning plus, and I would say that was a very significant
improvement, if you will, under the 1970 act.
Those are the ones that I think are the most important changes,

if you will, in the 1970 legislation.
The other one that we have reintroduced in the concept of doing

the airway maintenance out of the trust fund to the extent funds are
available to do it after the other priorities for F. & D. and R. & D.
have been met.
Senator PEARSON. I understand that the safety equipment is funded

at 82 percent now. I remember that 82 percent figure. You reduce it
to 75 percent. What is the rationale of that? Does that make every-
thing neater, too?
Mr. BARNUM. It does make it neater, but I don't think we would do

that if there were a very large amount of the safety security, fenc-
_ing, and rescue equipment yet to be financed. I think in large part
that has already been done, and the small change of 7 percent we
don't think that is going to affect the firefighting equipment, rescue
equipment, and fencing that was available before. We don't think it
will deter that being cleaned up.
Senator CANNON. Would the Administration approve an amend-

ment to the program which would increase the Federal share of air-
port development projects to 90-10 in smaller airports and small
hubs?
Mr. BARNUM. I would rather see the funding continue at something

in the neighborhood of the 75 percent that we recommended. I do
think that airport sponsors should make more of a contribution than
a mere 10 percent for across-the-board programs.
Senator CANNON. Well, you know from your own experience that

many of the small airports don't take advantage of the program be-
cause they can't come up with the 25 percent matching funds, and
you recognize it to a degree when you say, "Put on another head tax
and this will give them some means of coming up with additional
money."
Why wouldn't it be a lot simpler to forget about the head tax

disaster and offer these smaller airports a 90-10 formula?
Mr. BARNUM. Two points on that: By authorizing—not requiring,

but by authorizing, or not prohibiting a head tax—we do permit those
airports that have a capital problem, and this is not universal, but the
ones that have a capital problem to do that.
If you went to 90-10, you would be accommodating those airports

that do and those that do not have a capital problem.
Senator CANNON. I think we saw an example where one airport

did not have any particularly great problems, but they went for a
$3 head tax, so I don't think your rationale is necessarily sound; that
is, that the airport won't adopt the head tax if it is not having any
particular problems. I think they will go for the head tax as a means
of providing some added revenue.
Mr. BARNUM. I am not saying they won't adopt head tax, or that

they would adopt a head tax only in the case where they had a
shortfall, but the other point with respect to the head tax here is
that we are requiring the use for airport purposes, which has not

•
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been heretofore a limitation on head taxes, even when they were
available.
Senator CANNON. Senator Hartke has prepared an amendment to

S. 1455 which would authorize the expenditure of $50 million for an
intermodal passenger terminal demonstration project to be built in
South Bend, Ind., with revenues from the airport and airways trust
fund.
What is the Department's recommendation on that?
Mr. BARNUM. That is something we are studying. I have a copy

of it here. We will have to respond to that in writing, if we may. It
was introduced in late July.

Senator CANNON. A suggestion has been made that you might want
to include one at Las Vegas and Wichita.
Mr. BARNUM. It may be that Senator Hartke does not think of his

State as having a long-range promise that yours do.
Senator CANNON. The Lockheed Corp. approached the committee

regarding the sale of the airport at Burbank, now owned by Lock-
heed, to the city. The parties believe the acquisition of that facility
should be defrayed by Federal grant in the airways and airport trust
fund. What is the Department's recommendation on such a proposal?
Mr. BARNUM. We have not yet made a recommendation as to that

proposal. I understand it is about $60 million, and we will be supply-
ing a response to that.

Senator CANNON. Tell us a little more about your proposal for
land acquisition.
Mr. BARNUM. It comes in two parts. First, we would recommend

that the act now be amended to authorize land acquisition around an
existing airport for environmental compatibility purposes.

Second, we would recommend that the Department be required
to make a study of land banking as a means of—both for environ-
mental and long-term financial reasons, aiding us in siting future
airports.
Those are two respects in which we address the land acquisition

problem. We do not now recommend a land banking authority, be-
cause we don't know enough about what the implications of that
would be.
Senator CANNON. Does your proposal include a land banking au-

thority for future airport expansion of an existing airport other than
funds for environmental purposes that you have mentioned?
Mr. BARNUM. No, sir.
Senator PEARSON. IS it just the estimated costs that you are uncer-

tain about in land acquisition for airports?
We know this: We know it is almost impossible to locate a large

airport around a large metropolitan area.
Mr. BARNUM. We are well aware of that, and I think before we

recommend to the Congress that they make funds available for land
banking, we would want to have a better understanding of what the
total cost implications of that would be. We know of some places
where people are proposing major new airports such as St. Louis,
where there is a proposal to site an airport at -Waterloo, Ill.
There is one in New York, and in Los Angeles, and I heard of one

around the Boston area, but until we knew what the totality of that
was, and the cost implications of land banking, and could come to you
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with some kind of a formula for Federal participation, or require-
ment of criteria as to what kind of demand projects would justify
land banking, I think it would be premature.

Senator PEARSON. Are any of the cities beginning to look again at
airport construction offshore, Los Angeles, New Orleans, Chicago?
That got to be an exciting thing that everybody played with 5 or 6
years ago, and the costs were prohibitive.
Mr. BARNUM. It is expensive, and the only one I am aware of is

Cleveland.
Senator PEARSON. Cleveland.
Senator CANNON. Would you tell us more about what you see in the

air terminal facilities area?
Mr. BARNUM. What we propose is that we expand the uses to which

the funds can be put to include those parts of the terminal which
relate directly to the passenger or his baggage—getting through the
terminal. We would not include cafeterias, or counters, or bookstores,
but anything that can help the passenger and his baggage to get in and
out of the terminal quickly, we think that is appropriate.
Anything further?
Mr. MEISTER. No.
Senator CANNON. That would include loading and unloading, and

baggage-handling facilities?
Mr. BARNUM. And cargo; yes, sir.
Senator CANNON. Is it pretty much in line with the interpretation

we gave it when we were originally discussing the act and some of
us tried to get that provision through?
Mr. BARNUM. It is slightly more restrictive than your interpreta-

tion. I would like to have Mr. Lutz develop that.
Mr. LTJTZ. We would put two limitations. One is public space only,

which your committee had put in as a main definition. Second, we
would try to restrict the uses a slight bit more on the specific baggage-
handling area.

Basically, it is in line with what the committee discussed in previous
legislative acts.
Mr. BARNUM. We think this is a significant step, and perhaps I

should have added it to my list of comments to Senator Pearson. We
are increasingly concerned about the land with respect to airports.
This is something that we in conjunction with the Transportation
Resource Board and others have been working on for some time.
I participated in a conference in Tampa this year. We are increas-

ingly concerned about delivering the passenger from the airplane to
the transportation system on the other side. This is one reason we
would now consider funding mass transportation facilities on the air-
port property.
Senator CANNON. Recently there was criticism of the certification

program mandated by the 1970 act. This committee opposed certifica-
tion of airports as wasteful, but our colleagues in the House were
adamant.
Would you give us an assessment of what impact a repeal of that

program would have on aviation safety, or what chancres you would
make to have the program less costly and burdensome?
Mr. Dow. One of the criticisms was the number of exemptions, par-

ticularly in the early part of the program. That fundamentally dealt
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mostly with fire equipment, where there is a, backlog of $22 million
worth of fire equipment and housing for it to comply with the
program.
The airports had been operating at a level of safety, and this would

provide time through the exemption route for them to obtain the
equipment. Now, they have been able to clear that up.
The discussion they had on providing the information on the slip-

periness, or braking actions, we have systems which is a technique for
determining braking. There is the diagonal brake. We are surveying
that, but the standard has not been adopted. So there are a number of
those we are pointing out, and the certification, per se, the most costly
part, as we view it in discussions with the airport operators and the
representative organization, is the cost for the response time, and we
set a response time for 3 months for fire equipment to meet that in a
number of cases has meant an added burden to the airport.
This is an area that has been an expense item, when it gets beyond

the initial acquisitions, where there is Federal participation in the
operational staff, and so forth.
In Alaska, we had to make certifications of airports that are un-

attended that come under the legislation. So I think there is an area
where we might be able to spell out a little clearer those airports that
really require a look and an annual recertification. 

iThere s a group in the Northwest part of the country, Johnson
Flying Service, which are in effect unattended strips. The interpreta-
tion of the legislation was that we had to go out and survey those.
So I think there is a big area in keeping the program and defining

maybe a little more what level of airport we are talking about, what
level of service we are talking about, and how much and how far we
go in the safety area.
The big cost items, I think, are fire protection and emergency

equipment, together with the manning on it. The other big area is
in fact keeping in the program all the currently defined landing
strips—should we keep all those in? Certainly all the unattended
strips that have no one at them, are we required to go up and check
those annually and certificate them?

Senator CANNON. Would you give us some recommended language,
during the course of these hearings, to make the program less costly
and burdensome to our smaller air carrier airports along this line?
Mr. BARNUM. Yes, sir. I am glad you focused on this, because this

is a problem we have had in certifying airports. The language was so
written that literally a strip that is used occasionally, maybe just to
train pilots, was something that literally had to be certified.

Second, an airport that might be serviced by substitute service, but
had a certificate for air carrier service, would have to be certified.
So that did put on the FAA overnight a very severe burden of re-

quiring these 525 airports to meet those requirements. So I would
certainly welcome the opportunity to improve that.
Senator CANNON. Senator Pearson?
Senator PEARSON. I have not heard a word about Mr. Dow, and so

Mr. Dow is apparently doing an excellent job. When will the admin-
istration send up a permanent Administrator?
Mr. BARNUM. I agree Mr. Dow is doing a fine job. I can't answer

the second part of your question.
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Senator CANNON. I have a final question which does not relate to
the bill itself, but as long as you and Mr. Dow are here, I will pose it
to you.

have read Secretary Coleman's letter to me regarding reversal
of disciplinary action against an FAA regional director. I view this
case in a much different light than simply a personnel action. FAA
senior officials must set the standard for all airmen to follow. They
must observe the FAR's and good flying practice if the public is to
have confidence.
Mr. Freer's judgment in operating a DC-3 for which he was not

qualified was a gross error. It was endangering the lives of the passen-
gers on board, was gross negligence. Mr. Dow's action was taken for
the good of the FAA and for flying safety, and I can't understand
how you could overrule the Administrator by ruling that Mr. Freer
should continue as director of the eastern region subject to the loss
of a month's pay.
He destroyed a Government aircraft valued at $25,000, he endan-

gered lives of eight FAA officials on board, and so forth.
I would like to have your comments on that.
Mr. BARNUM. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate your frank criticism. I

assure you I reviewed the record of the case concerning Mr. Freer and
the action Mr. Dow had taken. I gave it the most thoughtful
consideration.
I would remind you, as I believe is set forth in Secretary Coleman's

letter to you, that I did not at that time have the National Transporta-
tion Safety Board—NTSB--report of the accident. I had before me,
and indeed I was limited in my action to acting on the record that
was before Mr. Dow, and I did not agree with Mr. Dow with his
finding of gross negligence as set forth in his letter to Mr. Freer. I
believe you have my letter to Mr. Freer in which I changed the deci-
sion of Mr. Dow, which sets forth my reasons.
I believe those adequately set forth my reasons, and I believe Sec-

retary Coleman's letter to you sets forth that further.
Senator CANNON. I don't question the fact that by law you be in-

volved in the personnel action, but it seems to me we have to go far
beyond a mere slap on the wrist if the public is to have confidence in
the FAA.
Mr. BARNUM. I accept your criticism, sir. I can merely reassure you

that I gave it the most prolonged and serious consideration for what
I thought was in the best interest of the FAA. I did not think that
Mr. Freer's actions had destroyed his utility to the FAA, and in my
decision, I fashioned the sanction as one consistent with that judg-
ment namely, that he had not destroyed his capability and utility
to the FAA, but in fact he could continue to play a useful and mean-
ingful role at the FAA. That is the basis for my decision.

Senator CANNON. Thank you very much, gentlemen.
The next witness is Mr. Paul Ignatius, president of the Air Trans-

port Association of America.

•
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STATEMENT OF PAUL R. IGNATIUS, PRESIDENT, AIR TRANSPORT

ASSOCIATION OF AMERICA; ACCOMPANIED BY CLIFTON F. VON

KANN, SR., VICE PRESIDENT, OPERATIONS AND AIRPORTS; JOHN

G. DUBA, VICE PRESIDENT, AIRPORT AFFAIRS; AND SIEGBERT B.

FORITZKY, DIRECTOR, NATIONAL AIRSPACE SYSTEMS ENGI-

NEERING

Mr. IGNATIUS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
The person on my right is Clifton von Kann, Sr., vice president

of operations and airports, Air Transport Association. To my imme-

diate left is Mr. John Duba, vice president of airports and on his

left is Mr. S. U. Poritzky, who is director of national air space systems

engineering in the Air Transport Association.
Mr. Chairman, I have prepared a lengthy and, I hope, compre-

hensive and useful statement for review by the committee that Iiwould request be included in the record in full, but I propose, if t

is agreeable to you, to summarize and paraphrase the statement rather

than go through all of it.
Senator CANNON. It will be made a part of the record in full, but

I hope you will highlight for us the essential parts now, not the his-

torical part necessarily, but the essential part of what we are looking

at in the bill.
Mr. IoNATius. That is my intention, Mr. Chairman, and I hope I

will succeed in doing that.
I would suggest that we try to highlight the essential part in my

statement. We have prepared a table showing the trust fund status

as it is today, and have projected what it would be if the current pro-

gram were continued during the 5-year period before us.
We show in the first horizontal group of figures the trust fund

income of about $940 million for fiscal 1975, and then, based on FAA

projections, we show what that income will be in the period fiscal

1976 through fiscal 1980 if we keep the present user taxes where they

are and we achieve the growth in movement of air passengers that

FAA projects for this planning period.
The second group of figures shows the surplus that would be present

under that income—the prior year surplus. We have then a total, and

then we show annual appropriations, beginning at about $625 million

for the fiscal 1975 program, and then holding at $645 million for the

5-year period, which again is based on FAA planning data, which

I break down in footnote 2 to the table. _
Finally, the surplus figure is shown, beginning in 1975, and it ap-

proximates $700 million. By the end of the 5-year period in fiscal 1980

that surplus would build to about $3.8 billion if we keep the program

where it now is, and if we keep the user taxes where they are.

Senator CANNON. That would be 8 percent user tax and no head

tax?
Mr. IGNATIUS. Yes, sir, at 8 percent, and the taxes in effect on

international departures and on freight *ay bills.
Senator CANNON. What about the fuel tax?

61-350-75 5
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Mr. IGNATIus. Those are included at their present levels. We have
made no changes in the input to the fund from where it is now. We
have assumed that if it went on just as it is, these represent the esti-
mates of income, and we have held the program constant, assuming
no dollar change, and the result would be a surplus growing from $700
million to approximately $3.8 billion.
Senator CANNON. Does this also include the overseas boarding fee?
Mr. IGNATtus. Yes, sir, that is included where it now is, which is

at a $3 per passenger charge. That is also included in the income pro-
jections. In other words, we have frozen the present program, and if
that were to occur, it seems to me that this first chart begins to high-
light one of the problems; namely, that we have a large surplus today.
We are building to a significantly larger surplus at the end of the 5-
year period, and we are out of balance between income on the one
hand and outgo on the other.
Now, I have included in footnote 4 to this table, Mr. Chairman, the

obligational authority that totals about $193 million that you referred
to in one of the questions that was raised when the departmental
witnesses were here.
I have included that in the footnote, but not in the figure. I under-

stood Mr. Barnum first to say that those additional funds were to
expire, but if I heard him correctly, he amended that to say that they
would be transferred to the surplus. If I heard him correctly, these
surplus figures are understated by the amount of $193 million.

Senator CANNON. You heard him correctly, but I don't think his
two statements were inconsistent. In other words, he was saying that
the authority would be allowed to expire, but it is in the trust fund.,
and therefore it would be carried over as part of the surplus.
Mr. IGNATrus. All right. I think that is right, and footnote 4 shows

by year how the surplus would increase if that $193 million were in-
cluded. Thus, we show on the surplus line a growth from about $700
million to $3.8 billion. We show that in the footnote, but don't include
it in the figure.
This is the financial background then. We have in the program herewhat I think all the airlines regard as fundamental and basic legisla-

tion. We regard this as landmark legislation that the Congress passed
in 1970, and under the leadership that you gave it and members of this
committee gave it. We think this is one of the basic building blocksin the air transport system and there is no question in our mind butwhat it was needed, is needed, and will continue to be needed, but wethink that there are some adjustments that 5 years of experience havehighlighted, and which these financial figures, we believe, highlight,and that is why I have begun then with table I.
Now, I would go and review with you what the airlines proposewith respect to this program keeping the background in mind that itis a necessary program on the one hand, but that we have substantialsurpluses building up on the other hand, and I would like to go downeach of these points on page 10.
First, we think the program should be extended for 5 years withcontinuation of the 3-year obligational authority for grants that arenow included.
Second, we believe that the consultative process should bestrengthened to assure that airport projects meet user requirements.
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We regard the airport operator and the airlines as partners in air

transportation.
We are interested in safe, efficient air transportation. We recognize,

also, that the cost of air transportation is going up significantly. You

have made reference to the fuel problems which we faced, and you

have mentioned how the airports face that, since some of their costs

involve materials such as asphalt, which are petroleum based.
So we have a very important interest in a safe and efficient trans-

portation, but making sure only the essential needs are met so that

we avoid, to the extent we can, a pyramiding of costs that would

adversely affect our passengers and shippers.
Senator CANNON. In your statement, do you propose any language

along that line?
Mr. IGNATIUS. I say we believe there should be a consultative process

in our statement. I do not have the language in the statement, but we

have agreed on language between AOCI, AAAE, and the airlines,

and we submitted that to the House committee, and we can make that

available to you, Mr. Chairman, for your consideration.
What the language essentially requires is a consultation with regard

to projects that would give' the airlines what we believe is a necessary

ana adequate voice.
We think this is important, particularly if the Congress elects to

igo in the direction that the administration s recommending, to dele-

gate more authority with regard to airport development projects to

the local people to eliminate some of the review that is now required.

It may well be that that review process is unduly burdensome today.

I have had occasion to look into some of it, and I think some of it

could be streamlined. But we would be quite concerned as airlines

if the airport operator had carte blanche to do whatever he wished—

not that he would in all cases act irresponsibly. We certainly wouldn't

contend that, but we do have an important involvement. We are the

users, we are anxious that the costs be held to the essential minimum

to the extent that can be done, so this is a very important aspect of this

whole problem as we see it.
Continuing, we would propose, Mr. Chairman that the present

funding level for ADAP, winch is $310 million, be increased to $545

million, and the reasons for that increase will be seen in the first rec-

ommendations I discuss with you.
We think $310 million is too low to meet the essential needs. We

think $545 million, on the other hand, is a figure that would meet

those needs, and as table I has shown, there is ample funding available

to meet those needs.
The next point we would make. is that the Federal-local matching

fund ratio be changed from its present combination of 50-50 for the

large hub airports and 75-25 for all others to an across-the-board

90-10.
The airports, both the smaller ones and the larger ones, have had

increasingly difficult problems in meeting their share. There has been

discussion already this morning about the problem of the small air-

port. Many necessary and worthwhile projects have not gone forward,

because the local sponsor did not • feel he could meet his share. The

problem is not confined just to the small airports, because the larger

airports are having increasing difficulties.
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It must be remembered that the revenue bonds that they issue are
guaranteed by the airlines, and the airlines' financial condition today
is not healthy, if you look at the industry as a whole. So we feel that
this is a necessary change.
The Congress has already made one significant change when they

took the original 50-50 share and changed it to 75-25 for all but the
larger hub airports, and we are recommending that all airports be
raised td a 90-10 'level. And again, the funding is available to accom-
modate that.
Our next point relates to the apportionment formula. Today, funds

are apportioned "on an equal-thirds basis, the basis of enplaned pas-
sengers, at the discretion of the Secretary of Transportation and on
the basis of the State or area population. -
We would recommend some changes in the present equal-thirds

formula; first, weighting it to 40 percent for enplaned passengers.
This puts more funds where the volume of activity is.
Second, we would increase somewhat the discretionary authority of

the Secretary of Transportation in order that he can accommodate
special problems that may arise, for instance, at smaller airports; and
that the State area population one-third be reduced to 20 percent. We
think this formula is an improvement over the present equal-thirds,
and we think it will help insure that the moneys flow where they are
needed.
We recommend that the present legislation be amended so as to make

eligible for funding the public use areas of terminals. We have re-
viewed with the airlines the needs for the land side of airports. We
have reviewed a recent FAA study on this, and I think all of us feel
that a major obstacle to efficient air transportation is on the land side.
Therefore, we think it would be appropriate 'to make eligible for fund-
ing the public areas of terminals.
Now, again, we are talking about the movement of passengers, the

movement of their baggage. We are not talking about the space that
would be used by an individual airline, or by a concessionaire in the
airport.
We also believe, taking up the next point, that the act should be

modified so that land for environmental purposes was made eligible
for trust funding. There is a lot we don't know about this, so we are not
recommending that substantial moneys be earmarked for this at the
present time. '-
There are studies underway about this, and we need to review them

and to know more about the magnitude of the problem. But the matter
of environmental compatibility is an important one for the community.
It is important for the airlines and airports, and we think the present
eligibility should be widened so as to include funding for these
purposes.
I am thinking of things like buffer zones around airports. We think

you should make a small start on this but not provide substantial funds
at the outset for it.
My next point is on the planning grant program. There is currently

$15 million a year in the planning grant program. Most of the states
have completed the planning that was authorized by that program. We
don't think these funds need be separately- earmarked and included in
the bill. We think the necessary planning can be accomplished under
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the general ADAP moneys under the master plans that are required,
Again, in connection with this planning we are anxious that the air-

lines have an opportunity- to play an effective role and to express their
views on it.
My next point is to continue present intergovernmental relation-

ships, and what I have in mind there is that we not substantially
change the present relationships or substantially enlarge the roles of
the States in this.
I have great concern and the airlines have great concern that if we

mandate a new level at the States to do the kind of things we discussed
earlier this morning, we would bring into being very, large and expen-
sive bureaucracies, duplicating -capabilities that already exist at the
Federal Aviation Agency and at great expense to the individual
States. We don't think this is necessary.
Obviously the States and the communities have an interest in air

transportation and a role to play, but that is not to say that you want
to create an FAA at the State level. There are certain things in air
transportation that seem to me to be inherently national in character,
and since skills of this kind are often hard to come by, there is much
sense, I believe, in concentrating those skills in the FAA.
These are the changes that we would recommend, Mr. Chairman, in

the ADAP program.
With regard to facilities and equipment, we propose a somewhat

larger amount. The F. & E. program is at a minimum of $250 million,
and we believe that should be raised to a minimum of $275 million.
With regard to R. & D., that is currently funded at a minimum of

$50 million, and we believe that that should be retained where it is.
Now,with regard to user taxes, we recommend that the present do-

mestic tax .be reduced from 8 percent to 5 percent, that the interna-
tional departure tax be reduced from $3 to $2, and that the freight way
bill tax be reduced from 5 percent to 3 percent.
There are many reasons for that. I showed you in table I how the in-

come will substantially exceed the outgo from the program, if the pro-
gram is kept where it is.
The airline passengers and shippers are currently contributing more

than 90 percent of the trust fund income. We believe they are not only
paying their fair share, but more than their fair share.

Finally, in the light of this, if a sound and essential program can be
funded at a lower tax level, then we believe it is only fair to the passen-
gers and shippers to reduce the taxes that are now applied to them.
We have got a. problem today with fuel going up. There have been

fare adjustments because of fuel. There have been fare adjustments
because of the other costs that have increased, and we are anxious to
hold down the costs of air transportation wherever we can. We believe
this is one area where this can be done, and still meet the essential needs
to insure that the air transport system will be able to accommodate to
the growth in traffic that we expect, and consistent with the safety
considerations which have been and must be overriding.
Now, I would like to direct your attention to table III of my

statement.
Table III shows what the status of the trust fund would be if the

recommendations that we have proposed, and which I have just re-
viewed individually with you, were put into effect.
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Now,again, beginning with the trust fund income, this income on
the first line, beginning in fiscal 1976, is based on our recommended
changes in the taxes. In other words, table I showed the present taxes,
8 percent for domestic, for instance, and this table shows the taxes at
the level we are recommending.
So we are showing 5 percent domestic, $2 international and 3 percent

on the freight.
Again, based on FAA projections of traffic growth, we show what

that trust fund income would be at the reduced tax levels for the period
fiscal 1976 through fiscal 1980. We show the surplus, and we show the
annual appropriations.
The first column shows fiscal 1975, and then we show our recom-

mended program, totaling $770 million. In footnote 2 we break down
that amount showing the F. & E., R. & D., and the $545 million for
A DAP, totaling $870 million.
We have reduced the income to the fund by reducing the taxes. We

have increased the outgo from the fund by raising it from the earlier
chart at $645 million to $870, an increase of over $200 million a year.
We then show the balance, and then the final surplus figure, beginning
with $692 million, the same figure we saw in the earlier table, and
building at the end, and ending in fiscal 1980 with a figure on the order
of $300 million.
So we have dealt with the problem that we saw in table I where we

went from $700 million to almost $4 billion in surplus. We have taken
account of that by reducing the income to the fund by reducing the
taxes, and increasing the outgo from the fund in order to accommodate
the larger program that we believe is necessary.
So we have brought the two into balance. We have balanced income

and outgo, and we have also provided a larger program that we think
the higher cost of buying everything requires, as well as the anticipated
growth.
We have not changed the taxes for general aviation. The income

projection I show involves only a change in the taxes relating to airline
passengers and shippers. If this program we are recommending, then,
were adopted by the Congress, we believe it would meet the needs of the
next five years, and would produce a balanced program in the sense
that income and outgo were in reasonable balance.
Now, I have several other issues that I would like to discuss, the

first one, on head taxes. As has been brought out earlier, the Congress
very carefully considered, but ultimately prohibited local head taxes
on airline passengers. We believe that any change to make them possi-
ble would be a step in the wrong direction, and we would hope that,
would not be done.
' With regard to the role of the States, I have addressed that some-
what in my earlier comments. We think the kinds of things needed
here are best done at the FAA level, and we would hope that we could
a \-oid a proliferation of costs at the State level for these functions.
The third point has to do with the funding of operation and mainte-

nance costs. The administration has proposed that the trust fund be
Used to meet certain types of Maintenance costs. The Congress in the
past has rejected proposals that would open up the trust funds to FAA
operating and maintenance costs, and we are hopeful it will do so
again.
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I have one other point which is not in my statement, but which I
would like to bring up at this point, if I may, and to make a recom-
mendation, as I say, one not covered in my prepared statement.
In 1970, striking a balance between the interests of the traveler and

the Government requirement that inspection be performed for pro-
tection of the general public and collection of revenues, Congress
limited the amount required to be paid by operators of private air-
craft and vessels for inspection service performed on Sundays, holi-
days and weekday nights.
I urge the Congress to modify the provision so that it adequately

covers air carriers. Travel habits have changed substantially since the
original statute of over 60 years ago was applied to steamships.
To conclude my statement, then, Mr. Chairman, we believe the an-

nual funding level of ADAP should be increased from $310 million
to $545 million to assure that adequate funds are available for needed
projects.
We believe F. & E. should be increased from a minimum of $250

million to a minimum of $275 million, and that the present minimum
of $50 million for R. & D. be held where it is.
We recommend the public areas of terminals and land purchase

for environmental purposes be made eligible for trust fund financing.
We recommend the ratio of 90 to 10 for all airports. We believe the

airlines' voice should be enlarged in the consulative process for airport
development projects.
We believe user taxes should be reduced in order to bring the fund

income and outgo into balance, and to lower the costs of air trans-
portation for passengers and shippers. We believe the reductions should
be from 8 percent to 5 percent for the domestic tax, from $5 to $3 in the
international departure tax, and from 5 percent to 3 percent in the
freight way bill tax.
I appreciate your attention, Mr. Chairman. My associates and I

will now endeavor to answer any questions that you may care to put.
Senator CANNON. What is the significance of the dollar value be-

tween the $3 and the $2 on the overseas head tax?
MT. IGNATIUS. In terms of how much?
Senator CANNON. How much does the within-dollar difference

amount to?
Mr. IGNATIus. Most of the money comes from the domestic ticket

tax. I don't have that figure at hand. We will supply it.
Senator CANNON. I am not talking about the percentage. I am talk-

ing about the $3 departure tax versus the $2 tax that you recommend.
Mr. IGNATIUS. I am told it is $20 million. It is not a large amount.
Senator CANNON. What is the difference in the 5 to 3 percent in the

freight way bill tax?
Mr. IGNATIUS. That is also a small amount. I do not have the exact

figure.
Senator CANNON. Do you feel that is a particular problem?
Mr. IGNATIUS. Well, the freight carriers certainly feel it, and the

airlines that move both passengers and freight feel it also. I am say-
ing that you can reduce the taxes here, and you should do it more or
less evenly.

General von Kann tells me the present freight way bill tax produces
trust fund income in the amount of about $42 million, so we would be
reducing that by about $15 million.
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Senator CANNON. Are the airlines satisfied with the manner in which
the fluids have been appropriated and committed for the acquisition
,and establishment of air navigation facilities?

Mr. IGNATIUS. Most of the effort there in terms of dollars has gone
to laying a base for eventual automation of the air traffic control sys-
tem. A great many of the dollars have also been spent in increasing
aids at airports.
Senator CANNON. I would like to ask Mr. Poritzky, if he will, to com-

ment further.
Mr. PORITZKY. Thank you, Senator Cannon.
Over the last several years the appropriated amounts for facilities

and equipment have gone from very small amounts just before the
passage of the act to $250 million or more. In two of the years of the act
Congress chose to appropriate $300 million for F. 86 E. Some of the
airlines and users have proposed over the last several -years significant
increases, on the order of $50 to $100 million a year in several of the
years to try to speed up what we have called the terminal aids catchup
program.
In the past year 
Senator CANNON. Are you speaking of landing aids?
Mr. PORITZKY. Yes, the approach things, the kinds of things that

make the system more efficient in the landing side, where the problems
have been.

Congress has, as I said, in 2 of the years increased the appropriation.
In the past year where the airlines felt the appropriations should have
been somewhat higher than the $250 million Congress chose to reduce
the amount to $227 million for F. & E.
So I think, summing it up, the program under the act has produced

a great deal of—a great deal more consistency than we had before. It
has produced significantly greater sums than we had before to meet
very vital needs. We felt and still feel that a somewhat larger amount
would have been valuable and would be valuable even this year.
Senator CANNON. And do you feel greater emphasis should be placed

on that?
Mr. PORITZKY. Yes, sir.

• Senator CANNON. Now, in advocating a change in the Federal-local
matching ratio for airport development projects

' 
you recommended

90 percent Federal funding be allowed across the board. How do you
justify that when it is a fact that many of our larger airports have
sources of revenue adequate to meet all their needs locally?
Mr. IGNATIUS. Your question doesn't relate to the smaller airports,

and so that I won't comment on that specifically, except to say there
is a particular problem there.

Senator CANNON. There is a problem involved at the small airports.
I am not sure that I would want to see the present formula changed
in regard to the large hubs and the intermediate hubs.
Mr. IGNATIUS. I want to say there that the airlines are bearing an

enormous burden in guaranteeing the revenue bonds that the local
airport sponsors offer for sale to meet their costs, and, second, the
landing fees have gone up very rapidly in order to cover these costs,

•and ultimately this is passed on to passengers and users at the air
transportation system.
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Now, they are contributing the lion's share of the income to the
fund, Mr. Chairman, more than 90 percent of the income. That comes
from airline passengers and shippers.
The recommendation that we are making to go across the board is

accommodated within the $545 million ADAP program we are recom-
mending, and as table III shows, we can handle that and reduce the
tax level.
So the large airports are self-sustaining—some of them—on the

one hand, but only because the landing fees are going up and because
we guarantee the revenue bonds.
So we are saying since the hinds are available in the trust fund and

since those funds are principally contributed by the airline passengers
and shippers, that the Federal share of those funds be increased at
the large as well as the small airports, because they, too, are having
problems, and if they aren't, it is because they are passing the problem
on to the airline, and the airline isn't in the financial condition today
that it can bear too much of this type of cost increase.

Senator CANNON. Could you furnish us for the record a chart show-
ing how much landing fees have increased since 1970?
Mr. IGNATIUS. Yes, sir, we can do that, and will do so.'
Senator CANNON. One criticism of the Federal highway program

over the years has been the 90-10 matching formula. Critics have said
that with such an appealing Federal assistance program for highways,
local governments have diverted funds from possibly more meritorious
programs to highways in order to take advantage of Uncle Sam's 90
percent.
Might many communities be enticed to place airport projects above

other projects just to obtain the 90-percent funding?
Mr. IoNATru-s.- You have put your finger on a problem, and that is

one reason the airlines want to have a voice in these projects, not be-
cause we want to involve ourselves in other community projects, but
rather, to ensure that airport projects that may be proposed by the
sponsor are necessary and worthwhile. In other words, we don't want
that proliferation of costs. We don't want to see the building of facili-
ties beyond what are needed for safe, efficient air transportation. In
order to do that we are among our recommendations suggesting that
the airlines' voice be enlarged from where it now is, and we think that
is a necessary safeguard.

Senator CANNON. If we just provide consultation, you wouldn't have
the right of veto, so what leverage would that really give you?
Mr. IGNATIUS. It is a tough question in terms of veto. I think if we

were to insist on the right of veto, and we might be a'ble to give reasons
why we would want to, we would have an unacceptable situation.
Senator CANNON. I am sure you couldn't get it.
Mr. IGNATIUS. I understand.
Senator CANNON. I wonder what consultation, short of veto, would

be meaningful. Could you provide the committee with some examples
of the kinds of abuses you think could be avoided? That is, construc-
tion programs that have been undertaken at airports which you feel
were not really necessary and that the consultation might have
avoided?

I See p. 81.
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Mr. IGNATIUS. We will provide that information.2
I understand what you are saying. That concerns us, too, and we

would like to make this language as firm as it could be, consistent with
the proper voice that the other participants have. There is give and
take, but I think we have a common goal, and that is to make sure we
get a good air transportation system.
Senator CANNON. The Administration has recommended $350 mil-lion for airport development. The airlines have recommended $545million. How do you account for such a disparity?
Mr. IGNATIUS. I think their figure is too low. For instance, inflationis a very serious matter. We have given some effect to the cost of in-flation. We took original program levels which were expressed in 1970dollars, and when we developed these figures we converted them into1974 dollars, and thus we gave some effect to the heavy toll of infla-tion.
We are anticipating, hopefully, that inflation in this 5-year periodahead of us will not be at the double-digit level, or at the very highsingle-digit level, if you will, that we have had in the past.If it is not brought under control, these figures may be understated.I was concerned, as I am sure you were, when the July CPI came out,and it was a 1.2-percent increase or 14.4 percent annually. Hopefullythat isn't going to continue, and it won't characterize the period weare talking about.
But that is one of the factors. They may not have given enough at-tention to that.
Secondly, we are recommending, for instance, the 90-10 provision.That adds some to the cost of our program. We think that might add,from where we now are, which is a combination of 50-50 and 75-25,something on the order of $100 million. They talked about some in-crease, but I assume theirs is less than ours.
Our figure was developed by operational people in the airlines, andoften at a very high level of airport and operational people, reviewingwhere we now are, looking at needs for the future and .appraisingthem in terms of essentiality.
They tried to be tough as they did it so that they were not providingfunds beyond what was the essential necessary amount for operationaland safety reasons. We think that is a good figure and that the ad-ministration's figure is too low.
Senator CANNON. Several years ago this committee supported anamendment which would have started a land bank. Sponsors wouldhave been able to accumulate land. How did the airlines view that con-cept?
Mr. IGNATIUS. We have not in our recommendation for enlargementenligibility for land purchases included land banking, although wesee the need for land banking. I would like Mr. Duba to make a com-ment on that.
Mr. DUBA. We feel the recommendation for a study to see what theimplications of land banking would be is a wise one. We applaud sucha move on the Administration's part. We do not see that there will beany major new airports in the next 10 years. As you know, there havebeen no major new airports since the act was passed in 1970, but wedo think land banking is something that should be looked at, and wewould cooperate with FAA in conducting the study.
2 See p. 81.
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Senator CANNON. There has been continuing criticism of the airport

certification program over the past 5 years, particularly because it is

causing maintenance costs for smaller airports. What modification

would you recommend in the law to make it less burdensome?
Mr. IGNATIUS. Mr. Chairman, a number of our airlines have com-

mented to us about this, and their complaints have been particularly

about the day-to-day operating costs, and particularly at the smaller

airports.
Under the provisions in the present act they have been overbur-

dened. I gather from the responses that the departmental representa-

tives made earlier that they feel perhaps the need to reappraise some

of their regulations and, indeed, the basic statute, and I think at your

request they are going to furnish legislative language.
We would like to have an opportunity to review that and comment

on it, if you wish, because we share many of those same concerns.
Senator CANNON. In the view of the airlines, would Congress be

justified in repealing the airport certification requirement, at least as

far as the smaller airports are concerned?
Mr. IGNATIUS. I would like not to give a direct answer on that. I

think there is feeling on the part of our people that you don't need the
language in the act because the necessary authority to see that FAA

requires proper safety requirements also exists in other laws, and that

the particular language in this law may not be needed in order to in-

sure FAA's necessary role. But I would like to see the recommended

language changes before commenting further.
Senator CANNON. My position and that of others on the committee,

initially was that the FAA did have adequate authority to take care
of the the certification problem under other provisions of the law, and
that really we were just imposing an onerous burden on a lot of

smaller airports. -
Mr. IGNATIUS. I think we share your judgment that the authority

did exist for the necessary functions.
Senator CANNON. The Lockheed Corp. in the city of Burbank has

approached the committee regarding the sale of the civil airport at

Burbank, now owned by Lockheed, to the city. The parties believe the

cost of the airport should be deferred by a grant from the airways and

airport trust fund.
Do you have any recommendation from the airlines on that?
Mr. kwAnus. I have not conferred with the airlines on that. I will

give you my own statement. I think this is the kind of thing

that you have to be extremely careful about; that is, if you are going

to expose the trust fund to all kinds of purchases of this kind.
I would think this would be something that we would not view

favorably.
Senator CANNON. If you wish to consult with the airlines and supply

a statement for the record further, we would be happy to have you

do so.3 Now, getting back to your objections to the use of the fund for

maintenance and operation of the system, do you believe that this

should be precluded entirely, or should there be some provision for a
minimal amount for that purpose?
Mr. IGNATIUS. Right now I don't think even a minimum amount

should be included. The Congress acted on that in the past and pre-

See p. 81.
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cluded the use of these funds for this purpose. We thought that was a
good decision then, and we think it is today. Our concern is based in
part, Mr. Chairman, on a point I earlier made, that airline passengers
and shippers are now paying the lion's share of the income that goes
into this fund. More than 90 percent of the dollars come from airline
passengers and shippers.
The cost allocation study which the FAA and DOT conducted

was brought to a certain point and, based on where it was, we had
certain objections to it, and just about everybody had objections to it
of one sort or another. But I felt, looking at it, and I think our people
felt looking at it, to the extent that it is possible to say, in the absence
of some of the things that weren't considered in that study, it certainly
seemed to me that we were paying our fair share, and that we wouldn't
want to see trust fund moneys, which primarily come from airline
passengers and shippers, diverted for this other purpose.
Senator CANNON. Thank you very much for your statement,

gentlemen.
The committee will stand in recess until 2 o'clock this afternoon.
[The statement follows:]

STATEMENT OF PAUL R. IGNATIUS, PRESIDENT, Am TRANSPORT ASSOCIATION OF
AMERICA

Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, my name is Paul R. Ignatius. I
am President of the Air Transport Association (ATA) which represents virtually
all of the nation's scheduled air carriers.
At the outset, I want to express the appreciation of our member airlines, as

well as my own, for the responsiveness of the Committee in setting these hearings
on extension of the airport and airway program. We face a tight deadline, as
you know, in assuring that this vital program which affects the safety, reliability,
operational effectiveness, and cost of air transportation will continue on
schedule. The decisions you will be making in the coming weeks will determine
in substantial measure how well air transportation meets the public need in the
coming years.

Aviation and airport activity play a vital economic role. Airports create jobs,
stimulate economic growth, and generate added tax revenues for the communities
where they are located. Airport construction programs, designed to meet opera-
tional requirements, provide significant employment opportunities at a time when
such employment is necessary to hasten economic recovery.
The scheduled airlines employ 300,000 individuals directly and provide deriva-

tive employment for hundreds of thousands of others. A substantial portion of
the 645,000 jobs in aircraft manufacturing are devoted to commercial aircraft.
The communities of the nation are linked together by a network of scheduled
air transportation that serves thousands of communities through some 500 air-
ports. Air transportation is the predominant common carrier in inter-city pas-
senger traffic, accounting for over 75 percent of inter-city passenger miles. Air
transportation is also responsible for moving over 80 percent of the first-class
inter-city mail and increasingly large quantities of vital freight shipments.

Thus, air transportation is one of the major elements upon which the people
of the United States and the American economy depend for the efficient function-
ing of modern life. And fundamental to the air transportation system is the
airport and airway legislation first enacted in 1970 and now before the Commit-
tee for extension and modification. I would like to review briefly the
experience we have had during the first five years of the program and then
describe modifications that the airlines believe will make the program even
more effective.

THE FIRST FIVE YEARS UNDER THE 1970 ACT

The Committee has already received comprehensive briefings on the history,
purpose, and scope of the airport and airway program, so that it is not neces-
sary for me to provide any extended comment. It is important to recall, how-
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ever, that the program was enacted in 1970 in recognition of the-need for a
rapid "catch-up" effort to increase the capacity of the system so as to reduce
the congestion that was plaguing passengers, shippers, and the airlines. It was
estimated at the time that ground and air delays were costing the airlines over
$100 million a year, and the cost to travellers and shippers, while impossible to
estimate with any exactitude, was enormous. Insufficient runways, taxiways,
ramps, gate positions, and terminal facilities, together with overburdened and
often outmoded air traffic control facilities, were the primary causes of the con-
gestion and delay. Overcoming these shortcomings through a well.
conceived and financed program was the purpose of the 1970 legislation.
There was virtually unanimous agreement among all segments of the aviation

community that the inadequacies of the nation's airports and airways resulted
from insufficient and uneven investment in needed facilities under prior airport
and airway programs. No funds at all were appropriated for airports in some
years, and the maximum air-port levels of $75 million appropriated for several
years during the 1960's were clearly inadequate to meet the rapidly expanding
aviation needs. Airway funding was similarly deficient.
In an action of historic importance to aviation, the Congress passed legislation

in 1970 providing for a ten-year capital improvement program with minimum
annual funding levels of $250 million for air carrier airports and an equal amount
for airway navigation aids. To assure that the funds would be available, a
special trust fund was established, similar to the Highway Trust Fund, supported
by new or increased taxes on the airline passengers and shippers, general avia-
tion, and the airlines.
The accomplishments during the first five years of the program have been

impressive. Over $1.2 billion in Airport Development Aid Program (ADAP)

grants have been made. Sixty percent of the ADAP grants have been for landing
area improvements, 4.8 percent for lighting; 0.7 percent for approach
aids, 18.4 percent for land, 1.7 percent for eligible buildings, and 14.4 percent
for all other purposes. New runways have been constructed and existing run-
ways extended, rehabilitated, overlayed, and grooved. New taxiways have been
built and existing ones improved. Runway and taxiway lights have been installed
and extended, and approach aids added. Fire stations, emergency vehicles, fenc-
ing, roadways, and engineering design are among the "other purposes" for which

ADAP funds were provided.
With respect to air navigation, the program has enhanced the safety of the

air traffic control system and laid a base for eventual productivity improvements.
In the first five years of the Act, Congress appropriated nearly $1.32 billion for
airway Facilities and Equipment (F&E), nearly three times the amount for the
five-year period just preceding.
These funds have made possible a number of major improvement programs.

Among them has been the implementation of the National Airspace System
(NAS) Stage A Enroute system which has provided a nationwide computer
flight plan processing and communications system and provision of new con-
troller displays of primary and secondary radar data. Full system capability for
all 20 Continental Centers is expected to be completed in 1975. This represents a
complex and expensive technical advance of major significance.
For terminal air traffic control, 62 Advanced Radar Tracking Systems III

(ARTS III) terminal automation base systems—which provide air traffic con-
trollers precise identity, altitude, position and ground speed information for all
suitably-equipped aircraft—are in place and working well. Sixty-nine ARTS III
systems will provide similar information at lower activity airports. These pro-
grams represent a major advance in providing the controller with better air traffic
control information; they also form the basis for future improvements and auto-
mation of the Air Traffic Control (ATC) system.
A significant part of F&E funds has been used in upgrading out-of-date and

obsolescent facilities to achieve higher reliability.
There has been major progress in terminal facilities and landing aids in the

five-year period. Funding has been made available and implementation is com-
plete or well along on the following:

182 Airport Surveillance Radars (ASR), compared to 123 in December
1971;
634 Instrument Landing Systems (ILS ), compared to 332 in 1971, 66 of

which are planned for commissioning during 1976;
582 Approach Light Systems (ALS ), compared to 299 in 1971;
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349 Visual Approach Slope Indicator- (VASI) systems, compared to 88
in 1971.

The program also included funding at a minimum level of $50 million a year
for research, engineering and development, with actual appropriations over the
five-year period totalling in excess of $400 million.
Among the important developments during the five-year period were the NAS

Stage A Enroute system and the ARTS III terminal system already discussed and
now being implemented. Other accomplishments include:

The near-completion of a detection and warning system for wake vortices,
which promises to provide safe relief from the damaging effects of wake
turbulence;
A development in the FAA Discrete Address Beacon System (DABS)

program which will offer major improvements to the secondary radar ATC
surveillance system;
• Important studies and developments on the problem of AT° separation
assurance;
Development of a new Microwave Landing System (AILS), nearing com-

pletion, which may become a worldwide standard to replace the World
War II ILS ;
Independent Instrument Flight Rules (IFR) operations on parallel run-

ways at spacings of 4300 feet after many years of a 5000-foot minimum;
A long-awaited engineering program in pavement design and major airport

runway design, which is now moving forward;
Flight service station automation developravnt, which promises to improve

controller productivity.
While much has been accomplished under the airport and airway program, a

great deal remains to be done to assure needed expansion of airport capacity
as well as improved productivity in the operations of the airways.

Additional airport capacity and reduction of delays are needed to keep
pace with projected growth over the next five years, currently estimated by
the airlines at an average of 6 percent per year for passenger traffic and
10 percent for air cargo. It is also needed to overcome the adverse effect-on
capacity resulting from operational restrictions associated wtih wake turbu-
lence of wide-body aircraft and noise reduction and other environmental
constraints.
Improved productivity of the airway system has proved to be vastly more

difficult than initially anticipated by FAA and industrial experts. Intensified
efforts are needed to realize the potential inherent in the computers and
data displays that increasingly will form the basis for a more modern,
reliable and efficient airway system.

Further details on these future needs are descrbied in a later section of my
statement when the program recommended by the airlines is presented. Extension
of the airport and airway program should address future operational needs while
at the same time overcoming certain financial and administrative problems dis-
closed during the first five years of experience. These problem areas include
the following:

1. The decision-making process with respect to airport projects should provide
for a greater voice for the airlines to ensure that proposed projects do not exceed
operational needs.

2. The matching fund ratio, originally 50 percent federal and 50 percent local,
but raised to 75/25 in 1973 for all but the largest hub airports, still places too
heavy a demand upon local communities, resulting in deferral of many needed
projects.

3. Some areas of need, such as terminal construction and acquisition of land
for environmental purposes, are currently ineligible for trust fund grants, requir-
ing amendments to the present Act if it is to be fully responsive to airport
requirements.
In addition to the problem areas summarized above, the operation of the

airport and airway program during its first five years has resulted in substantial
imbalance in trust fund income and appropriations. For example, in Fiscal Year
1975 trust fund income is expected to be approximately $940 million ( of which
90 percent comes from user taxes paid by airline passengers and shippers), with
appropriations amounting to about $625 million. Together with balances from
prior years, the surplus at end Fiscal Year 1975 will be in excess of $690 million.
If the present program remains where it is and if present user taxes are left
where they are, the excess is expected to be almost $3.8 billion by 1980, as
indicated in Table I below.
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TABLE 1.—TRUST FUND STATUS, CURRENT PROGRAM

[In millions of dollars]

Fiscal year-

1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980

Trust fund income 1 939., 999.7 1, 060. 4 1, 142.6 1, 232.0 1, 324. 0
Prior year surplus 283.6 692.6 1, 089. 2 1, 577. 9 2, 180.8 2,913. 1

Total 1, 223.2 1, 692. 3 2, 149.6 2, 720. 5 3, 412.8 4,237. 1
Less annual appropriations 2 (624. 7) (645. 0) (645. 0) (645. 0) (645. 0) (645. 0)

Balance 598.6 1, 047. 3 1, 504.6 2, 075. 5 2, 767. 8 3, 592. 1
Plus earned interests 94. 0 41. 9 73. 3 105. 3 145. 2 193.7

Surplus 692.6 1, 089. 2 1, 577.9 2, 180.8 2,913. 1 3, 785. 8

I FAA estimate as of Dec. 4, 1974.
2 Fiscal year 1975 figure based on appropriated amount; figures for fiscal years 1976-80 are ATA projections based

on current program levels and FAA planning data, broken down as follows:
ADM'  • $310
Planning  15
F. & E  250
R. & D  70

Total  645
Fiscal year 1975 interest based on Treasury data; fiscal years 1976-80 interest computed on prior year balances at

7 percent.

With this background in mind, I would like now to describe the program
recommended by the airlines. It is designed to meet the capital needs in the next
five years for the airport and airway system, to overcome the financial and
administrative problems I have described, and to bring trust fund income and
appropriations into. balance.

PROGRAM RECOMMENDED BY AIRLINES
1. Introduction
The principal features of the program recommended by the airlines are sum-

marize(' below: -

Airport Program
Extend program for five years with continuation of three-year obligational

authority for grants.
Strengthen consultative process to assure that airport projects meet user

requirements.
Increase annual funding level from $310 million to $545 million.
Change the federal—local matching ratio to 90%/10%.
Change apportionment formula from present "equal thirds" basis to 40 per-

cent for enplaned passengers, 40 percent at discretion of the Secretary of Trans-
portation and 20 percent on basis of state area/population.
Make public use areas of terminals eligible for funding.
Provide funding eligibility for land acquisition for environmental purposes.
Delete funding for airport Planning Grant Program (PGP) .
Continue present intergovernmental relationships.

Facilities and Equipment
Increase annual appropriation from present minimum of $250 million to mini-

mum of $275 million.

Research and Development
Retain annual appropriation of a minimum of $50 million.

User Taxes
Reduce domestic ticket tax from 8 percent to 5 percent.
Reduce international departure tax from $3.00 to $2.00.
Reduce freight waybill tax from 5 percent to 3 percent.

FAA Maintenance and Operation Costs

Continue present ineligibility for funding from Aviation Trust Fund.
The airlines' recommendations are discussed individually in the next sections

of my statement.



76 _

2. Airport Program
Emten8ion Period.—The program should be extended for a period of five years,

through Fiscal Year 1980. The provision for three-year obligational authority
should be continued.
Funding Level.—A minimum annual funding level of $545 million should be

provided, compared to the present minimum of $310 million. Of this amount,
$495 million should be made available for air carrier/reliever airports, and $50
million for general aviation airports. The higher annual funding level is needed
to offset in part the effect of inflationary cost increases, to meet additional
capacity requirements, to reflect the recommended 90/10 matching fund ratio,
and to provide for recommended new eligibilities for public areas of terminals
and acquisition of land for environmental purposes.
The funding level has been carefully reviewed by airline operations and facili-

ties executives. This review included a forecast of project needs over the• period
of the next five years, taking into account inadequacies known to exist today
as well as the effect of increased levels of flight operations and enplanements.
Essentially the projects are designed to increase present airport capacity. No
major new air carrier airports are expected to be built in the 1976-80 time
period. The projects represent what airline experts believe to be the essegtial
minimum to assure safe, reliable operation of the air transportation system.
Care has been exercised to avoid an unrealistically high "wish-list" of projects.
Project Approval.—As noted above, airport projects should be confined to

those that meet realistic tests of essentiality in order to avoid a pyramiding
of the cost of air transportation. Generally speaking, airport operators and the
airlines recognize their mutual interests in controlling costs, and a great deal of
consultation takes place before projects are undertaken. There have been some
notable exceptions, however, that have led to excessive expenditures.
Thus, further amendment of the Act should include language requiring an

effective consultative process between airport operators and the airlines, to
ensure that the airlines have an appropriate voice in the decision-making process
involving airport development. We believe that airport operators and the airlines
are, in effect, business partners with a common interest in promoting air trans-
portation. The format for the consultative process should include the development
of a layout plan to each airport setting forth an agreed-upon schedule for proj-
ects in priority order. The effort could be carried out under FAA auspices
in a reasonably short period of time, as compared to the often time-consuming
federal review procedures that currently take place.
Matching Rend Ratio.—When the airport and airway legislation was enacted

in 1970, the matching fund ratio was established on a 50 percent federal, 50
percent local basis. In 1973, the law was amended to change the ratio to 75/25
for all but the large hub airports. This action was taken as a step toward alle-
viating the difficulties local airport sponsors were encountering in meeting
their 50 percent requirement. As a consequence of these difficulties, many neces-
sary airport projects were postponed or abandoned.
• The airlines recommend that the law be further amended to rovide for a
90/10 ratio for all airports. Increasing the federal share to 90 percent would
substantially ease the burden on local communities which in many cases have
not submitted requests for ADAP grants due to a lack of matching funds. The
proposed change to a 90/10 basis would enable -many of these necessary proj-
ects to proceed with consequent improvement in the air transportation system.
We urge favorable consideration of this recommendation because funding

sources are pressed to the limit. Despite the existence of the trust fund, lessthan 20 percent of total airport development costs are now funded through
ADAP grants;.local communities and the airlines underwrite the predominant
cost.
At large airports, revenue bonds, which are repaid by airports through their

earnings, are sold to provide local matching funds and the full costs of all other
improvements which are currently ineligible under the ADAP. The bonds havebeen salable because the airlines have entered into Airport Use Agreementswith the airport operators. By this means the airlines basically guarantee
payment of the bonds by contracting to pay a level of landing fees and rentals
sufficient to cover the interest and principal of the bonds as well as the airportmaintenance expenses not covered by concession income and other revenues. Arule of thumb is that a $1 million investment in airport development carrieswith it an obligation of $100,000 annually for debt service alone. In 1975 theannual level of landing fees and facility occupancy costs borne by the airlines
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will approach $500 million. The airlines, airport operators and financial in-

stitutions have expressed great concern about the magnitude of revenue bond

guarantees the airlines have already underwritten and the recent difficulty

experienced in marketing airport bonds. A change in the matching fund ratio

to 90/10 would thus enable necessary projects to go forward by alleviating a

greater part of the financial burden that local communities and the airlines

now bear.
At smaller airports where there is insufficient activity to generate an adequate

level of earnings to support revenue bonds, the local communities sell gener
al

obligation bonds to pay airport development costs and supplement the income

received from airlines, concessionaires and other airport users with local taxes

to pay off the bonds. A change in the matching fund ratio to 90/10 would free

more local tax monies for vital local services. It should enable those communi-

ties which heretofore have been unable to raise the matching funds to proceed

with much needed airport improvement projects.
In making this change, we urge that the matching fund ratios be made specific.

The present law provides that a ratio "may not exceed" the stated level, but

this allows variable funding with the inherent possibility that some projects

might be funded at a lower level than others. It would be better to state that

projects "shall be" funded at a specific ratio so that airport sponsors would

know what funding they could expect for specific projects.
Apportionment Fonnula.—At the present time ADAP funds are apportioned

to airports on an "equal thirds" basis, as follows: one-third on the basis of en-

planed passengers; one-third at the discretion of the Secretary of Transportatio
n;

and one-third according to state area and population. Experience with this

formula has shown it to be unduly inflexible, particularly with regard to the

area/population factor. The potential of the increased, federal share and the

higher outlay of ADAP funds we are recommending would be realized more

fully if greater weight were given to enplaned passengers and more funds were

made available for use at the discretion of the Secretary of Transportation
.

The latter change would not only permit more funds to be used where they are

most immediately needed but would also assure continuation of essential pro
j-

ects to completion.'
Accordingly, we recommend that the apportionment formula be changed from

"equal thirds" to the following:
40 percent based on enplaned passengers
40 percent at discretion of the Secretary of Transportation

20 percent based on state area/population.
Public Areas of Terminals.—The recent FAA Airport Capacity Study indicates

that a major constraint to the future growth of air transportation will b
e the

landside. The study states that on-airport access and parking, better 
terminal

buildings, and improved boarding areas and airport access are needed. The
 Air

Transport Association agrees with the conclusions of the FAA study in 
this

respect. The airlines have focused attention on landside improvements ov
er a

period of many years, and have consistently advocated that the "public 
use"

areas of terminal buildings be made eligible for federal funding. "Pub
lic use''

areas should be confined to those portions of terminals devoted to the mo
vement

of passengers and their baggage. Such areas represent 40 to 50 percen
t of ter-

minal costs, and include baggage handling systems, people transporter
s, build-

ing utilities and concourses. Also included would be federal inspection 
facilities

such as those for Public Health, Immigration, and 'Customs which im
pose re-

quirements but do not pay for the cost of the space they occupy. Ex
clusive use

areas, or areas for revenue generating facilities, such as airline offices o
r ticket

counters, cocktail lounges, or restaurants should not be eligible for A
DAP funds.

• While the limited terminal eligibility we recommend is needed to 
reduce con-

gestion and delays, qualifying projects should be undertaken only a
fter safety-

related projects and airfield needs are adequately funded.

Land for Environmental Considerations.—Provision should be made
 for land

purchase where it can be reasonably utilized for environmental purp
oses. Since

real estate values around airports are generally 'high; some common
-sense limita-

tions are obviously needed. Eligibility of land to meet environme
ntal objectives

is nevertheless in the public interest, and we recommend that s
uch purchases

be made available for ADAP-funding so that a beginning can
 be made.

Planning Grant Program—The Act provided that up to $15 mill
ion could be

made available each year for planning by states and local co
mmunities. All but

ten states have received grants for State System Plans and f
ive of these states

prepared system plans without PGP assistance. Including Region
al and Metro-

61-350-75 6
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politan System Plans, almost 100 grants totalling over $12 million have been
made. Through December 31, 1974, 227 grants for $13.2 million have been made
for preparation of Air Carrier Airport Master Plans.

Since the necessary Master Plans for airports can effectively be funded under
ADAP and carried out through the consultative process described earlier in my
statement, the airlines believe that a separate Planning Grant Program is no
longer needed and can therefore be discontinued.
Summary, of Recommended Airport Development Program.—The table below

summarizes the airlines' views on airport development needs for the next five
years.

TABLE II.—AIRPORT DEVELOPMENT NEEDS, 1976-80

5-year
period

(billions)
Annual

(millions)

Currently ADAP eligible:
Paving, lighting and relater] improvements $1.52 $304
Eligible land . 50 100
Other (including certification and security) . 155 31

Subtotal 2. 175 435
New eligibility:

Land for environmental compatibility . 125 25
Terminals (public space only) . 450 90

Total 2. 750 550

Annual needs for air carrier airports 550
Less 10 percent local matching funds 55

Subtotal 495
Plus allocation for general aviation 50

Recommended annual ADAP allocations 545

3. Facilities and Equipment
There have been major accomplishments in the F&E area as noted earlier,

and this progress must be continued.
The airlines believe, for example, that there should be vertical landing guide-

mice at all runway ends at which airline jets operate, and electronic guidance
where weather is a significant factor. Air traffic control automation in the real
sense—automatic operation of certain ATC functions-7-is still distant, but must
be pursued if the system is to grow in efficiency. The revamping of FAA's system
to achieve significant improvement in maintenance productivity has only begun.
The FAA system has grown in recent years, as has the number of people who

operate it. The airlines support improvements in the ATC system in order to
give air traffic controllers more assistance in handling the expected larger
volumes of traffic safety and more efficiently without additional personnel.
A key consideration here is the achievement- of the highest degree of system

availability and reliability. To achieve it FAA will have to take advantage of
the best, most up-to-date capabilities offered by a fast-moving computer and
communications technology. This technology may also offer the opportunity for
economies through consolidation of FAA facilities but achievement of such
longer-term efficiency will require continued F&E expenditures.
Thus, the future F&E progranymust deal with the following:

The upgrading, modernization, and relocation' of existing FAA facilities
to increase the reliability and availability of the services and to improve
maintenance productivity.
Terminal aids and facilities to improve the safety, efficiency, and reliability

of airline service.
Implementation of ATC systems and facilities to reduce air traffic control

delays and increase ATC capacity, including new systems on which agree-
ment can be reached.
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Adequate F&E funds must be available to meet these needs. The airlines be-
lieve a minimum F&E level of approximately $275 million per year should be
authorized.

4. Research, Engineering, and Development
Earlier in my statement, I discussed some of the important accomplishments

from the research, engineering and development efforts. This vital effort, of
course,, must go forward in order to extend the progress that has been achieved
and to meet continuing capacity and delay problems.
Innovative effort is needed to automate the ATC process more fully to enable

the controller to manage air traffic more efficiently. Only the first steps toward
that goal have been taken. Everyone agrees that the task will be difficult, far
more difficult than it was initially thought to be. Major decisions will be needed
in the coming years, based on adequate engineering and development, on the
directions to be taken in improving the ATC surveillance systems, and on
achieving fuller automation.
Work to assess the best ways to utilize data processing, and reasoned decisions

on improvements in the major FAA computer systems ,will also be needed. -
Each of these activities will require major development effort. The airlines

believe that the statutory authority for a minimum $50 million for Research,
Engineering, and Development is an appropriate level and should be retained
in the extension of the Act.

5. Reduction of User Tames •
As noted earlier, the Aviation Trust Fund is currently running a surplus of

about $700 million, and if the present user taxes are maintained where they are
and the appropriations from the fund continue at the same levels, the surplus
is estimated to be about $3.8 billion at the end of fiscal Year 1980.
The airlines have recommended a program, which I have described in prior

sections of my statement, that will meet the essential needs for increasing air-
port and airway capacity. This program would require annual funding of $870
million, compared to the present appropriation level of $625 million. The en-
larged program can be carried out with a significant reduction in the present
user taxes, and the airlines strongly recommend that such reductions be made.
At the present time, trust fund income amounts to about $940 million. Some

90 percent of this amount is contributed by airline passengers and shippers
through the 8 percent domestic ticket tax, the $3.00 international departure fee,
and the 5 percent freight waybill tax.

Airline passengers and shippers have been required to pay more for air
transportation in the past year or so, particularly as a result of the skyrocketing
cost of jet fuel. In 1974; fuel cost per gallon doubled for domestic operations and
tripled for the international operations of U.S. carriers, increasing fuel costs
by more than $1 billion.
Since the present user taxes are higher than they need to be to support an

adequate airport and airway program, they should be reduced in fairness to
airline passengers and shippers. Such reductions would be in keeping with the

desire of the Administration and the Congress to reduce the cost of living for

individuals and the cost of doing business for industry. A table in the next sec-

tion of my statement summarizes the status of the trust fund through Fiscal

Year 1980 based upon the airlines' recommended program and the reduced user

taxes.
The Committee is aware, of 'course, that user tax reductions can be accom-

plished only through Title II of the Act which is under the jurisdiction of the

Finance Committee. We urge this Committee to recommend such action to the

Finance Committee.

6. Financial Summary
If the airport and airway ,program recommended by the airlines is authorized

by the Congress together with the user tax reductions we recommend, the pro-

jected trust fund surplus of $3.8 billion by the end of Fiscal Year 1980 will be

reduced to $288 million, as shown in Table In below.
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TABLE Ill.-TRUST FUND STATUS, ATA PROGRAM

[In millions of dollars]

Fiscal year-

1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980

Trust fund income 1 939.7 664.0 703.0 754.8 813.0 872.3
Prior year surplus 283.6 692.6 528.5 395.8 305.7 268.3

Total 1, 223. 3 1, 356. 6 1, 231. 5 1, 150. 4 1, 118. 7 1, 140.6
Less annual appropriations 2  (624. 7) (870. 0) (870.0) (870.0) (870.0) (870.0>

Balance 598. 6 486.6 361. 5 280.4 248.7 270. 6
Plus earned interest 3 94.0 41.9 34. 1 25.3 19.6 17.4

Surplus 692.6 528.5 395.6 305.7 268.3 288.0

1 Based upon FAA projections of Dec. 4, 1974 and ATA recommended user taxes of 5 percent domestic, $2 international
and 3 percent waybill.
2 Appropriations for fiscal year 1976-80 represent ATA recommended program:

E. & E  • $275
R. & D  50
ADAR  545

Total  870
5 Fiscal year 1975 interest based on Treasury data; fiscal years 1976-80 interest computed on prior year balances atl

7 percent.

OTHER MAJOR ISSUES

I would like to comment on three other matters that have arisen during the
course of your hearing, namely, head taxes, the role of the states in the airport
program, and payment of airways facilities maintenance costs from the trust
fund.

1. Head Taxes
In 1973, the Congress carefully considered but ultimately prohibited local head

taxes on airline passengers. This was done to preserve a uniform funding pat-
tern essential to a national transportation system. As a practical matter, it was
recognized that such taxes were annoying to passengers and not needed because
of the trust fund. These same considerations are equally valid today, and the
suggestion that Congress should reverse its earlier prohibition should be rejected.
While Congress prohibited head taxes, it nevertheless recognized that many

communities faced increasing difficulties in financing their share of airport costs.
Accordingly, the Congress changed the matching fund ratio from 50/50 to 75
percent federal/25 percent local for all but the largest hub airports. Favorable
consideration of our recommendation to change the ratio to 90/10 for all airports
would usefully extend this earlier action and be of great benefit to local airport
operators. Providing 100 percent trust fund support for airport security and cer-
tification items, as proposed in H.R. 4830, would also be helpful. Both measures
would enable local communities to apply money for operating costs that would
otherwise be required for capital investment programs.
In summary, removal of the head tax prohibition would be a step in the wrong

direction. The primary thrust of the legislation this year should be to reduce
taxes where possible, not to add new ones.

2. Role of the States
• The Administration has proposed that the states be given a larger role in the
management of the ADAP program, particularly with regard to general avia-
tion. Thus far, many groups most directly affected by this proposal have voiced
serious concerns about it. These groups include elements of general aviation,
airport operators, and many city officials.
The airlines believe that our airport system can be properly planned and de-

veloped only in conjunction with the federal airways and that this must be done
on a national basis. Accordingly, they have strong reservations about the Ad-
ministration's proposal. In the technical area, the FAA has the experience and
expertise that most states would have to acquire. Instead of one program there
would be 50 programs, with an adverse impact on uniformity and technical
standardization which are essential to safety.
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The states have an important role to play in aviation, but we join with other

groups in urging that the present intergovernmental relationships with respect

to the ADAP program be maintained.

3. Funding of Operating and Maintenance Costs

The Administration has proposed that the trust fund be used to meet certain

types of maintenance costs in addition to capital investment costs for the air-

ways. The Congress has rejected proposals in the past that would open up the

trust fund to FAA operating and maintenance costs, and we are confident it will

do so once again. Airline passengers and shippers have contributed more than

90 percent of trust fund receipts, and have thus in fact paid for more than 90

percent of the disbursements from the fund. Under the ATA proposals, collec-

tions will be more than adequate to fund the substantial capital investment and

R&D program needs. Adding the further burden of airway maintenance costs

on airline passengers and shippers Would create an even greater inequity. More-

over, it has been demonstrated time and again that air transportation provides

significant public benefit, and it is therefore appropriate to depend upon general

revenues for meeting a portion of the system's costs.

CONCLUSION

The Airport and Airway Development Act of 1970 provided for the first time a

solid foundation for assuring continued improvement of the airports and airways.

The opportunity is at hand, in extending the Act, to make those changes that

experience has shown to be necessary to make the legislation even more effective.

The airlines believe that the major changes should be to:
Increase the annual funding level of ADAP from $310 million to $545

million to assure that adequate funds are available for needed projects;

Increase the annual minimum F&E level from $250 million to $275 million,

and maintain the present minimum level of $50 million for R&D;
Make the public areas of terminals and land for environmental purposes

eligible for trust fund financing;
Increase the matching fund ratio to 90/10 for all airports in order to

lessen the burden on local communities for raising needed capital;
Enlarge the airlines' voice in the consultative process for airport

development projects;
Reduce the user taxes to bring fund income and out-go into balance and

to lower the cost of air transportation for passengers and shippers by reduc-

tions from 8 percent to 5 percent in the domestic tax, $3.00 to $2.00 in the

international tax, and 5 percent to 3 percent in the freight waybill tax.
We urge the favorable consideration of these changes, together with the other

modifications outlined in my statement.
Mr. Chairman, this completes my statement. I appreciate the opportunity you

have given me to appear before your Committee and I am pleased now to respond

to questions that you and the members may wish to direct to my attention.

[The following information was referred to on p. 69-71:]
AIR TRANSPORT ASSOCIATION OF AMERICA,

Washington, D.C., September 19, 1975.
Hon. HOWARD W. CANNON,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Aviation,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.
DEAR SENATOR CANNON: It was a pleasure to appear before you to testify

on the airport and airways program. The success of the program in the first five
years is compelling evidence of the foresight you and your committee displayed
in enacting it in 1970.
This program has served the public well and with appropriate modifications,

will continue to do so during the coming five years.
During the course of testimony you asked that ATA supply responses to several

questions for the record. The responses are attached.
In closing, I would like to again stress the appreciation of the U.S. airlines for

your interest and leadership in this matter.
Sincerely,

Attachment.
PAUL IGNATIUS.



82

(1) We were asked to submit proposed consultative language which would
ensure that airline airport users have a voice in decisions affecting airport
planning and development since airlines are often the major airport users and
must pay fees and charges for debt service and maintenance and operation of
airports.
We have already reached an agreement with the airport operators that, "spon-

sors shall consult with and give due consideration to the views of airport users."
This was done in the form of a letter which is attached for your reference.

We believe that an effective consultative process in planning and undertaking
airport improvements is absolutely essential.
(2) We were also asked for examples of airport construction or financing

problems which might have been avoided through proper consultation and
involvement of the airlines.
At times the airlines have been excluded from participation during the plan-

ning process with the result that some projects have not taken into consideration
airline or passenger needs based on projected level of operational activity, type
of aircraft equipment, or forecasted enplanements. This can result in the con-
struction of unneeded facilities, some which are inadequately designed or others
which proceed on an untimely basis. The following are examples:
a. Louisville's Standiford Field. In this instance a Master Plan and Feasibil-

ity Study for a new airport were prepared without consultation, and were to be
implemented without regard to airline requirements.

b. Houston. A runway overlay and extension was proposed without airline
consultation. As a result, the thickness of the overlay was excessive and the
runway longer than required for airline operational needs.

c. Indianapolis. An expensive land acquisition program was undertaken
without prior knowledge of the airlines.
d. Philadelphia. Despite airline protests, long-term terminal construction has

been undertaken which is unduly expansive and expensive.
Although a good working relationship between the airlines and airport opera-

tors has been developed at most airports, instances such as these cited do high-
light the need to give the airlines an effective voice in the planning and
implementation of airport improvements. There are, in addition, many instances
when airlines learn of proposals to build or extend runways, make other air-
side improvements and undertake terminal expansion projects after the fact and
find that the proposals were developed without regard to the projected needs of
airlines and their passengers. Although in many cases modifications in design
or changes in timing of construction are ultimately negotiated, the original lack
of consultation results in wasted time and effort and often increased costs
because of required additional studies and design.

It is for reasons such as these cited that we have urged meaningful con-
sultation be mandated in the Act. It will help assure that the essential project
only will be undertaken, so that excessive costs will not be incurred at the
ultimate expense of the travelling public.
(3) We were also requested to submit landing fees information for the

period 1970-1975. This information is tabulated below:

LANDING FEES

[In thousands of dollars]

Year

Local
Domestic service

trunks carriers Total

1969 103, 073 14, 430 117, 503
1970  $92, 111 $9, 418 $101, 519
1971 110, 232 15, 322 126, 554
1972  138, 689 18, 814 157, 503
1973 151, 715 20, 990 172, 706
1974  175, 506 14, 434 199,940
1975 i 197, 397 29, 243 226, 640

Through 2d quarter.

Landing fees alone are not an accurate barometer of the financial burden
carriers bear in underwriting airport projects at the large hubs. If rentals are
included, for example, the amount would approximately double the annual
figure. And even this amount does not provide a full picture of the airport
financing dilemma faced by communities and airlines at the Major airports.
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The extent to which large hub airports have been self-supporting in the past, is
due, in part, to revenues derived from airport users, but primarily to the airlines
commitments to underwrite airport financial requirements. This is no longer
the case and will not be the pattern of the future, in view of the airlines level
of future commitments already made which will mature later.

Initially, investment bankers found airport revenue bonds an attractive in-
vestment because airport use agreements signed by airlines using an airport
were a virtual guarantee of payment. They find them less attractive now be-
cause airlines have underwritten hundreds of millions of dollars of revenue bond
issues, landing fees have risen 123% since 1969 after having risen 150% be-
tween 1964 and 1969, the economic strength of the industry has deteriorated,
and the future impact of fuel costs and deregulation are unknown.
To assure the marketability and_ a reasonable interest rate of their airport

funds, Orlando and Nashville had to take out insurance guaranteeing repayment.
Large hub airports embarking on major projects are finding financing in-

creasingly difficult at reasonable interest rates. In many instances, current income
is pledged to support existing bond issues. New revenue sources are hard to
find and to develop and consequently landing fees must bear the burden of the
needed revenue increase. Landing fees are a direct expense of the carrier and
must eventually be reflected in the price of the ticket. The passenger is paying
for airport development through the medium of the ticket tax. His tax money
should be applied at the highest ration possible, at all airports, to build the
facilities needed to maximize utilization of existing airports. In addition to
current programs at several large hub airports, other airports will be faced
with sizable expenditures for needed expansion programs in the near future.
Without equitable ADAP treatment, they may have to defer needed projects
required to accommodate the passengers using large hub airports. All this is a
reflection of the airlines diminished ability to fund projects.
The airlines weakened financial posture is further reflected in the comments

being expressed by the investor community.
"Today, we are faced with an uncertain economic outlook, a lack of a strong,

consistent national transportation policy, a mercurial fuel price and availability
situation, a potential unsettling period of 'deregulation', and no real indications
of a reasonable assurance of profits, capital accumulation, or projection against
inflationary forces." (Harry E. Colwell, III, Vice President Chase Manh,attan
Bank)
"It has been six years since we committed any money to a domestic airline,

and extremely dubious we will again until debt ratios are down, fixed charge
coverages are up, and cyclicality of the earnings of the industry is smoothed
out." (Peter S. Hadley, Vice President and Treasurer, Metropolitan Life In-
surance Company)
"From the viewpoint of an involved lender, our domestic and international

airline industry is today in very serious financial trouble and the prospects for
future give little grounds for optimism. Even in fairly good times airline earn-
ings have been little more than marginal but now, with high financial and oper-
ating leverage working against them, many airlines are finding their already
meager liquidity rapidly draining away." (Frank H. Madden, Vice President,
Morgan Guaranty Trust)
"This dismal earnings performance has caused our airline investments to go

very sour. Specifically, the total value of all outstanding shares of the major
airlines was $6% billion at the end of 1966. At the end of 1974, it had shrunk
to $1.8 billion. That's a decline of 73%. And that's despite the fact that the
equity invested in the business rose from $2.1 billion in 1966 to $4.0 billion in
1974, or 90%." (Teddy Walkowiez, President, National Aviation Corporation)
These are representative viewpoints of a widely-held concern.
There is, further, a question of equity. Over 90% of the trust fund income

is generated by airline pasSengers and shippers and two-thirds of this at large
hub airports. Yet ADAP grants at these large hub airports represented only
34% of the grants made in the first five years of the program.

These airports are the backbone of the airport system and are important to
the smaller airports because of their role as connecting, transfer, or feeder points.
Failure to improve facilities at large hub airports will, therefore, also incon-
venience many passengers originating or destined for medium, small and non-hub
airports.
In the interest of equity to all and in recognition that large hub airports are

where the heaviest traffic takes place, the 90-10% matching fund ratio should
be uniformly applied to all airports.
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(4) We were asked to comment on the proposal to include a special provision

in the Act which would authorize acquisition of the privately owned Hollywood
Burbank Airport by the City of Burbank. The carriers serving this airport be-

lieve that it fulfills an important function and should be kept open to the public.
They would support the acquisition of the airport with ADAP assistance if

assurance were given that the purcase price was not inflated, that there will
be no impediments to full utilization of the airport, that any proposed additional
ADAP grant requests be identified in advance, that existing airport user agree-
ments be acknowledged and honored, and that airlines and other users were
invoiced in the development of any planning and financing programs and have
agreed to support the required fiscal program for matching funds.

Other airlines do not believe that a special provision should be legislated for

this purpose. Furthermore, it would appear that there is no requirement for a
special provision in the Airport and Airway Development Act (as amended)
to enable acquisition of the Hollywood-Burbank Airport if pertinent conditions
in Section 16 are met and adequate funds are available in the area/population
and discretionary apportionments under the ADAP.
The question posed concerning acquisition of this privately owned airport

raises matter's of such importance as to policy and fiscal impact of acquisition
of other privately owned airports (as well as land banking for future airports)
that it is scheduled for consideration at an early ATA meeting and might well
be included in the proposed Special Study on land banking.

AIRPORT OPERATORS COUNCIL INTERNATIONAL (AOCI)
AIR TRANSPORT ASSOCIATION ( ATA )
AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF AIRPORT EXECUTIVES (AAAE),

April 17, 1975.
Hon. GLENN M. ANDERSON,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Aviation, Committee on Public Works and Trans-

portation, 17.S. House of Representatives, Washington, D.C.

DEAR MR. ANDERSON: During the public hearings being held by your Sub-
committee on various bills to establish an airport and airways development
program for the next five years, there has been some discussion of an appropriate
process for providing user imput into the airport sponsor's Capital Improve-
ment Program. As envisioned in H.R. 4830, the sponsor's Capital Development
Program would be the basis upon which formula distribution funds apportioned
to the sponsor would be expended.
Our associations have been working together to develop an airport sponsor-

user consultative process to assure that there is good communication and coopera-
tion at each air carrier airport.
We jointly believe that the interests of airport communities, the public and

airport user groups could be best served by the inclusion of the following lan-
guage in the legislation being developed by your Subcommittee:
"In developing Capital Improvement Programs, sponsors shall consult with

and give due consideration to the views of airport users."
This provision would provide for consultation with users in the development

of sponsor Capital Improvement Programs as defined in Section 4(7) of H.R.
4830. As such it will allow continuity of participation by air carriers and other
-airport users and will assure that airport projects are undertaken after local
coordination.
In closing, we would like to express appreciation again for your responsiveness

in scheduling early hearings on legislation to assure an improved airport and
airways program for the future.

Sincerely,
J. DONALD REILLY,

Executive Vice President,
Airport Operators Council International (AOCI).

PAUL R. IGNATIUS,
President,

Air Transport Association (AT A).
F. RUSSELL HOYT,

Executive Vice President,
American Association of Airport Executives (AAAE).
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AFTER RECESS

Senator CANNON. The hearing will come to order.
The next witness is Capt. John J. O'Donnell, Jr., president, Air

Line Pilots Association.

• STATEMENT OF CAPT. JOHN J. O'DONNELL, JR., PRESIDENT, AIR

LINE PILOTS ASSOCIATION; ACCOMPANIED BY CAPT. RODERIC

GILSTRAP, FIRST VICE PRESIDENT; AND ROGER PHANEUF, DI-

RECTOR, ENGINEERING AND AIR SAFETY UNIT

Captain O'DONNELL. Mr. Chairman, I am John O'Donnell, presi-
dent of the Air Line Pilots Association. On my left is Captain Gil-
strap, and on my right is Dr. Roger Phaneuf, who is director of en-
gineerina

b 
and air safety for the ALPA.

We welcome the opportunity to appear before you today to offer
our views on the airport development program. The more than 38,000
pilots that we represent have a deep interest in this subject, not only
from an economic and administrative standpoint, but also because the
success of airport development is truly a life and death matter to the
crew and passengers of the aircraft we fly.
Although much of the testimony that follows will focus on the

need for more resources to be devoted to air safety, we must emphasize
at the outset that today's air transportation system has a safety record
that we can all point to with great pride. It is one of the safest modes
of travel in the world and our concerns which will be expressed here
are only a reflection of our desires to make our record as close to per-
fect as is possible.
As I am sure you know, recent statistics have shown that the large

majority of accidents have occurred in the vicinity of airports. Many
of these have a direct relationship to the type of airport facilities
available.
For example, in 1970 we had 3 crashes on nonprecision approaches

and 3 on ILS approaches involving U.S. air carrier aircraft domes-
tically and internationally with 77 fatalities. In 1974 the number has
increased to 4 accidents in each category with an appalling 366 fatali-
ties. And these grisly numbers cannot be rationalized on the basis of
number of operations, for the number was approximately 10 million in
each year.
In addition, studies show that in the last 10 years the fatalities from

nonprecision approach accidents have been approximately 10 times
those associated with ILS approaches. There has been a slight im-
provement in the overshoot/undershoot categories, but nothing
dramatic.
This is unfortunately a very disappointing example of the progress

we have experienced under the ADAP program.' We are confident it
is not in keeping with your expectations nor ours.
This specific safety problem is but a reflection of a much broader

concern, one for which we seek your assistance. The air transportation
system of the United States is not only a major private enterprise, but
also must be considered as a public service responding to the demands
for transportation of people and cargo which cannot be met by other
means. There must be a commitment by the Congress and the execu-
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tive branch of Government to provide the necessary resources so that
the maximum safety and efficiency can be achieved in air transporta-
tion. However, to do this there must be a national transportation policy
properly defining the role that aviation shall play.
That policy must include a commitment to safety. There is a price

for safety. There is, unfortunately, an even higher price to pay when
we allow safety to lose its proper priority. Once we have a clear
understanding of the policy governing the transportation industry,
we must all be committed to achieving the highest degree of safety
and we must be willing to pay the cost. . .One of the proposals made in the administration bill before you
is unfortunately a step in the opposite direction. We are speaking
,of the virtual elimination of a national airport system plan. Although
we agree with those that have indicated the present NASP is inade-
quate in many respects, we do not agree with the concept of eliminat-
ing such a plan. Indeed we feel that a better designed and utilized
plan is an essential element in the overall national policy development
for aviation.
It seems to us that the expenditure of Federal funds without such a

plan will have gross inefficiencies—wasteful spending due to inade-
quate planning which will far overshadow any of the savings anti-
.cipated by those who have developed this proposal.

With regard to the airport development portion of the bill we would
like to make the following observations:
(1) Costs of airport development have increased dramatically for

two reasons. First, the large inflationary pressures in recent years
have vastly increased construction costs and second, additional re-
quirements for compliance with environmental and other regulations
have caused delays and consequently increased costs. An increased
level of funding and an effort to streamline procedures should, there-
fore, be an important objective of the pending legislation.
(2) Improvements should be made in the formula for funding.

Neither the 75-25 matching ratio nor the enplacement formula is
truly a reflection of the need for Federal money. In many cases the
airports that have serious development needs are unable to provide
the required matching funds Also, the critical safety items receive
no priority of funding over any other project. 

i(3) Consideration s being given to the use of moneys for land
purchases to achieve environmental compatibility. We fully support
this concept because it is clearly the best method for achieving a safe
and environmentally sound airport system. The practice of developing
operational procedures for noise reduction will always be very limited
in application and clearly places an unnecessary hazard on the crews,
passengers, and airport communities. Along with this, the administra-
tion has proposed a study for land banking which we would also
support.
(4) The most important point we would like to make concerning

the legislation is the basic concept of determining priorities. It is
appropriate to retain a substantial portion of the fund as discretionary.
We would hope that the discretion used will always consider safety
needs as the highest priority.
There is an increasing awareness that much airport development

is being limited by the ability, to handle passengers and baggage and,
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therefore, the facilities associated with the terminal should be eligible
for Federal funding. While we recognize that a sound air transporta-
tion system must be comprehensive enough to support the traveler
throughout his journey, we are concerned that once again priorities
may become confused—first an airport with adequate safety margins
and then adequate terminal facilities.
We are a long way from completing the necessary air side develop-

ment of airports with many critical projects directly related to safety
still not accomplished. This is not true at all airports and it seems,
therefore, that with appropriate emphasis, perhaps through differ-
ent matching formula, the proper priorities can be maintained.
Again, a national plan and policy would help to alleviate the concern
here, allowing all parties to proceed rapidly, safely, and efficiently.

Finally, with regard to priorities it is obviously inappropriate to
even consider the use of trust fund money for operating expenses,
since there are so many unfilled capital expenditure requirements.
17p to this point, Mr. Chairman, we have concentrated our discus-

sion on the airport development portion of the legislation. There are
two other areas, the facilities and equipment fund and the funding
•of research and development, which are also of vital concern to us,
perhaps more so than to many of the other witnesses you will hear
from.
The equipment eligible for F. & E. money has the most direct effect

on the safe operation of aircraft into and out of our airports. This
statement is directly substantiated by several NTSB findings and rec-
ommendations. We would like to expand on this critical subject for
just a moment.
In October 1971, ALPA. proposed to FAA an accelerated installa-

tion program for facilities at airports used by airline aricraft. I
quote the reasoning behind this proposal:
In this proposal, ALPA asked that within a 2-year period there be

installed the following:
The association has long pressed for accelerating installation of available

landing aids and adequate runways at all airports having scheduled air car-

rier operations. In this regard we strongly urge that appropriations and in-

stallation arrangements be programed to enable realizing these objectives.

The nonprecision approach accidents have been permitted to continue far too

long. An instrument landing system (ILS) was invented to prevent this type

accident. ILS has been in general use for more than 20 years. Studies show

that in the last 10 years the fatalities from nonprecision approach accidents

have been approximately 10 times those associated with ILS approaches. ILS

also results in much more reliable service, reducing inconvenience to passengers

and the cost of operation for airlines. Installation of the ILS facilities currently

programed by the FAA will require approximately 10 years. Even then, only

about one-half of the runways usable by scheduled airlines will have ILS.

This delay is completely unacceptable to ALPA. The new microwave (or other)

type ILS can be installed at new airports and runways when it becomes opera-

tional. We must not wait for these futuristic developments, as we have been

doing for the past 30 years.

In this proposal, ALPA asked that within a 2-year period there be
installed the following:

1. At least one ILS at every airport served by scheduled airlines.
2. An approach light system installed at all ILS locations.
3. VAST (visual approach slope indicator) on every runway used

by scheduled airlines.
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4. REIL (runway end identifier lights) on every runway used by
scheduled airlines that does not have approach lights.

5. A control tower at every airport served by scheduled airlines.
The reason for the above requested installations was strictly safety._

We were not primarily interested in lower minimums, just increased
safety. Lower minimums, if justified, would be a bonus.

• Now, let us examine the accomplishments in the 31/2 years following
the original ALPA proposal to the FAA.
Only 84 more airports used in airline transportation received ILS

installations. This represents only 16 percent new airport installations
in 31/2 years. At that rate, it will tke approximately 10 years more
to install one ILS at every air carrier airport. Out of 505 airports
'presently used in air carrier operations, about 60 percent have an ILS,
approach lights, and a tower. This leaves 40 percent of air carrier
airports with nothing more than a VOR, localizer, or less.
Another safety item is REIL. How many REIL's do we now have?

Out of 1,942 runways used for air carrier operations, we find only
277 (14 percent) have REIL.

Since every instrument approach is completed visually, we and the
NTSB have long recommened every runway should have a VAST,
which is visual approach slope indicator. When we examine the figures,
we find that only 263 (14 percent) of the runways have VAST, leaving
1,681 runways with no visual slide slope indicator assistance what-
soever. Only approximately 121 are programed at air carrier airports
within the 1975 fiscal year, leaving a VAST deficiency in this area of
1,560 installations.
Because of this disturbing lack of progress, we would recommend

that the committee increase facilities and equipment funding to a
minimum of $300 million per year for the next 5 years, with the em-
phasis being placed on the following high priority programs.
Mr. Chairman, in the interest o?time, I would request that the

phases we have outlined just be put into the record.
Senator CANNON. They will be placed in the record.
[The table follows:]

Phase 1:
Million

VASI (visual approach slope indicator) —every runway-1,560 at
$21,500   $33. 5

REIL (runway end identifier lights)—every runway which does not
have approach lights-1,173 at $10,000  11. 7

ILS and approach light system—one at every airport (or FAILS where
site costs render ILS impractical-166 at $200,000  33. 2

Minitower—every airport-204 at $100,000  20. 4

Total to complete ALPA's phase 1  98. 8
ALPA's phase 1 program is followed up by a phase 2 program, as follows:

ILS and approach lights on every runway, 1,346 at $200,000  269. 2
Surveillance radar service, 100 at $1.6 million  160

(This is only one-third of the airports needing radar service; however,
•there may be some multiple use and some low density areas such as in
Alaska will not qualify.)

Total cost to complete phase 2  429. 2
Total cost to complete phase 1  98. 8

Total Capital Cost of ALPA's phase 1 and phase 2  528. 0
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, Captain O'DONNELL. At this point, we would also like to indicate
our deep concern over the progress of the microwave landing system. ,
While we recognize there are potential gains to be made with this
new technology, we feel there are many unanswered operational ques-
tions which should be addressed before a total commitment is made.
Also, because of the understandable desire to concentrate on MLS,'
there is a tendency to obstruct the parallel development of the so-
called interim system. This is a serious mistake because the interim
system can provide an instrument landing capability at airports
which have ILS siting problems, and it can be done today—with sub-
stantial safety payoff: The -complete microwave landing System is •
still many years away especially for those smaller airports where no
ILS exists today.

Finally, we would like to take this opportunity to discuss the pro-
posed research and development program. More and more we learn,
from our accident and incident investigations that there are many
fundamental questions concerning aircraft operations that cannot be
answered. , .
A recent example of this is the extent to which adverse and unex-

pected weather phenomenon have played a part in recent tragedies.
Problems of predicting severe weather, providing pilots with timely
information, and giving pilots the appropriate tools to deal with those
problems are all questions woefully in need of further research and
development.
There is an increasing awareness that our knowledge of the acceler-

ate-stop requirement is less than adequate. Practice has shown that
the theoretical analysis of this critical parameter is nOt providing the
safety margins we all desire.

There -is much needed to be done in the field of pavement research.
Subjects such as runway load-bearing capability measurement, accept-
able roughness/waviness profiles, friction value measurement, and
utilization for maintenance purposes have not been adequately con-
sidered for their impact on maintenance cost and safety. In the same
field an acceptable fog dispersal system should be more completely
researched. If a successful answer is found, this has the potential'
of greatly reducing aircraft instrumentation costs as well as improving
safety.
The basic limitations of the human and his interface with the air-

craft in the extremely dynamic conditions which are typical in low-
visibility landing represents an area that also should receive substan-
tial increase in research efforts.

Unfortunately, there are a very few, high-cost projects of elec-
tronic systems development which have taken most of the FAA
research and development money now available. These programs
directed mostly toward increasing traffic capacity and have left un-
attended the problems mentioned above and many other basic ques-
tions. The research and development funding level should be in-
creased so that a minimum of $100 million is committed annually to this
important subject and the expenditure of that money should more
closely reflect the needs for research and development. In that re-
gard we feel that more input from the users of our airport system must
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be considered in the determination of where to spend research and
development funds.
Mr. Chairman, you and your colleagues have always been great

supporters of aviation advancement. We appreciate that support
and ask that you renew this all-important airport development pro-
gram. In doing so we also respectfully request that you renew the
commitment of Congress to provide sufficient funding and support
to bring the level of development up to a rate which will ensure the
highest possible level of air safety for all users of air service.
Thank you for this opportunity to be with you today. If there is

iany way n which our members or staff can further assist your efforts,.
we will be happy to do so.
Senator CANNON. You don't take any position with respect to the

overall funding level and' the amount that ought to be put into the
trust fund and these technical matters?
Mr. O'DoNNELL. Yes, Senator. We did not put it in our statement.

I had not seen the ATA statement before this morning, but I gave
a speech yesterday to the aviation community in Miami, Fla., and our
position is probably a little stronger than theirs. We believe the ticket
tax should be reduced to 4 percent instead of the 8 percent, and the
funds should be used, as you stated this morning, to offset future fare
increases, so we don't chase people away from air travel.

Senator CANNON. When we considered the bill previously, the
aitline pilots were the only serious advocates of the airport certifica-
tion program. Will you tell us what your experience and observations
have been on airport certification, and whether the program has lived
up to your expectations?
Mr. O'DONNELL. Mr. Chairman, when we were the strong sup-

porters of airport certification, we did not envision some of the penal-
ties that would come out of it. We have an analysis of the airport
certification. We keep it up to date monthly. We have found that too.
many exemptions have been issued. When we analyzed it, we found
most of those exemptions were justified by the FAA. There is no way
you can get certification to 138 airports in Alaska which are only
grass strips or gravel strips.
Most of the airports that have received exemptions wer for eco-

nomic reasons. They could not afford some of the equipment.
By and large, airport certification has been a success. The upgrading

of fire equipment, and so forth, has been excellent. We are concerned, 
ias is pointed up n the GAO study, that the airport runway friction

criterion has not been vigorously applied.
We did not understand Mr. Jimmy Dow this morning when he

made reference to the fact that they have a program going on—there
are three systems for measuring runway conditions going on now.
The airline pilots receive information on what the runway slipperi-
ness is, and we think the FAA should come up with a good final pro-
gram based on good data and research and take a position on it so the
airline pilots would know what the slipperiness criteria are that we
operate under.
Senator CANNON. As you know, many of the smaller air-carrier-

served airports are having tremendous financial difficulties because of
operation and maintenance expenses associated with that certifica-
tion problem.
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Do you have any changes that you could support that,would ease the
financial burden on that class of airports?
Mr. O'DoNNELL. Yes, sir. As you recall, we also testified about easing

the financial burden of small airport on another subject—security, at
the airports. We are now looking back on the airport certification pro-
gram and we think requirements for fire equipment, where an airport
has two or three operations a day should be designed so that local fire
people can be utilized.
As you know, most firefighters stand by at the fire station. We feel

they could perhaps come out to the airport during the landing and
takeoff periods so we have adequate fire protection.
As you know, in the original bill, we wanted fire equipment in place

at all times. I don't think that is practical, particularly with the econ-
omy today.
Senator CANNON. Thank you very much. We appreciate your being

here.
The committee will stand in recess until 10 o'clock tomorrow

morning. •
[Whereupon, at 2:35 p.m., the subcommittee recessed, to reconvene

at 10 a.m., Friday, Sept. 5, 1975.]
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EXTENSION OF THE AIRPORT DEVELOPMENT AID
PROGRAM

FRIDAY, SEPTEMBER 5, 1975

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON AVIATION,

W ashington,D.C.
The subcommittee was reconvened, pursuant to adjournment, at

10:10 a.m., in room 5110 of the Dirksen Senate Office Building; Hon.
Howard W. Cannon (chairman of the subcommittee) presiding.
Senator CANNON. The subcommittee will come to order.
The subcommittee's hearings on airport development legislation

will continue this morning. We heard testimony and recommendations
yesterday from the Administration and the airline industry. This
morning we will hear from representatives of the city and county
governments who own and operate the vast majority of airports in the
United States.
Our first witness is Mr. Donald G. Shay, director of aviation,

Seattle-Tacoma International Airport and president of the Airport
Operators Council International.
Mr. Shay, I would appreciate it if you would introduce your

colleagues, and then you may proceed with your prepared statement.
Senator Magnuson planned to be here this morning to greet you,

since he says you are his airport manager, but he regrets he is unable
to be with us today, and he extends his greetings to you from the
committee.

( 93 )
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STATEMENT OF DONALD G. SHAY, DIRECTOR OF AVIATION, SEAT-

TLE-TACOMA INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT, AND PRESIDENT OF

AIRPORT OPERATORS COUNCIL INTERNATIONAL; ACCOMPANIED

BY ROY E. BAYLESS, DIRECTOR OF AVIATION; ROBERT MUELLER

MUNICIPAL AIRPORT, AUSTIN, TEX., AND PRESIDENT OF THE

AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF AIRPORT EXECUTIVES; KENT G.

GEORGE, MANAGER, NATRONA COUNTY INTERNATIONAL AIR-

PORT, CASPER, WYO. ; H. JAY SETTER, DIRECTOR OF AVIATION,

BOARD OF PARK COMMISSIONERS, WICHITA, KANS. ; ERLE A.

TAYLOR, DIRECTOR OF AVIATION, CLARK COUNTY DEPARTMENT

OF AVIATION, LAS VEGAS, NEV.; J. DONALD REILLY, EXECUTIVE

VICE PRESIDENT, AIRPORT OPERATORS COUNCIL INTERNA-

TIONAL; S. RUSSELL HOYT, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT, AMER-

ICAN ASSOCIATION OF AIRPORT EXECUTIVES; AND J. J.

CORBETT, VICE PRESIDENT, FEDERAL AFFAIRS, AIRPORT OPER-

TORS COUNCIL INTERNATIONAL

Mr. SHAY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and good morning. I would
like to present my colleagues with me this morning.
On my right, Don Reilly, executive vice president of Airport

Operators Council International. On his right is J. J. Corbett, vice
president for federal affairs of Airport Operators Council Interna-
tional. On my far right, Kent G. George, from Casper, Wyo. On my
immediate left, Roy E. Bayless, director of aviation of the Austin,
Tex., airport. On Mr. Bayless' left, Russell Hoyt, executive vice presi-
dent of American Association of Airport Executives. And on his left
a man I am sure you know, Erle A. Taylor, director of aviation for
Clark County, Las Vegas.
Senator CANNON. Yes; certainly.
Mr. SHAY. And on Mr. Taylor's left, Jay Setter, director of avia-

tion in Wichita, Kans.
All of these members will be available for comment and discussion

later on.
Mr. Chairman, the panel before you represents the Airport Opera-

tors Council International (AOCI) and the American Association
of Airport Executives (AAAE).
AOCI is the association of the governmental bodies which own

and operate the principal airports served by the scheduled airlines
in the United States and in many countries abroad, as well as reliever
and other general aviation airports. Our U.S. membership airports—
listed in appendix A—enplane more than 90 percent of the domestic
and virtually all of the U.S. international scheduled airline passenger
and cargo traffic.
AAAE is the association of approximately 850 professional airport

managers located at some 550 primarily municipal airports within
the United States from the largest metropolitan airports to the very
small general aviation facilities.
Between our memberships we represent the interests of a very

broad cross section of all types of U.S. airports.
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Mr. Chairman, we have our written testimony which we would like
to have submitted for the record in its entirety. In order to expedite
the proceedings this morning, I will not read the entire statement.
Senator CANNON. If you would, highlight the points you are parti-

cularly concerned with, and also the responses to the points that I
raised yesterday.
Mr. SHAY. Yes, sir, I think those matters will be covered.
Our associations have held numerous meetings of airport officials

from large and small airports and metropolitan and rural areas in an
attempt to present to you today our collective best judgment on the
type of airport and airway development program which would be of
greatest benefit to airport sponsors in all parts of the nation. These
joint recommendations—see appendix D—are as follows:

1. Funding authorization levels.
a. Airport program. Airport sponsors support an airport program

funding authorization at $600 million for fiscal year 1976 with annual
6 percent increases thereafter to $760 million in fiscal year 1980.
A program authorization at these levels would be consistent with the

projected user tax receipts and would, through modest annual incre-
ments, reflect both the growing number of passenger enplanements
anticipated during the 5-year period, and in part, the steadily rising
costs of airport development.
The chart at appendix C indicates from Federal Highway Adminis-

tration data that a program increase now to about $500 million would
be required merely to reflect the amount of inflation experienced since
the expiring act was signed into law in 1970.
The Administration proposal for a constant 5-year funding level at

$350 million per year, in contrast, represents about a 30 percent re-
duction in purchasing power from the program established in 1970.
The fiscal year 1976 $600 million program recommended by our

associations would be divided as follows:
(1) Air carrier and reliever airports: $525 million apportioned as

follows:
(a) Direct formula distribution: $350 million would be made avail-

able by formula to air carrier airport sponsors for projects in their
capital development programs as approved by the FAA.
(b) Discretionary fund: $175 million would be available for

distribution at the DOT Secretary's discretion to sponsors for airside
projects only, to assist smaller airports primarily with high cost
projects—exceeding their allocations under the district formula—and
to aid reliever airports in metropolitan areas.
The importance of a large discretionary fund to supplement di-

rect formula grants cannot be overemphasized. A major weakness
of the Administration propsal is its highly limited discretionary
fund—%3 million in fiscal year 1976 and declining with each succes-
sive year.
Only with a substantial discretionary fund—such as one-third of

total air carrier/reliever airport funds—would smaller airports be
able to undertake those periodic larger projects required for safe,
efficient aircraft operations.
(2) General aviation airports: $75 million in fiscal year 1976 with

annual 6-percent increases—more than a doubling of the present
authorization level, and $25 million above the Administration recom-
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mendation. A substantial part of those funds should be reserved
for distribution at the Secretary's discretion, including to airports
with commuter air taxi operations only.

b. Airways program.
A continuation of the existing law, authorizing a minimum $250

million annual program for modernizing the airways system—ILS's
enroute air traffic equipment, et cetera—but subject to increases above
that level through the appropriations process, would appear to be
adequate to meet the Administration's projected requirements.

c. Aviation research and development.
Likewise, a continuation of the present law authorizing a minimum

annual R. & D. program of $50 million, but subject to increased appro-
piations, would appear adequate, but with a required minimum of
$2.5 million-5 percent—for airport R. & D. pavement testing, et
cetera—items.
At the above authorization levels, the program recommended by

public airport sponsors would require Federal aviation user tax re-
ceipts of $900 million in fiscal year 1976, with subsequent modest
annual increases to $1,060 million in fiscal year 1980.

2. Distribution formula for air carrier airport allocations.
One of the central issues before this subcommittee and the Congress

is the determination of the best formula for apportioning funds di-
rectly to air carrier airport sponsors and, more basically, what pro-
portion of total funds should be reserved for the Secretary's pro-
ject-by-project review and funding under the discretionary fund.
Our memberships have wrestled with these questions in great detail.
We agree with the Administration's recommendations that a sub-

stantial proportion of total funds should be apportioned directly to
individual sponsors for expenditure on projects in an FAA-approved
capital development program for each airport. Without such a de-
pendable distribution formula, communities will have no way of
gaging the amounts of Federal aid on which they may, at least tenta-
tively, rely in connection with their own long-term financial planning.
As mentioned earlier, a major weakness of the present act, or at

least of its administration, is that there is no assurance to any sponsor,
no matter how critical the development, that it will receive any Fed-
eral funds from one year to the next. This "feast or famine" year-by-
year grant process considerably lessens the value of the ADAP pro-
gram for airports with bond issues to float and to support.
We hope Congress will recognize the importance of providing spon-

sors with a mechanism for estimating the availability of a certain
amount of Federal funds for their airports over a period of years. In
our view, two-thirds of total air carrier/reliever airport program
funds should be apportioned by some equitable formula and the re-
maining one-third retained for discretionary distribution by the
Secretary.
Our memberships feel strongly that formula funds should be appor-

tioned to airports based on numbers of passenger enplanements but
on a weighted basis so as to help smaller airports.
The formula which best meets the proportionate needs of all types

and sizes of airports is as follows:
Minimum: $125,000 per air carrier airport.
First 100,000 annual passenger enplanements, $4 each.
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Additional passenger enplanements, from 100,001 to 2 million,
$2 each.

Additional passenger enplanements, above 2 million, $0.50 each.
Appendix E explains in some detail what this formula would mean

for each eligible airport, by size classification, within each State,
and as compared with the administration formula.
The distribution formula proposed in the administration bill

would allocate moneys based on numbers of annual airline aircraft
departures, rather than passenger enplanements. We feel strongly
that, given the trend toward fewer airline aircraft operations with
higher passenger load factors, the passenger count and not the num-
bers of aircraft on which they depart is the better indicator of the
facilities which an airport sponsor must provide.

3. Required local matching shares.
Surprisingly, our members weren't enamored of the administra-

tion's initial proposal for 100-percent grants for high priority de-
velopment. In their view, the best indicator of a high-priority pro-
ject is the willingness of communities and local airport users to ante
up a reasonable share of project costs through locally generated funds.
A reasonable local share, however, must be related to the revenue

generating ability of different types of airports, We agree with the
trend in newly authorized Federal grant-in-aid programs to stabilize
the Federal share at 80 percent, but believe that smaller air carrier
airports and all general aviation airports should be required only to
provide 10 percent in local matching shares because of their difficul-
ties in generating user moneys at their facilities and rapidly increasing
operational costs.

4. Expanded project eligibility.
Our memberships are pleased that there is broad support within

the administration and the aviation industry for an expanison in
the classes of projects for which Federal user tax money could be
utilized. We fully support the eligibility of public-use, nonrevenue
producing space and facilities in terminal buildings—and we appre-
ciate the efforts of this committee in trying to get that provision in-
corporated in previous legislation—on airport passenger transit sys-
tems, and land for environmental compatibility along the lines re-
commended in the administration's legislation.

Hopefully, the support which this committee gave to expanded
eligibility in 1970 and 1972 will be joined this year by similar House
action.
No one need fear that communities would expend either Federal

or local funds on landside development when essential projects had
not been completed. No mayor, county executive or airport official
would compromise aviation safety and accept the possibility of a pre-
ventable aircraft accident on the community's airport.

5. Role of State governments in airport planning and development.
Our associations are opposed to those provisions of the administra-

tion's legislation which would turn the funds made available for
general aviation airport development over to State agencies.

6. Local, regional and Federal airport system planning.
Airport sponsors are in full support of planning mechanisms to

assure that their proposed capital development programs are consist-
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ent with airport master and layout plans and with areawide metropoli-
tan planning activities.

Metropolitan area or regional planning, in their experience, is by
far more important and relevant than statewide planning for air
carrier airports.
The concept here is that State boundaries are meaningless lines on a

map so far as scheduled airline service is concerned. Unlike the high-
way program where travelers journey through States between origin
and destination cities, air transportation connects cities or metropoli-
tan areas without regard to State lines.
In contrast, our memberships believe that their regional and master

planning efforts should be incorporated into an improved and modi-
fied national airport system plans, which, unfortunately, the adminis-
tration legislation would abolish.
As mentioned before, we believe FAA has an appropriate role in

national airport system planning, to make sure that the airport de-
velopment programs it approves are consistent with overall national
requirements and to allocate its discretionary funds so as to make all
the pieces fit.

Attached as appendix D to our testimony is an outline for a stream-
lined and improved administrative process which retains the essential
31ements of the NASP while removing FAA personnel from the many
project details they could no longer be expected to oversee under an
expanded airport grant program.

7. Use of trust fund revenues for noncapital purposes.
Until the capital needs of the airport and airway system are met,

airport sponsors are opposed to the expenditure of Federal user tax
moneys for Federal, State or local maintenance operations, or ad-
ministrative costs.
Senator CANNON. Are you referring to the capital needs you are

providing for in your recommendations, or are you referring to the
capital needs in the overall long-range program?
Mr. SHAY. In the grant program.
Senator CANNON. On just the year-by-year basis? You see, the ad-

ministration proposed to put so much into the program, and over
and above that, to use those funds as they testified.
You are saying that until the capital needs of the system are met,

you are opposed to expenditure of the tax moneys for Federal, State,
or local maintenance and operation, or administrative costs.
Now, are you referring to all of the costs of the program over a long-

range period, or are you referring to the amount over and above what
you are suggesting for capital programs on a year-by-year basis?
Mr. REILLY. Mr. Chairman, as you well know the original concept

of the ADAP bill which you had such a strong hand in developing
was to provide for the capital needs of airport development. That was
the No. 1 priority.
What we are saying here is that that priority should still remain

paramount, that funds should not be considered for any 0. & M. costs
of Federal, State or local governments until we succeed in providing
all the capital development that is necessary and is envisioned under
ADAP.
Senator CANNON. For the entire program?
Mr. REILLY. Yes, sir.
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Senator CANNON. That is what I was trying to clarify. The adminis-
tration proposed that so much a year be put into a capital program
and any excess over that be made available for 0. & M.
Mr. SHAY. Environmental protection.
As this committee knows well, airport sponsors have been quite

active—and on the firing line—in the effort to assure that aviation
activities at airports are environmentally compatible with nearby
communities.
Hopefully then, when we ask this committee for some relief from

excessive environmental reviews, our intent will not be misunder-
stood. In our view, and contrary to existing requirements, unless there
is likelihood that a type of airport development project will have an
adverse effect on the environment, costly and time-consuming environ-
mental reviews should be required.

Conversely, a new airport, a new runway or an airport project which
would expand existing airport boundaries should be subject to detailed
environmental analyses.
Under a new and controversial FAA interpretation of existing law,

airport sponsors are now being required to complete environmental
assessments on projects for which no Federal aid is possible or
requested.
As an example, even though no Federal funds are involved, the ad-

dition of a gate to an existing terminal building must receive detailed
environmental review and, unless later approved by the Federal Gov-
ernment, cannot be built.
We would appreciate the opportunity to work with the staff of the

subcommittee to develop a legislative provision to restrict the ambit
of environmental review to those federally assisted projects which are
likely to have adverse environmental implications.

9. ADVANCE LAND ACQUISITION STUDY

The AOCl/AAAE joint survey indicates that some 14.4 percent
specific legislation to help sponsors acquire sites for replacement and
additional airports, and for the advance acqusition of land adjacent
to present airport property for future—more than 5 years—develop-
ment.
The AOCl/AAAE joint survey indicates that some 14.4 percent

of all system needs over the next five years will involve the advance
acquisition of land. Frankly, we are already convinced of the need for
additional legislative authority of this kind, but there has not been
any consensus on the best financing mechanism—revolving loan fund,
discretionary grants and so forth.
We were pleased that this committee in 1972 approved a land bank-

ing concept and hope it will support one again in this legislation.
Since the time in March when the administration in its legislation

recommended a 2-year study of the need for a land banking program,
an FAA consultant's report on this subject—"Buy Now Fly Later:
Land Banking for Airport Development," prepared for FAA contract
No. DOT—FA74WA-3469 by Urban Systems Research and Engineer-
ing, Inc., Cambridge, Mass.—has been completed.
We hope this committee might use the results of this already-com-

pleted study as the basis for a new land banking program within the
1975 legislation and not defer the matter until a later time.
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10. FUTURE AVIATION USER TAX LEVELS

Existing Federal aviation user taxes on commercial and general
aviation are fully adequate to finance the airport and airway capital
programs airport sponsors have proposed.
In our view, any changes in existing Federal user tax levels should

be considered after this committee determines the funding needs for
the development programs now under consideration. Should the Senate
Finance Committee later decide to consider legislation to adjust user
tax rates, our associations would, of course, make recommendations at
that time.
Mr. BAYLESS. Mr. Chairman, this joint statement by Mr. Shay ade-

quately reflects what airport operators and management believe to be
a well-balanced aggressive program for continuation of the Federal-
local partnership in the development of the Nation's airports.
We believe it important to stress that our testimony speaks for a

very broad cross section of airports throughout the country—for the
large, medium, and small airports, and many general aviation air-
ports, including those classified as reliever and commuter airports.
I wish to only emphasize what we consider to be an important ele-

ment of the airport-airways renewal legislation.
We believe a prompt extension at levels adequate to both meet

the needs which are reflected in our airport capital development sur-
vey, and to keep pace with the effects of inflation, is necessary.
I would call your attention to the chart at appendix C of our

statement. This indicates quite clearly that what $280 million accom-
plished in 1970 now requires $484 million. A prompt extension for a
full 5-years is most important.
The program was turned off in June, and although the Senate did

endeavor to keep it going, and we very much appreciate that, valuable
time is lost when the program stops even temporarily. It is most effec-
tive when it runs for a known extended period, hence our emphasis on
a full 5-year extension.
Important also is the necessity for eliminating many of the present

time-consuming and costly procedures.
Sponsors should be given more latitude in deciding priorities and

in moving ahead expeditiously once funds are allocated.
FAA approval should be on an airport's capital improvement pro-

gram, not on a project-by-project basis.
A predictable funding level is an essential feature of any sound air-

port development program. Airport sponsors must know that a cer-
tain fixed sum may be anticipated.
The direct formula distribution which we have suggested will give

this assurance.
Equally important is the provision for an adequate discretionary

fund. This fund should be protected in the sense that, regardless of the
workings of the direct enplanement formula, the amount available
in the discretionary fund will not be less than one-third of the total
air carrier reliever fund.
Our testimony has shown what we believe to be the important ele-

ments of airport aid renewal legislation.
With respect to the present act, one section deserves careful re-

examination. This section, which established Federal certification of
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airports, is now going into its sixth year. Certainly this is long enough
in terms of what benefits have accrued to the traveling public and
what the impact has been on the certificated airports. We have survey
data which show that operating costs, particularly in the smaller
airports, are escalating on the order of 30 to 40 percent. Such increases
result almost exclusively from the requirement to provide extensive
fire and rescue service at every airport that regularly or infrequently
accommodates an air carrier. The FAA, which administers the certi-
fication program, feels it is under a congressional mandate to require
fire and rescue services because of this section which specifically men-
tions "firefighting and rescue equipment capable of rapid access to any
portion of the airport used for land, take-off, or service manuvering of
aircraft."
As to the benefits accruing to the public, our studies as well as others

indicate that: (1) The exposure—that is, the possibility of serious
aircraft accident, particularly at the lower activity airports—is statis-
tically insignificant; and (2) in the remote possibility of an accident,
the facts are that either the fire is of such minor proportion that the
occupants escape unaided, or of such intensity that rescue cannot be
effected within the limited time that life can be sustained.
The record of rescue is extremely poor. Such factors as inaccessible

terrain, remoteness from the airport, lack of timely notification and
adverse weather combine to make the effective response of 90 to 120
seconds impossible, even with the best trained manpower and most
modern equipment.
The real issue is operating costs. Capital costs are not such a prob-

lem, as they are shared 82 percent from ADAP funds and are a one-
time cost.
Our survey indicates airports are spending in excess of $60 million

a year in providing this service. We would not want the committee
to misunderstand our testimony. If there is a significant benefit to
the traveling public, then this service must be provided.
We have prepared a study which we believe makes it quite clear that

there is little benefit which accrues to the public.
We ask, Mr. Chairman, that this study be made a part of the record.
Senator CANNON. It will be made a part of the record.1
Mr. BAYLESS. Before additional requirements are made in man-

power and equipment, we urge the Congress to develop authoritative
cost-benefit studies to serve as a sound basis for fire and rescue service
required at all airports serving air carriers.
It is extremely significant, we believe, that the National Transpor-

tation Safety Board, which frequently makes recommendations based
on its findings in the investigation of aircraft accidents, has never
made one with respect to these services.
This concludes my comments, Mr. Chairman, and the group is ready

to receive questions now.
Senator CANNON. Thank you. Mr. Shay, you emphasized the need

for a new airport program for one-time approval only, an airport de-
velopment program by FAA, rather than project-by-project approval
as under the present law.

I Seep. 150.
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I think that is a sound suggestion. However, I am troubled by your
recomemndation that the FAA have no say about the priorities in-
volved in the program.
What assurance would we have under your proposal that projects

would be completed in terms of the highest national priority for safety
and efficiency, rather than priorities developed locally, which might
place terminal building modernization, environmental considerations,
or land purchases ahead of safety or capacity projects?
Mr. SHAY. As we see it, Mr. Chairman, that could be a cooperative

effort. In our reviews, presentation of our projected capital develop-
ment program to the FAA and our review with them, as well as con-
sultation and review with other airport users and interested local
bodies, those priorities would be established which would be in the best
interests not only of the community, but of the system as well, and
those priorities as we see it certainly could vary from one community
to another.
In one case land might be the highest priority; in another case it

might be runways, or taxiways.
Senator CANNON. Then you would not object to a modification of

your proposal in which a sponsor would be required to list his devel-
opment prorities and total plan, and have that approved by the FAA
before Federal funds are made available?
Mr. SHAY. I think certainly we would have a list of priorities and

we present them for review, yes.
Senator CANNON. And you would be held to those priorities, once

the overall plan was approved?
Mr. SHAY. I would think that would be reasonable, subject to some

periodic review as situations might change.
Senator CANNON. When this committee developed the airport pro-

gram back in 1969, calling for long-term contract authority, to assure
airport sponsors a given level of Federal funding be available for at
least a 3-year period, we believed we had achieved a practical solution
to the problem of annual funding fluctuations.
Why hasn't the contract authority provision been useful?
Mr. SHAY. I believe our experience has been that we just haven't

seen it implemented by the FAA. We still as operators have been faced
with hoping that something would develop out of year-to-year indi-
vidual requests.
Senator CANNON. So you really haven't been given any assurance

beyond the year-to-year basis that you could go ahead with a long-
term plan?
Mr. SHAY. That is correct.
Senator CANNON. Now you have described the present program

legally as 100 percent discretionary funds program.
Does that indicate that the administration has not used the contract

authority to provide assurances to 'airport sponsors of multiyear
grants 'assistance?
Mr. SHAY. I don't believe we are 'aware of any situations where they

have gone to the multiyear assurances.
Senator CANNON. Do you know why the administration has not used

that 'authority?
Mr. SHAY. No, sir, I sure don't.
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Senator CANNON. Have they given you any comments as to why they
have not proceeded on that basis?
Mr. SHAY. Does anybody have a comment?
Mr. CORBETT. Mr. Chairman, after the legislation was enacted it

was the intent of Congress, as we understood it, that the FAA could
promise up to a 3-year period to help the sponsor in long-term
planning.

Shortly after the enactment of the act, when it got to the adminis-
trative side, the administration decided it didn't want to implement
the act that way, and they just let that concept in the bill lapse.
The most they have ever been willing to give to a community is

funds for a given year and a letter, which has no legal benefit, indicat-
ing that funds are available for another year. The following year
they might or might not make X amount available also. But that letter
indicating possible funds is not legally binding and a sponsor cannot
do any long-term financial planning based on it.
And now, for example, in the fifth year of the act, they can make

no promises for fiscal 1976.
, Senator CANNON. Would you tell the committee the details of the
recent suit brought by the city of Los Angeles against the FAA in
regard to the apportionment of ADAP funds 'and why that suit was
believed to be necessary?
Mr. CORBETT. Yes, Mr. Chairman. Perhaps we could offer for the

printed hearing record a copy of the 'decision in the city of Los Angeles
versus the Secretary of Transportation case.2
The city of Los Angeles maintained that, under the statutory for-

mula developed by this committee in 1969, one-third of the funds
should be made 'available to it based on its share of national enplane-
ments. And they sued the FAA Administrator and the Secretary of
Transportation because the FAA in administering the program was
considering the enplanement funds as discretionary also.
The court held that the intent of the 1,970 act must be maintained

and that if the city of Los Angeles 'and other sponsors to whom per-
centage enplanement shares were available had priority projects, then
those funds should be reserved for these sponsors for those projects.
Our understanding is that the Secretary of Transportation has re-

cently decided to appeal the decision of the District Court in
Washington.
Senator CANNON. As far as the administration has proposed re-

placing the national airport system plan with an airport by airport
capital development program plan why do you feel it essential to
maintain the national airport system plan, particularly in light of
its oversights and inaccuracies about which you have testified?
Mr. HOYT. I guess we might say that, at least judging from past

experience, it hasn't really been a plan in the sense that it has just
been something for budgetary purposes.
One other factor, I don't believe in most cases that the airport itself

was consulted in the formulation of that plan.
Mr. CORBETT. To supplement that, Mr. Chairman, I think Mr.

Hoyt's comments are on target.
In our view there is a role for the FAA in working on a national

airport system plan, so the communities and others will know what the
3 See p. 355.
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functional role of each airport is, particularly the air carrier airports,
within a national system, which the communities cannot determine
by themselves.
Our suggestion is the best parts of the national airport system plan

be retained, but the FAA minimize the amount of detail that they
attempt to list for each airport in the system.
Senator CANNON. What you are really saying, if I understand it

correctly, is that if you don't have a national plan, that a State or
a local airport might take unto itself an over-added importance to a
particular airport that was not necessarily an essential part of the na-
tional plan. Is that it?
Mr. CORBETr. I think we would not want Federal user tax funds

used to come up with a runaway extension for a given airport that was
inappropriate for the type of aircraft that might be using that airport.
So the national plan would be a planning document to make sure

the 50 States fit in as a pattern and it would be protection against
inappropriate development at any one location.
Senator CANNON. Now if the authority to approve development

programs at the air carrier airports was left within FAA, why would
you oppose allowing the States to consider improved development
programs for airports serving other segments of aviation?
Mr. SHAY. It is our view, generally speaking, that the FAA has

within its staff the capability to do that type of planning and as-
sistance for the general aviation airports.
This capability does not exist in all States throughout the Nation

and we can see changes in existing working relationships that might
be detrimental to the plan and variations in implementation on a
State-by-State basis.
Mr. BAYLESS. I think also, Mr. Chairman, aside from the ADAP

money, State budgets would necessarily be up as a result of this, and
the FAA budget would not necessarily go down.
Senator CANNON. So what you are really saying is we would have

50 little bureaucracies instead of one big one, is that it, or plus one big
bureaucracy?
Mr. SHAY. Yes. Maybe both.
Senator CANNON. What is your view, Mr. Shay, with respect to

the funding of the large hubs?
As you know, the administration has proposed a change in the for-

mula, and since you have had experience with a large hub, where
would you fund the majority of it outside of ADAP ?
Mr. SHAY. Well, we recognize that all airports, large and small, of

course, need considerable assistance in developing their capitalim-
provement programs.
The large airports, generally speaking, and I think our studies sub-

stantiate this, tend to have larger projects, so the need for local funds
is still a heavy burden on the local community.
You spoke of our experience. We did complete a substantial pro-

gram, relying heavily on local funding, which was actually through
our air carriers and the other airport users guaranteeing and assur-
ing repayment of bonds, which has frankly imposed a very severe
financial cost burden on them.
And the airlines, of course, as was expressed yesterday and as is

well known, are not in the best financial position and not able to con-
tinue indefinitely assuring funding of all of these programs.
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Senator CANNON. Do you think it would be more appropriate to cut
back on the large hubs, and provide more assistance for the small
air carrier airports, the reliever airports, and those that serve the
growing air commuter industry?
Mr. SHAY. We feel the program as we have presented it here tends

to give a greater benefit to the smaller airports. The radio is different,
90 percent versus 80 percent, for one example.
Our passenger enplanement formula is such that a greater portion

proportionately of the money would go to the smaller airports.
Mr. BAYLESS. Mr. Chairman, I might add a comment on that. The

AAAE has had studies which indicate that the predominant propor-
tion of the smaller air carrier- airports do not cover their operating
expenditures, let alone setting aside money for capital expenditures.
Therefore we believe it is essential that a 90 to 10 funding ratio be

available to the smaller airports. We believe they can come up with
the 10 percent.

Senator CANNON. With respect to the environmental problems, you
indicate that this should be an overall plan, similar to the adminis-
tration proposal, that is, if the total project is approved, perhaps an
environmental study with relation to the whole project would be made,
without having to go through the environmental studies or impact
statements on individual portions of the plan. Is that it?
Mr. SHAY. Yes, sir, essentially that is it.
Senator CANNON. Do you think it would require any legislative

changes in the Environmental Policy Act?
Mr. CoRBErr. I think perhaps, Mr. Chairman, that it is legislative

history that might be helpful rather than a statutory change which
would fall under another committee's jurisdiction.
I think there has been administratively a substantial expansion

of what is called a major Federal action under the NEPA statute,
which would trigger an environmental process. The FAA, as we men-
tioned in the latter part of the statement, is now considering the
approval by it of a layout plan, which is a piece of paper for possible
planning purposes by the airport, to be a major Federal action, which
requires an environmental assessment.
We think that, perhaps by some legislative language or some lan-

guage in your report, it might be suggested that the NEPA provi-
sions should be limited to truly major projects rather than pieces of
paper, which might have adverse environmenta). impacts.
For those projects that might, we think a full environmental impact

assessment would be appropriate.
Senator CANNON. Of course you are kind of begging the question

when you say you don't have to do it unless the plan might have an
environmental impact.
Who makes that decision? That is the whole purpose of having an

environmental study.
Mr. CoRBErr. Perhaps, Mr. Chairman, there might be types of

projects that reasonably should not require an environmental impact.
I think this may have changed recently, but I know environmental
assessments have been made on an acquisition by a local government
of a firetruck, which may cause noise on the airport, but is clearly
for safety purposes.
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The amount of time that is spent in getting a number of Federal
agencies to comment on the noise characteristics of a firetruck could
be better used in acquiring the truck and putting it to use.
Senator CANNON. Tell us about the situation where they required

a statement on the change of a gate into the airport.
Mr. CORBETT. An internal FAA order, Mr. Chairman, numbered

5050-2A, issued by FAA in February of this year interprets the stat-
ute as saying that if an airport layout plan outlines the sponsor's
intention to put a new gate at a terminal building, which would be
financed strictly by local funds under the present law, unless he does
an environmental assessment on that development, he cannot proceed
with it without Federal approval. I think perhaps the addition of
a gate to a terminal building might in some instances have environ-
mental consequences, but probably not.
In our understanding this is the first time in this program that the

environmental impact of Federal law has been applied to a project
which does not fall within the Federal ambit.
We think the committee might take a look at that and see if it is

really consistent with the statute passed in 1970.
Senator CANNON. What are your comments with respect to the air-

port certification program?
Mr. Horr. Mr. Chairman, speaking for the airport management

profession, we did not think that that was necessary in the first place.
However, when it became the law of the land, I believe that I am

safe in saying that most airports cooperated to the fullest extent
possible.
We worked closely with FAA, we developed guidelines mutually

and so forth. The program has now been in effect for five full years.
I think it has gone on long enough to stand back and assess whatever
benefits have accrued from that program.
The main feature of certification that has affected most airports is

the crash-fire rescue requirement, which FAA claims, because of con-
gressional mandate, they must apply to all airports that accommodate
certificated carriers either on a regular basis or infrequently. And it
is that requirement that has caused us considerable concern, because
the operating costs of the crash-fire rescue requirement have escalated
in the nature of 30 to 40 percent, particularly at the smaller airports.
We think it even may jeopardize the future of our air transportation

system to the smaller communities, because of the costs involved.
•The airlines cannot, or will not, assume that cost, so it must be turned

back to the taxpayer of that particular community, which is already
subsidizing the airport financially.
I think that what we would like to see is a very close look at what

we are buying for the amount of money that we are expending. Oper-
ating costs, we estimate, to be $60 million a year just to provide that
service collectively across the country.

Senator CANNON. Do you have some changes to recommend in the
certification program tha would make it less burdensome on the smaller
airports?
Mr. HOYT. Yes. As you remember yesterday both the FAA and the

ATA were asked that question, and it was left that they would make
a recommendation with respect to how the program might be changed.
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We would like to work with those two, along that same line, to assist
in the development of some such language.
Senator CANNON. We would certainly be glad to have your input,

your recommendations, if you could submit them to the committee,
and we can consider that when the others come in.
Mr. BAYLESS. Mr. Chairman, a case in point with regard to crash-

fire rescue: At our airport in Austin, we have an operating budget
of $1 million. This year the crash-fire rescue costs will be at $400,000
or 40 percent of our annual operating costs.
Senator CANNON. Thank you. Senator Stevens?
Senator STEVENS. The administration stated it supports the revenue

sharing approach for funding this general airport development, citing
the regulatory lag, excessive Federal involvement in local planning and
implementation.
Can you tell the committee what has been your working relationship

with the FAA regional officials?
Mr. SHAY. Well, of course I guess this would vary from region to

region, and I can speak in my case for the northwest region.
I think, generally speaking, we have had excellent working relation-

ships with them. Others may wish to speak to that issue as well.
Mr. TAYLOR. I think probably it would be more on an airport-to-

airport basis, as well as region-to-region. Our experience with the
western region, in Las Vegas, has been excellent. We work very close
together, and we have a good rapport.
But you do hear of instances of other airports that do not have a

good feeling between the FAA and the airport sponsor.
Senator STEVENS. I assume the revenue sharing concept would in-

volve the States to a greater degree.
As I understand your position, you don't believe we should, through

an act of Congress, require statewide planning.
Mr. SIIAY. That is correct.
Senator STEVENS. Why is that? Is it because there is no mechanism

in most States now, or that you have some fear of extra control such
as environmental review, that sort of thing?
Mr. SHAY. We are interested in local regional planning in an urban

area and a national system. Aside from that, as our testimony indi-
cates, air transportation doesn't necessarily operate on a statewide
basis. It operates on a national interstate system.
Senator STEVENS. Maybe I am prejudiced, but in my State if there

wasn't coordination between the general aviation and the local airports
in construction and utilization of construction funds, I don't believe
we would make much progress. I think we have made great progress
because of the statewide planning concept.
I don't understand your opposition to it.
Mr. REILLY. Senator, it is the general feeling of the owners and

operators of the airports that they have built a very good relationship
directly with the Federal Government in developing a national airport
system. Where the State is the owner and operator of the airports,
that 

is, 
Alaska and Hawaii we wholeheartedly support the continua-

tion of that relationship. We are saying basically that the relationship
should be between the owner or operator and the Federal Government.
In some other States, the State aeronautics group is not so strong

and developed and may not have the capabilities which Alaska and
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Hawaii do, they are just not equipped to do the job, and I think the
general feeling is that where a number of large cities in a State have
invested so much money and so much time and so much expertise in
the development of their particular airport system for the local
regional communities, that the State should not have a position to
override their feelings on what type of development or nondevelop-
ment is needed and required to serve the population of that local
community.

Senator STEVENS. Well, I guess that is understandable. But I just
have the feeling that at sometime where is going to be a conflict
between those areas within a State that are involved in planning.
I don't know how you can do it unless you want the Federal Govern-
ment to iron out conflicts between two cities, say in Nevada or two
cities in California. I would think California and Nevada ought to do
that rather than the Federal Government.
Mr. REILLY. I think the situation has always been that the local

communities, we feel, have been the best judges of what their aviation
needs have been.
We would hate to see 50 individual State plans take the place of a

unified federally studied and directed airport system.
This way we have one national system that everyone does have input

into, but any of the conflicts are decided basically at the Federal
level, in the interest of a national system.

Senator STEVENS. I understand that, but by definition there is going
to be a lot of airports left out of the national plan; isn't there?
Mr. REILLY. I think right now most all of the airports are included

in the plan, sir.
Senator STEVENS. The small general aviation fields?
Mr. REILLY. Yes; they too are included. Well, there are some 3,000

airports in it. This is why we feel that the plan, as it has developed
historically, has not really perhaps served the best interests. This is
why we are proposing the plan should be converted at the Federal
level, through Federal drafting, into a program that would show the
character of airports, and then airports, once they are placed -in this
program, could better determine what type of projects are needed
to keep that airport within its scheme of development.
Senator STEVENS. Your statement recommends that we use this al-

ready completed study of the FAA consultants on the land banking
program for a new land banking program within this legislation,
and not defer the matter until a later time.
Have you any suggestions, legislative suggestions or do you have

a draft of legislation you want this committee to consider in regard
to that recommendation?
Mr. CORBETT. Senator Stevens the results of the consultant's study,

which I am not sure has been formally published, came remarkably
close to the type of legislative provisions which this committee drafted
in 1972. It talks about the need for a separate type of program
from the present ADAP program because the need for runway con-
struction today is always so great that there is never any funds left
over for taking care of tomorrow's problems. So it suggests a separate
fund with a combination of perhaps loans and grants. And in the
report, which is quite detailed, there are a number of suggestions that
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were not incorporated in the Senate provision in 1972, but it is basically

very close to that concept.
I think we would be happy to provide some language to the com-

mittee which might be helpful.
Senator STEVENS. Thank you.
When I was in Alaska during this last recess on two occasions I

was given a little pamphlet apparently given to all passengers, urg-

ing that people write their Congressmen and Senators to bring about

a reduction in the aviation user taxes.
I was interested in your comments, that you think that should not

be determined by this committee.
But have you taken a position on the level of taxation that should

be continued as far as those user taxes are concerned?
Mr. REILLY. Sir, I think the approach taken by the airport opera-

tors has been that we know what the needs are, we have tried to

document the needs, we have tried to convey those needs to the

committee.
We would hope the committee would first determine what type of

program is required, determine what the funding levels are, and then

establish what the tax levels should be.
I think that from the figures we have seen that the total program

of $900 million could be easily contained within the present tax

structure, or with a slight tax reduction.
Senator STEVENS. But you have not made any specific recommenda-

tions yet as to the level?
Mr. REILLY. ; we have not.
Senator STEVENS. I am informed the national plan does not include

the general aviation airport unless it has a minimum number of

aircraft based at the airport, so we wouldn't have a total inclusion

in the national plan of all airports.
Mr. REILLy. I believe there are about 3,000 airports, and only 520

are air carrier airports, so that leaves some 2,500 general aviation

airports that must be in it.
Senator STEVENS. Thank you very much.
Senator CANNON. Could the levels that you have recommended here,

that would require either an increase or decrease, be made and still

support the program that you recommend?
Mr. REILLY. Could the tax levels be reduced?
Senator CANNON. Yes.
Senator CANNON. Senator, I think, yes, there could be tax reductions

made from the current tax levels. The program we are proposing
here costs $900 million. I think the taxes are bringing in over $1

billion a year, so you could have room for a tax reduction.
Senator CANNON. And the $900 million includes your recommenda-

tion for land banking?
Mr. REILLY. No, sir. Well, the environmental concept that is in-

cluded in the bill, yes but not for new land banking program.
Senator CANNON. Do you have a figure you would recommend on

the land bank?
Mr. CORBETT. I think there is quite a broad range that could be

accepted on that.

61-350 0 - 75 - 8
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One of the factors you may want to consider is the size of the exist-
ing surplus in the trust fund. No one's program, as far as we can
tell, seems to have projected a use of those funds in the short term,
and there may be $850 million currently available, and even if a
good part of that went for a revolving land banking program, it
still would allow at least a nominal reduction in existing tax levels
and no increase on the part of the users.
Senator CANNON. If a decrease were to be made in the tax level,

where would you recommend that decrease be made?
Mr. REILLY. I don't think we have a recommendation in that area,

sir. I think it should be obviously equitable, and in the good judgment
of this committee, and you are probably better prepared to do it than
we are.
Senator CANNON. That is a good political statement.
Have you considered where there ought to be a reduction, and wheth-

er you really ought to recommend a reduction?
Mr. REILLY. No, sir, we haven't.
Senator CANNON. Thank you very much, gentlemen, we appreci-

ate it.
[The statement follows:]

STATEMENT OF THE AIRPORT OPERATORS COUNCIL INTERNATIONAL AND AMERICAN
ASSOCIATION OF AIRPORT EXECUTIVES

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, the panel before you this
morning jointly represents the Airport Operators Council International (AOCI)
and the American Association of Airport Executives (AAAE). AOCI is the asso-
ciation of the governmental bodies which own and operate the principal airports
served by the scheduled airlines in the United States and in many countries
abroad, as well as reliever and other general aviation airports. Our United
States member, airports (listed in Appendix A) enplane more than 90% of the
domestic and virtually all of the U.S. international scheduled airline passenger
and cargo traffic. AAAE is the association of approximately 850 professional
airport managers located at some 550 primarily municipal airports within the
United States, from the largest metropolitan airports to very small general
aviation facilities. Between our membership, we represent the interests of a very
broad cross section of all types of U.S. airports.
Our joint presentation today, when joined to the testimony of the national

League of Cities-U.S. Conference of Mayors and the National Association of
Counties, hopefully will indicate to the Subcommittee that public airport spon-
sors are in agreement on the extensive revisions which are needed in the existing
Airport Development Air Program (ADAP) as it has evolved over the last 29
years.

A. HISTORICAL REVIEW OF AIRPORT SYSTEM DEVELOPMENT

1. Airports as Part of the National Transportation System
Mr. Chairman, before discussing our recommendations on the various issueswhich are involved in this Subcommittee's efforts to fashion an improved airportand airway program for the next five years, let's review the U.S. airports systemas it exists today in the broader context of a national transportation system.The U.S. public airports system (some 500 air carrier airports and 3,000 gen-eral aviation airports) is much different from the other transportation modeswith which the Congress is familiar, in terms of the respective roles of Federal,state and local governments and in available funding from these different levelsof government. More than 95% of all U.S. public airports (air carrier and gen-eral aviation) are owned and financed by local governments with relatively littlefinancial aid from the Federal Government and even less from state governments.Table 1 indicates the historical sources of total funding for airports, highwaysand urban public transportation. Federal and state funds account for about 75%of all highway costs and 39% of urban public transportation costs but less than26% for airport development and operation. Interestingly, state governmentsprovide a greater proportion of funds for mass transit than for airports. The
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Subcommittee should recognize that the role of local governments in airport

development has been, and will continue to be, paramount.
To look at the nation's airport system from the same perspective as for Federal

highway programs with their state orientation would not be much different from

attempting to force a square peg into a round hole.

TABLE 1.—Historical sources of total funding (Capital and Operating Costs),
by transportation mode (Percent shares)
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The Federal Government currently provides a smaller share of total airport

program costs (both in percentages and in dollars) than for highways or urban

public transportation, even though surplus Federal aviation user tax receipts

are available.
Unlike the highway program, state governments provide minimal funding for

airport development, which traditionally has been a direct Federal-local partner-

ship. State aid to municipally-owned airports has not exceeded 7.6% of total

sponsor costs, even less than states are providing for urban public transportation.

Local (city/county ) airport sponsors generate a greater percentage of their

total development funding than do sponsors of highway or urban public trans-
portation systems. However, because of disproportionately limited Federal and
state aid, much high priority airport construction has been deferred.
Data Source: U.S. Department of Transportation, 1974 National Transporta-

tion Report.

2. Airport Development is Increasingly User Funded

The users of airport facilities have provided a greater proportion of total
airport costs (through user fees, charges and taxes) than has been paid by high-
way users or mass transit passengers for the facilities they have used. Table 2
shows that user funding historically has financed about 85% of all airport devel-
opment and operating costs, compared with 75% for highways and 93% for public
transit. Once again, the greatest burden has been placed on the municipal airport
sponsor to generate user revenue because total Federal and state help (propor-
tionately and in dollar amounts) has been less than for highways and pub-
lic transit.
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TABLE 2.—Historical sources of user-provided funding (Capital and OperatingCosts), by Transportation mode (Percent shares)
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MENTS 1.6%
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0% 
cz-PRIVATE .6%
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r SPONSOR

TOTAL: 75.3%
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19.9%

STATE
GOVERNMENTS

47.7%

AIRPORTS URBAN PUBLIC HIGHWAYS
TRANSPORTATION

CONCLUSION

LOCAL
GOVERNMENT
SPONSORS

2.6%

Airport users through Federal taxes and local user fees pay a greater shareof their allocated costs of development actually undertaken than do users ofhighways or urban public transportation systems.
NOTE.—However, as total dollars currently available for airport developmentand operation are substantially less than for other transportation modes, de-ferred airport projects, according to the DOT 1974 National TransportationReport, are judged to be of higher priority than deferred projects of other modes.Data Source: U.S. Department of Transportation, 1974 National Transporta-tion Report.

Looked at another way, to the extent that the airport sponsor cannot gen-erate user revenue or obtain sporadic Federal-state aid, needed projects mustbe subsidized by local taxpayers or deferred. Within the national airportssystem, the smaller the airport the greater is the difficulty of obtaining userrevenue and, thus, the increased likelihood that local property taxes will financemost critical airport modernization or safety items.
However, airport sponsors increasingly are unable to obtain general tax fundslocally for needed development because other municipal functions which do nothave a user charge base (social services, police and fire protection) receivehighest local priority.*
Attempts to increase local user revenues can only be pushed so far. An 800hot dog and a 25¢ candy bar in airport terminals are less than desirable methodsof financing longer runways—but they do reflect the efforts of local governmentsto generate monies from airport uses.
*Cf. Financial and Statistical Data and Estimating Relationships for Airport Planning,Prepared by J. A. Neiss, Systems Evaluation Office, Civil Programs Division, The AerospaceCorporation (Aerospace Report No. ATR-74 (7415)-1), August 1973. and The AirportPassenger Head Tax—Analysis of its Potential Impact. Final Report, William R. Fromme,Policy Analysis Division, Office of Aviation Policy. Federal Aviation Administration, U.S.Department of Transportation (Report No. FAA—AVP-74-1), July 1974.
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B. MODERNIZING THE FEDMAT-LOCAL ROLES IN AIRPORT DEVELO
PMENT

This Subcommitte has heard from Administration and other witnesses abou
t

the outdated processing steps which now surround ADAP project approv
als

and funding. We will not repeat the seemingly endless litany of 105 step
s from

concept to concrete.
Suffice it to say that one major weakness of the present law has been its attemp

t

to continue the step-by-step FAA approvals and detailed reviews whic
h were

appropriate in the post-World War II days when many communities were new

to airpart development and appreciated all the help they could get. A
irport

sponsors have since surpassed the FAA in availability of technically compet
ent

manpower to undertake and supervise airport development. FAA's future 
role

should be to improve, oversee and implement its National Airport Syste
m Plan

and not to supervise individual construction projects undertaken by technic
ally

competent airport sponsors.

1. FAA Should Approve Airport Capital Development Programs Not Pr
ojects

In our view, it is critically important that the 1975 legislation follow r
ecent

precedent in new Federal grant-in-aid programs and thus direct the
 DOT/

FAA to approve and fund airport capital development programs and not i
ndi-

vidual projects. As indicated above, the present law, as it has evolved
 since

1946, continues provisions which require FAA to give detailed review to
 every

step of every single project proposed to be financed by airport communit
ies

with some ADAP aid.
The Administration's proposal, consistent with recent mass transit and com

-

munity development enactments of the Congress, envisions a new process wh
ereby

the community airport sponsor would develop a comprehensive multi-yea
r Capi-

tal Development Program, consistent with regional and local multi-modal
 trans-

portation planning. Then, under the Administration proposal, Federal
 funds

would be made available on a formula basis to help sponsors un
dertake this

development with timing of individual projects decided locally after
 consulta-

tion with airport users. -
We applaud the Administration for proposing this long-needed n

ew process

but suggest that the National Airport System Plan, in modified form,
 should

serve as the basis of review for sponsors' Capital Development Pro
grams.

2. The National Airport System Plan Should be Modified and Improved

The National Airport System Plan (NASP), as it exists today, purpor
ts to

list each airport development project needed for each of 500 air carrier a
irports

in the nation and general aviation airports too. Because its project listings
 are

endless and FAA manpower is sparse, the present NASP is, for too 
many air-

ports, outdated and inaccurate.
We believe that FAA's system planning role should be continued but

 that a

new NASP should only categorize airports by their functional or o
perational

role in the national system and indicate, by airport classification, the t
ypes of

time-phased development which are appropriate for each airport cat
egory.

In lieu of reviewing all projects in great detail, FAA, in reviewing a 
com-

munity's Capital Development Program, should determine only whether 
the

development proposed is consistent with the functional role of that air
port in

the national system. When the sponsor's Program is approved on this b
asis by

FAA, formula funds apportioned to the airport could then, without furth
er red

tape and delay, be expended on the approved projects. Within the ap
proved

Program, sponsors would have needed flexibility in timing development proj
ects

in accord with local priorities.

3. Sponsors Need Long-Term, Predictable Funding Through a Statuto
ry Dis-

tribution Formula

Irrespective of the actual language of the present Act, which makes A
DAP

funds available to air carrier airport sponsors according to a three-part f
ormula

(one-third via passenger enplanements, one-third within states on an are
a-popu-

lation basis, and one-third at the DOT Secretary's discretion), the present 
pro-

gram, legally, is a 100% discretionary fund program. As such, no communit
y

can count on any Federal funds from one year to the next and, thus, the av
ail-

ability of Federal user monies cannot be prudently incorporated into a c
om-

munity's long-term financial (bond issues) and physical planning.

This is a major weakness in today's program because the majority of all ai
r-

port capital development is financed by the issuance of long-term municipa
l
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bonds and supported by 'airport revenue (larger airports) or general tax funds
(smaller airports). We strongly favor the concept of long-term predictable fund-
ing through a statutory distribution formula. Later in our statement, we suggest
a more appropriate formula than that proposed by the Administration bill.
Because the airport provisions of the present 1970 statute do not streamline

the grant administration process, do not envision FAA approval of comprehen-
sive programs but only projects, and do not provide a predictable source of
multi-year financial aid for airport communities, airport sponsors, be they city,
county or state, believe that the only practical solution is to incorporate the best
parts of the existing ADAP program within a new administrative process de-
signed for today's needs.

C. MAGNITUDE OF PROJECTED AIRPORT CAPITAL DEVELOPMENT

Our associations last December surveyed the nation's public sponsors of air-
line and reliever airports to determine their best estimates of projected capital
development requirements between 1976 and 1980. Copies of the most recent
computer printouts of the FAA National Airport System Plan's (NASP) list of
projects for each airport were disseminated to (1) determine the accuracy of
the NASP material and (2) to compile the latest information on project costs
for both airside and landside development, as the present NASP does not gen-
erally include landside information. The results were both comprehensive and
interesting. Some 340 airports, representing about 92% of all system passenger
enplanements, responded. Unfortunately, many respondents noted that they had
never before been given ,NASP printouts for their airports. An even greaternumber felt that the NASP printout—which currently is supposed to list all
needed development—was so inaccurate that the sponsors felt compelled to re-vise the entire Sheet. This exercise reinforced our view, expressed above, that
FAA must concentrate its manpower on developing a better NASP and reducing,correspondingly, its involvement in routine project management.
A copy of the survey results is included at Appendix B. Systemwide it projects

a total capital development requirement for air carrier and reliever airports of
some $8 billion over the next five years. While the survey report breaks outdevelopment needs by various categories and airport sizes, its most importantfinding is the total order of magnitude of sponsor need for large amounts ofcapital funds, primarily from users, through an expanded Federal assistanceprogram or through even more intense user revenue generation eftorts at thelocal level. After we have further reviewed the survey data and verified thetotals, the individual survey responses will be turned over to FAA to improvetheir NASP entries.

D. AIRPORT SPONSOR LEGISLATIVE RECOMMENDATIONS

Our associations have held numerous meetings of airport officials from largeand small airports and metropolitan and rural area ls in an attempt to presentto you today our collective best judgment on the type of airport and airwaydevelopment program which would be of greatest benefit to airport sponsorsin all parts of the nation. These joint recommendations (see Appendix D) areas follows:

1. Funding Authorization Levels
a. Airport Program.—Airport sponsors support an airport program fundingauthorization at $660 million for FY '76, with annual 6% increases thereafterto $760 million in FY '80. A program authorization at these levels would be con-sistent with projected user tax receipts and would, through modest annual incre-ments, reflect both the growing number of passenger enplanements anticipatedduring the five-year period and, in part, the steadily rising costs of airport devel-opment. The chart, at Appendix C, indicates from Federal Highway Administra-tion data that a program increase now to about $500 million would be requiredmerely to reflect the amount of inflation experienced since the expiring Act Wassigned into law in 1970. The Administration proposal for a constant five-yearfunding level at $350 million per year, in contrast, represents about a 30% re-duction in purchasing power from the program established in 1970. The FY '76$600 million program recommended by our associations would be divided asfollows:
(1) Air Carrier and Reliever Airports: $525 million, apportioned as follows:(a) Direct Formula Distribution: $350 million would be made available by
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formula to air carrier airport sponsors for projects in their Capital Deve
lopment

Programs as approved by the FAA.
(b) Discretionary Fund: $175 million would be available for distr

ibution at

the DOT Secretary's discretion to sponsors for airside projects onl
y, to assist

smaller airports primarily with high cost projects (exceeding their 
allocations

under the Direct Formula) and to aid reliever airports in metropolita
n areas.

The importance of a large discretionary fund to supplement Direct Fo
rmula

grants cannot be overemphasized. A major weakness of the Administration
 pro-

posal is its highly limited discretionary fund ($63 million in FY '76 and de
clin-

ing with each successive year). Only with a substantial discretionary fund (
such

as 1A of total air carrier/reliever airport funds) would smaller airports
 be able.

to undertake those periodic larger_ projects required for safe, efficient air
craft

operations.
(2) General Aviation Airports: $75 million in FY '76 with annual 6% increases,

more than a doubling of the present authorization level, and $25 million abov
e

the Administration recommendation. A substantial part of those funds should b
e

reserved for distribution at the Secretary's discretion, including to airports wit
h

commuter air taxi operations only.
b. Airways Program.—A continuation of the existing law, authorizing a

minimum $250 million annual program for modernizing the airways system

(ILS's, en route air traffic equipment, etc.) but subject to increases above that

level through the appropriations procesis, would appear to be adequate to meet

the Administration's projected requirements.
c. Aviation Research and Development.—Likewise, a continuation of the pres-

ent law, authorizing a minimum annual R&D program of $50 million, but subject

to increased appropriations, would appear adequate, but with a required mini-

mum of $2.5 million (5%) for airport R&D (pavement testing, etc.) items.

At the above authorization levels, the program recommended by public airport

sponsors would require Federal aviation user tax receipts of $900 million in

FY '76, with subsequent modest annual increases to $1,060 million in FY '80.

2. Distribution Formula for Air Carrier Airport Allocations

One of the central issues before this Subcommittee and the Congress is the

determination of the best formula for apportioning funds directly to air carrier

airport sponsors and, more basically, what proportion of total funds should be

reserved for the Secretary's project-by-project review and funding under the

Discretionary Fund. Our memberships have wrestled with these questions in

great detail.
We agree with the Administration's recommendations that a substantial pro-

portion of total funds should be apportioned directly to individual sponsors fo
r

expenditure on projects in an FAA approved Capital Development Program f
or

each airport. Without such a dependable distribution formula, communities wi
ll

have no way of gauging the amounts of Federal aid on which they may at least

tentatively rely in connection with their own long-term financial planning. As

mentioned earlier, a major weakness of the present Act, or at least of its admin-

istration, is that there is no assurance to any sponsor, no matter how critical h
is

development, that it will receive any Federal funds from one year to the next.

This "feast or famine," year-by-year grant process considerably lessens the value

of the ADAP program for airports with bond issues to float and to suppor
t.

We hope Congress will recognize the importance of providing sponsors with a

mechanism for estimating the availability of a certain amount of Federal fund
s

for their airports over a period of years. In our view, two-thirds of total a
ir

carrier/reliever airport program funds should be apportioned by some equi
table

formula and the remaining one-third retained for discretionary distributi
on by

the Secretary.
Our memberships feel strongly that formula funds should be apportioned to

airports based on numbers of passenger enplanements but on a weighted basis s
o

as to help smaller airports. The formula which best meets the proportionate needs

of all types and sizes of airports is as follows: Each

Minimum: $125,000 per air carrier airport First 100,000 annual pas-

senger enplanements  $4. 00

Additional passenger enplanements, from 100,001 to 2 million  2. 00

Additional passenger enplanements, above 2 million  . 50

Appendix E explains in some detail what this formula would mean for each

eligible airport, by size classification, within each state, and as compared 
with

the Administration formula.
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The distribution formula proposed in the Administration bill would allocate
monies based on numbers of annual airline aircraft departures, rather than pas-
sengers. We feel strongly that, given the trends toward fewer airline aircraft
operations but with higher passenger load factors, the passenger count and not
the numbers of aircraft on which they depart is the better indicator of the facil-
ities which an airport sponsor must provide.
3. Required Local Matching Shares

Surprisingly, our members weren't enamored of the Administration's initial
proposal for 100% grants for high priority development. In their view, the best
indicator of a high priority project is the willingness of communities and local
airport users to ante up a reasonable share of project costs through locally gen-
erated funds. A "reasonable local share," however, must be related to the revenuegenerating ability of different types of airports. We agree with the trend in
newly authorized Federal grant-in-aid programs to stabilize the Federal shareat 80% but believe that smaller air carrier airports and all general aviationairports should be required only to provide 10% in local matching shares be-cause of their difficulties in generating user monies at their facilities and rapidlyincreasing operational costs.
4. Expanded Project Eligibility
Our memberships are pleased that there is broad support within the Admin-istration and the aviation industry for an expansion in the classes of projectsfor which Federal user tax monies could be utilized. We fully support the eligi-bility of public-use, non-revenue producing space and facilities in terminal build-ings, on-airport passenger transit systems, and land for environmental compati-bility, along the lines recommended in the Administration's legislation. Hope-fully, the support which this Committee gave to expanded eligibility in 1970 and1972 will be joined this year by similar House action.
Further, if there is any way that the Committee could make even more explicitin its legislation that cocktail lounges, on-airport hotels, parking lots, concessionspace and all other revenue producing areas are strictly ineligible for even asingle dollar of Federal user tax funds, we would applaud that comprehensivelist of exclusions so that no one could be confused by the intent of the airportsponsor.
No one need fear that communities would expend either Federal or local fundson landside development when essential projects had not been completed. Nomayor, county executive or airport official would compromise aviation safetyand accept the possibility of a preventable aircraft accident on the community'sairport.

5. Role of State Governments in Airport Planning and Development
Our associations are opposed to those provisions of the Administration's legis-lation which would turn the funds made available for general aviation airportdevelopment over to state agencies. Should general aviation airports in a givenstate voluntarily sign agency agreements authorizing the state to take over

this role, we, of course, would not object. But there is considerable skepticismwithin the airport sponsor community as to the competence of most state aero-
nautics agencies to handle the general aviation program, much less any portion
of the air carrier/reliever airport program. Nor, in our view, would a three-year
phase-in period, as recommended by the Administration, be adequate for many,
if not most, state agencies to prepare for such a role.
A review of some of the federally-financed State Airport System Plans has given

our members considerable cause for concern. Aviation user groups are even
more fearful than airport sponsors that these state plans, not adequately re-
viewed at the Federal level, may result in huge state user tax increases to finance
quite questionable projects. We recommend that no further State !System Plans
be financed out of Federal coffers until, as a minimum, there is a better method
for reviewing and approving such plans at the Federal level.
6. Local, Regional and Federal Airport System Planning

Airport sponsors are in full support of planning mechanisms to assure that
their proposed capital development programs are consistent with airport master
and layout plans and with area-wide metropolitan planning activities. Metropoli-
tan area or regional planning, in their experience, is by far more important and
relevant than state-wide planning for air carrier airports.
The concept here is that state boundaries are meaningless lines on a map so

far as scheduled airline service is concerned. Unlike the highway program where
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• travelers journey through states between origin and destination cities, air trans-
portation connects cities or metropolitan areas without regard to state lines.
We hope, for these reasons, that the Subcommittee will not legislate any re-

quirements for state planning for air carrier airports but will let each state
evolve its appropriate role through state legislation. In contrast, our membership
believe that their regional and master planning efforts should be incorporated
into an improved and modified National Airport System Plan, which, unfortu-
nately, the Administration legislation would abolish.
As mentioned before, we believe FAA has an appropriate role in the National

Airport System Planning, to make sure that the airport development programs

it approves are consistent with overall national requirements and to allocate its

discretionary funds so as to make all the pieces fit. Attached to Appendix D

to our testimony is an outline for a streamlined and improved administrative

process which retains the essential elements of the NASP while removing FAA

personnel from the many project ddtails they could no longer be expected to

oversee under an expanded airport grant program.

7. Use of Trust Fund Revenues for Non-Capital Purposes

During the first year of the Aviation Trust Fund's operation, the Office of

Management and Budget refused to obligate $110 million of airport program

funds and diverted those monies to pay for FAA operations costs in contraven-

tion of clear Congressional intent to the contrary. Those funds have never been

recovered to the airports program. Until the capital needs of the airport and air-

way system are met, airport sponsors are opposed to the expenditure of Federal

use tax monies for Federal, state or local maintenance, operations or adminis-

trative costs.

8. Environmental Protection

As this Committee knows well, airport sponsors have been quite active—and on

the firing line—in the effort to assure that aviation activities at airports are

environmentally compatible with nearby communities.
Hopefully then, when. we ask this Committee for some relief from excessive

environmental reviews, our intent will not be misunderstood. In our view, and

contrary to existing requirements, unless there is a likelihood that a type of air-

port development project will have an adverse effect on the environment, costly

and time-consuming environmental reviews should not be required. Conversely, a

new airport, a new runway or an airport project which would expand existing

airport boundaries should be subject to detailed environmental analyses.

Under a new and controversial FAA interpretation of existing law, airport

sponsors are now being required to complete environmental assessments on proj-

ects for which no federal aid is possible or requested. As an example, even though

no federal funds are involved, the addition of a gate to an existing terminal

building must receive detailed environmental review and, unless later approved

by the Federal Government, cannot be built.
We would appreciate the opportunity to work with the staff of the Subcom-

mittee to develop a legislative provision to restrict the ambit of environmental

review to those federally assisted projects which are likely to have adverse en-

vironmental implications.

9. Advance Land Acquisition Study

The Administration has proposed a two-year study of the need for specific

legislation to help sponsors acquire sites for replacement and additional airports

and for the advance acquisition of land adjacent to present airport property for

future (more than 5 years) development.
The AOCl/AAAE joint survey indicates that some 14.4% of all system needs

over the next five years will involve the advance acquisition of land. Frankly,

we are already convinced of the need for additional legislative authority of this

kind but there has not been any consensus on the best financing mechanism (re-

volving loan fund, discretionary grants). We were pleased that this Committee

in 1972 approved a land banking concept and hope it will support one again in

this legislation.
Since the time in March when the Administration in its legislation recom-

mended a two-year study of the need for a land banking program, an FAA con-

sultant's report on this subject (Buy Now, Ply Later: Land Banking for Airport

Development, prepared for FAA Contract #DOT-FA74WA-3469 by Urban Sys-

tems Research and Engineering, Inc., Cambridge, Mass.) has been completed. We

hope this Committee might use the results of this already-completed study as the
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basis for a new land banking program within the 1975 legislation and not defer
the matter until a later time.
10. Future Aviation User Taw Levels

Existing federal aviation user taxes on commercial and general aviation are
fully adequate to finance the airport and airway capital programs airport spon-
sors have proposed. In our view, any changes in existing federal user tax levels
should be considered after this Committee determines the funding needs for the
development programs now under consideration. Should the Senate Finance
Committee later decide to consider legislation to adjust user tax rates, our asso-
ciations would of course make recommendations at that time.
Mr. Chairman, we greatly appreciate the opportunity to present the views of

our United States memberships on the issues now before this Subcommittee. In
great measure, the issues we are addressing (level of funding, need for a long-
term financing mechanism, expanded eligibility) were framed by this Committee
in its earlier attempts to improve the present airport grant program. We are
hopeful this year that the House of Representatives may join the Senate Com-
merce Committee in mutual support of these long-needed improvements.
We also appreciate the efforts of this Committee to keep the ADAP program

functioning through a 90-day extension (S. 1972). We are now hopeful that early
Senate and House action will reactivate this important program which has now
nominally lapsed.

All members of our panel would be pleased to respond to any questions the
Subcommittee may have.

Appendix A

AOCI U.S. PUBLIC MEMBERS BY STATE

ALABAMA

Birmingham, Department of Aviation.
Huntsville, Madison County Airport Authority.

ALASKA

Alaska, Department of Public Works.

ARIZONA
Phoeneiz, city of.

CALIFORNIA
Fresno, city of.
Kern, County of.
Los Angeles, Department of Airports.
Oakland, Board of Port Commissioners.
Orange, County of.
Palm Springs, city of.
Riverside County Airports Department.
Sacramento, County of.
San Diego Unified Port District.
San Francisco, city and County of.
San Joaquin County, Department of Aviation.
San Jose, city of.
Ventura, County of.

Colorado Springs, city of.
Denver, city and County of.
Pueblo Memorial Airport.

COLORADO

DELAWARE

New Castle County, Transportation Board.
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FLORIDA

Broward County, Board of County Commissioners.
Dade County, Aviation Department.
Hillsborough County, Aviation Authority.
Jacksonville Port Authority.
Lee County Airport.
Melbourne Airport Authority.
Orlando, city of.
Palm Beach County, Board of County Commissioners.
Pensacola, city of.
Sarasota-Manatee Airport Authority.
Volusia County, Daytona Beach Regional Airport.

Atlanta, Department of Aviation.
Columbus, Metropolitan Airport.
Savannah Airport Commission.

- GEORGIA

HAWAII

Hawaii, Department of Transportation.

ILLINOIS

Chicago, Department of Aviation.
Peoria, Greater Peoria Airport Authority.
Rockford, Greater Rockford Airport Authority.
Rock Island County, Metropolitan Airport Authority of.
Springfield Airport Authority.

INDIANA

Fort Wayne, Board of Aviation Commissioners.
Indianapolis Airport Authority.
St. Joseph County Airport Authority.

IOWA

Cedar Rapids Municipal Airport Commission.
Des Moines, Department of Aviation.
Mason City Municipal Airport Commission.
Waterloo Airport Commission.

KANSAS

Wichita, Board of Park Commissioners.

KENTUCKY

Louisville and Jefferson County Air Board.
Owensboro, Daviess County Airport Board.
Paducah Airport Corporation.

LOUISIANA

Baton Rouge, Greater Baton Rouge Airport District.

Calcasieu Parish, Airport Authority for Airport District No. 1.

Lafayette Airport Commission.
New Orleans Aviation Board.
New Orleans, Board of Levee Commissioners.

MAINE

Bangor, city of.
Portland International Jetport.
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MARYLAND

Maryland, State Aviation Administration.

MASSACHUSETTS

Massachusetts Port Authority.
MICHIGAN

Flint, city of.
Kalamazoo Munucipal Airport.
Kent County Aeronautics Board.
Muskegon County Airport.
Tr -City Airport Commission.
Wayne County, Board of County Road Commissioners.

MINNESOTA

Minneapolis-St. Paul Metropolitan Airports Commission.

MISSISSIPPI

Jackson Municipal Airport Authority.

MISSOURI
Columbia, city of.
Joplin, city of.
Kansas City, Department of Aviation.
St. Louis Airport Authority.
St. Louis Metropolitan Area Airport Authority.
Springfield Municipal Airport.

MONTANA

Great Falls International Airport Commission.

NEBRASKA

Lincoln, Airport Authority of the city of.
North Platte Airport Authority.
Omaha, Airport Authority of the city of.

Clark, County of.
Reno, city of.

NEVADA

NEW HAMPSHIRE

Manchester Airport Authority.

NEW JERSEY

Mercer County, Board of Chosen Freeholders.

NEW MEXICO

Albuquerque International Airport.

NEW YORK
Broome County Airport.
New York and Newark, The Port Authority of New York and New Jersey.
Niagara Frontier Transportation Authority.
Syracuse, Department of Aviation.

NORTH CAROLINA
Charlotte, city of.
Greensboro, High Point Airport Authority.
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OHIO

Akron-Canton Regional Airport Authority.

Cleveland, Division of Airports.

Columbus Metropolitan Airport and Aviation
 Commission.

Dayton, Department of Aviation.

Kenton County Airport Board.

Toledo, city of
Youngstown Municipal Airport.

Oklahoma City Airport Trust.

Tulsa, Airprt Authority.

Eugene, city of.
Portland, port of.

OKLAHOMA

OREGON

PENNSYLVANIA

Lehigh-Northampton Airport Authority.

Pennsylvania Aeronautics Commission.

Philadelphia, Department of Commerce.

Pittsburgh, County of Allegheny.

RHODE ISLAND

Rhode Island, Division of Airports.

SOUTH CAROLINA

Charleston County, Airport District.

Greenville-Spartanburg, Airport Commission.

Richland-Lexington, Airport Commission.

TENNESSEE

Chattanooga, Department of Public Works.

Knoxville, city of.
Memphis-Shelby County, Airport Authority.

Nashville, Metropolitan Nashville Airport Author
ity.

TEXAS

Dallas, Department of Aviation.
Dallas-Fort Worth, Regional Airport Board.

El Paso, city of.
Houston, Aviation Department of the city of.

McAllen, city of.
San Antonio, Department of Aviation.

UTAH

Salt Lake City, International Airport.

VERMONT

Burlington, Airport Commission.

VIRGINIA

Charlottesville, Albemarle Airport.
ZsTorf olk, Port and Industrial Authority.

Peninsula, Airport Commission.

WASHINGTON

King County, International Airport.
Seattle, port of.
Spokane, Airport Board.
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WASHINGTON, D.C.

Washington, D.C., FAA National Capital Airports.

WEST VIRGINIA

Tri-State, Airport Authority.
WISCONSIN

Milwaukee County, Airport Department.

WYOMING

Natrona County, International Airport.

AMERICAN SAMOA

American Samoa, Government of.

GUAM
Guam, Government of.

PUERTO RICO

Puerto Rico, Ports Authority.

TRUST TERRITORY OF THE PACIFIC ISLANDS

Mariana Islands, Department of Transportation and Communications.

Appendix B

U.S. PUBLIC AIRPORT CAPITAL DEVELOPMENT REQUIREMENTS, 1976-1980, RESULTS
OF A NATIONAL SURVEY CONDUCTED JOINTLY BY AIRPORT OPERATORS COUNCIL
INTERNATIONAL (AOCI) AND AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF AIRPORT EXECUTIVES
(AAAE )

I. SUMMARY OF SURVEY RESULTS

More than $8.1 billion worth of capital development will be required to meet
the needs of the nation's airline and reliever airports over the next five years, a
joint survey made by the Airport Operators Council International and the Amer-
ican Association of Airport Executives shows.
The survey, the most comprehensive study ever made of U.S. airport require-

ments, covered 341 airports which represent approximately 186 million enplaned
passengers a year, or 93% of last year's national total of 200 million passengers.
It was conducted by the two associations using data from local airport sponsor
corrections to the Federal Aviation Administration's National Airport System
Plan.
This total of $8.1 billion would generate 74,000 new full-time jobs in each ofthe 1976-1980 fiscal years covered by the study. In other words, 50,000 construc-tion workers and 24,000 manufacturing employees would be kept busy full-timefor five years working to fulfill these airport needs. Their income, in turn, wouldspread throughout the economy to generate more thousands of jobs during thefive-year period.
Of the $8.1 billion, more than $3.3 billion, or 41.4%, is for airside developmentat airports—runways, taxiways, etc. More than $3.5 billion, or 44.0%, is fordevelopment in the landside area, including passenger terminals, baggage han-dling facilities and access roads. Another $1.1 billion, or 14.4%, is needed for ad-vance land acquisition for airport development later than 1980, and for noisebuffer zones. Under present law neither landside nor landbanking is eligible forfederal airport development grants.
The survey also showed that large hub airports as a group have more than $3.6billion in total capital development needs, the bulk of which-57.8%—is in thelandside area. Terminal buildings, ground access and people mover requirementsconstitute the bulk of these large hub landside requirements. Medium hub air-ports as a group need more than $2 billion in total capital development. Smallhub, non-hub and reliever airports show a combined total of well over two billiondollars of capital development needs, predominantly in the airside area.
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To compile this data, AOCI and AAAE sent each U.S. airport a copy of its en
try

in FAA's National Airport System Plan, and asked the airport management
 to

either certify the accuracy of the NASP development needs data or make corr
ec-

tions to the NASP to update the project cost information. Alternatively, airports

could submit their own planning documents showing development needs over the

next five years. Since FAA's NASP data is at least two years old, the AOCl/

AAAE survey contains the most up-to-date information on actual airport needs

available in the United States today. The survey was updated in August, 1975, to

reflect current estimates of airport capital development needs over the next five

years.
II. SURVEY METHODOLOGY AND FINDINGS

The AOCl/AAAE Airport Capital Development Survey was sent to U.S. air

carrier and reliever airports on December 13, 1974, and updated in August, 1975,

to determine U.S. airport development needs over the next five (5) years. Usable

responses were received from 341 airports, representing approximately 186,984,-

449 enplaned passengers, or 93% of the national total of approximately 200 mil-

lion. The extent of response is sufficient to ensure authoritativeness of both the

reported data and the projected data.
The survey questionnaire requested information concerning five-year capital

development needs in the airside, landside and land-banking areas. Each airport

was provided with a copy of its entry in the National Airport System Plan

(NASP) of the Federal Aviation Administration and was requested to either

certify the accuracy of the NASP development needs data or make corrections to

the NASP to update the project cost information. Alternatively, airports were

provided the opportunity to submit their own planning documents showing devel-

opment needs over the next five (5) years.
The information provided by the 341 responding airports, in its aggregate

form, is presented in III, below. The data is grouped by airport hub size classi-

fication, and within hub size by area of need.
The components of the airside area are as follows:

Land (1-5 years), which includes land currently ADAP-eligible as de-

scribed in the NASP. Included in this category is land to be utilized within

the next five (5) years for expanding existing airport facilities and for

runway expansion.
Paving, Lighting and Other, which includes such currently ADAP-eligible

projects in the NASP as the paving of existing runways, taxiways and

aprons and the construction of new runways, taxiways and aprons; run-

way, taxiway and apron lighting; capital expenditures for compliance with

safety certification (FAR 139) and security certification (FAR 107) re-

quirements; airfield service roads; and other airside development currently

ADAP-eligible. Approach aids requirements have been omitted, though

some airports finance these items themselves and they do appear in the

NASP.
The components of the landside area, currently ADAP-ineligible, are as

follows:
Buildings/Land, which includes additions to existing air carrier, general

aviation and cargo terminal facilities; new terminal facilities and terminal

sites; federal inspection space; hangar facilities; maintenance facilities

and other support facilities.
Facilities, which includes common use baggage handling facilities; liquid/

solid waste treatment facilities; utility systems (including underground

fueling/storage systems).
Ground Access/People Movers, which includes additional road/rail ca-

pacity on-airport property; intra-airport and interterminal transit systems.

Other and Undesignated, including landside development not appropriately

included in the above categories.
Information was requested on land banking requirements for current acquisition

of land in anticipation of future (more than five years) need. Types of land-

banking needs include future airport expansion, new airport site requiremen
ts,

acquisition of land or easements for environmental protection (noise buffers)

purposes, public acquisition of private general aviation airports to relieve 
air

carrier airports, and other undesignated landbanking needs.

Airport responses were divided into groups according to hub size classifica-

tion. Twenty-five (25) large hub airport responses were received, representing

100% of the passengers enplaned in that hub size classification. Thirty-six (36)



124

medium hub airport responses were received, representing 93% of the passengers
enplaned in that hub classification. Sixty-five (65) small hub airport responses
were received, representing 89% of the passengers enplaned in that hub classifica-
tion. One hundred fifty-four (154) non-hub airport responses were received, rep-
resenting 50% of the passengers enplaned in that hub classification. Sixty-one
(61) reliever airport responses were received, although no percentage represen-
tation was computed due to the lack of an enplanement data base for that hub
classification.
The data actually reported by the responding airports was projected on a

systemwide basis. Straight-line extrapolation of the reported data from the per-
centage of the total enplanements of each hub category to 100% of the enplane-
ments of each hub category resulted in the projected data. In the case of the
non-hub projection, a 70% sample factor was assumed, rather than the 50%,
due to variable distribution of responses within a relatively small sample. No
systemwide projection of reliever airport needs was attempted.
Among the trends demonstrated by the survey results are the following:

Total U. S. airport capital development needs for fiscal year 1976 through
1980 are more than $8.1 billion.
Area of need proportions of the total need are more than $3.3 billion

(41.4%) for airside development, more than $3.5 billion (44.0%) for land-
side development and more than $1.1 billion (14.4%) for landbanking for
future requirements.

Large hub airports, as a group, indicate more than $3.6 billion in total
capital development needs, the bulk of which (57.8%) is in the landside
area. Reported data indicates that terminal buildings and ground access/
people mover requirements constitute the bulk of large hub landside needs.
Medium hub airports,' as a group, indicate more than $2.0 billion in total

capital development needs, evenly represented in the airside and landsideareas.
Small hub, non-hub and reliever airports demonstrate a combined total

of well over $2 billion of capital development needs, predominantly in the
airside area.
Large and medium hub airports account for about % of total landbanking

for future airport needs.
NOTE.—The CAB and the FAA define the four air traffic hub classifications as

Standard Metropolitan !Statistical Areas with the following characteristics:
Large hub-1.00% or more of the total enplaned passengers in the U. S.; Medium
hub-0.25% to 0.99%; Small hub 0.05% to 0.24%; and Non-hub—less than 0.05%.

The total airside development at responding Medium Hub airports was overstated inthe March, 1975, publication due to a mathematical error.
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In the AOCl/AAAE Survey, individual airports were classified by hub size
on basis of the number of enplaned passengers at each airport and its relation
to the above formula.

FIGURE 1.—Projected Total U.S. Airport Capitol Development Needs by Hub
Classification: FY 1976-1980
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FIGURE 2.—Projected U.S. Airport Capital Development Needs: FY 1976-1980—
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Source: U.S. Federal Highway Administration Bid Price Index (compounded quarterly). 
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APPENDIX D

MAJOR PROVISIONS OF AIRPORT/AIRWAYS FINANCING LEGISLATION PROPO
SED BY AI RPORT SPONSORS (PROGRAM

LENGTH FOR 5 YEARS, FISCAL YEARS 1976-80)

Issue
Amount

(millions) Recommendation

Financing levels:
Airport program 

Air cat rier and relievers 

Direct formula 
Discretionary 

General aviation 
Airways program: Minimum level 
R. & D. program: Minimum level 

Total 

$600 Fiscal year 1976 increasing to $760—Fiscal year 1980.

(525) All parts of airport program increase 6 percent annually to

reflect growing passenger enplanements and rising airport
program costs.

(350)
(175)
(75)
250
50

900 Fiscal year 1976 increasing to $1,060—Fiscal year 1980.

Air carrier airports:
Direct formula dis-

tribution.

Discretionary  

Local matching share:
Direct formula dis-

tribution and dis-
cretionary.

Project Approval process.. 

Projecteligibility:
Direct formula allo-

cation.
Discretionary  

Federal/State/local
roles.

Uses of trust fund
moneys.

Environmental protec-
tion.

Advance land acquisition
and new airport siting.

Aviation user tax levels__

Annual Allocation Based on Annual Enplanements.

Minimum: $125,000 per air carrier airport.

First 100,000 enplanements (each)  $4. 00

Additional, from 100,001 to 2 million

(each)   2.00

Additional, above 2 million (each)  0. 50

Determined by DOT Secretary, for airside projects

only, and to assist smaller airport primarily with

high-cost projects and for reliever airport facili-

ties.
Large and medium hub airports: 20 percent share;

small and nonhub, reliever, commuter, and gen-

eral aviation airports: 10 percent share.

FAA Approval of Airport Capital Development Pro-

gram Through Simplified Process (see attached

Improved Administrative Process).
Airside projects, public-use (non-revenue producing)

space and facilities in terminal; land for environ-

mental compatibility and future requirements.

Airside projects only.
Federal Government must continue its direct rela-

tionship with local and state air carrier airport

sponsors. State agencies should provide technical

and planning aids to general aviation airports.

Airport and Airway Trust Fund should finance only

capital development items. Federal user tax

moneys should not be diverted for payment of

Federal, state or local mainenance, operations or

administrative expenses.
Full environmental analyses must be completed on

new airports, new runways and projects expand-

ing airport boundaries. Other projects including

those outside Standard Metropolitan Statistical

Areas ( SMSA's) should be presumed to not ad-

versely affect the environment. Necessary environ-

mental impact statements should be processed

without undue delays.
Congress should authorize supplemental program

from the Trust Fund for these purposes in line

with recently completed FAA land banking study.

Existing Federal aviation user taxes on commercial

and general aviation are adequate to finance pro-

posed AOCl/AAAE airport and airway develop-

ment programs. Separate legislation will be de-

veloped to reduce existing user tax levies to the

lowest possible level consistent with essential capi-

tal development programs.
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IMPROVED ADMINISTRATIVE PROCESS FOR FAA APPROVAL OF DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS

[Process Envisioned by Administration Bill as Modified by AOCl/AAAE]

1. Airport sponsor develops its Capital Development Program by enumerating
those projects which it plans to undertaken in the near future (1-3 years) and
for which it would expend Federal airport funds. Sponsor consults with airport
users and submits its final Capital Development Program to the FAA for approval.
2. FAA reviews the sponsor's Capital Development Program solely to deter-

mine whether that program proposes development which is consistent with the
functional role of that airport in a modified National Airport System Plan
(NASP).
(NoTE.—Under the improved NASP concept, the NASP would indicate the

functional role of each airport in the national airports system and the types of
time-phased development appropriate for each category of airport but would not
list all projects for all airports in detail as it is now supposed to. Thus FAA
could determine that a proposal for a 12,000 ft. runway at an airport which had
DC-9 service only would be inappropriate for that type of airport.)

3. If FAA approves the sponsor's Capital Development Program, federal air-
port funds could be expended to accomplish the development projects as follows:

Funds directly returned to Sponsor undertakes development with priority of
sponsor by formula: different projects and timing being determined by

sponsor (no Requests for Aid or other paperwork).
Funds from FAA disere- If discretionary moneys are needed to supplement

tionary moneys: direct formula funds, FAA would review individ-
ual projects under simplified process and make
grant.

If FAA disapproved the sponsor's Capital Development Program, none of the
allocated federal funds (direct return formula or discretionary) could be ex-
pended until a modified Program were submitted and approved, as above.

4. Sponsor can begin to undertake projects in approved Capital Development
Program without delay and without step-by-step FAA approvals and reviews.
In lieu of all the present ADAP reviews and procedural delays, sponsor gives
assurances to FAA as follows:
(a) That it will use funds only for purposes intended;
(b) That it will follow Federal design and construction standards unless

specifically waived;
(c) That it will pay wage rates as required under the Davis-Bacon Act and

will not violate federal discrimination laws;
(d) That it will provide whatever local matching share is required by statute,

etc.
(NoTE.--Sponsor assurances will be substituted for the present step-by-step

FAA approvals to reduce today's ADAP processing delays. Further, local audits
will be permitted after project completion.)

5. If FAA determines that assurances have not been complied with, it will
require corrective action.

6. In its next Capital Development Program submission, the sponsor must list
the airport projects which were accomplished with federal funds in the interim.

Appendix E

COMPARISON OF ESTIMATED FY '76 DISTRIBUTION OF Am CARRIER AIRPORT FUNDS

Under: (1) Administration Bill Formula, and (2) Airport Sponsor-Proposed
Formula (exclusive of Secretary's discretionary fund).

INTRODUCTION

The Airport Operators Council International (AOCI) and the American
Association of Airport Executives (AAAD), representing the communities which
operate U.S. airline airports, reliever and general aviation airports and their
airport managers, have recommended a number of major modifications to the
Administration's legislative proposal for an Airport and Airway Development
Program in FY '76-80. This paper addresses two such major modifications:
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1. Level of Airport Program Funding
The $350 million annual airport program level recommended by the Admin-

istration must be substantially increased. Merely to counter the impact of in-
flation since the Airport and Airway Development Act of 1970 was signed into
law, any new airport grant program would have to provide not less than $500
million annually, in FY '75 dollars.
The program advanced by public airport sponsors would authorize a $600 mil-

lion airports program for FY '76, with 6% annual increases through FY '80 to
reflect growing passenger enplanements (numbers of airline passengers boarding
aircraft) and rising airport program costs. •

2. Method of Distributing Funds for Air Carrier Airport Development

The Administration has proposed that $300 million be made available annually
for air carrier/reliever airport development, with approximately 80% of these
monies being distributed directly (Formula Distribtuion) to the public airport
sponsors operating air carrier-served airports based on numbers of annual de-
partures of airline aircraft: $60. for each of the first 30,000 departures; $30.
each for additional departures over 30,000, with a $100,000 per airport minimum
and a $5 million per airport maximum. The remaining 20% of airport program
funds would be distributed at the discretion of the DOT Secretary (Discretionary
Fund) on a project-by-project basis.

Airport sponsors support the concept of a two-part funding distribution proc-
ess (Formula Distribution and Discretionary Fund) but believe that the Admin-
istration proposal must be modified in two important respects:

a. The Discretionary Fund must be greatly increased over that proposed by
the Administration (to $175 million, one-third of a $525 million program for air
carrier/reliever airports) to assist smaller airports primarily with high priority
airside projects whose costs would greatly exceed sponsors' formula distribution
allocations; and

b. Formula Distribution funds should be apportioned not on the basis of num-
bers of annual departures of airline aircraft (as recommended by the Admin-
istration) but based on the numbers of passengers on those aircraft for whom
airport facilities must be provided.
In FY '74, for example, while aircraft departures were reduced by 7%, total

passengers flowing through U.S. airports increased by 4% over the prior year and
communities had to provide additional facilities to accommodate these addi-
tional passengers. Further, there is a long-term trend by airlines to substitute
higher passenger capacity aircraft for lower capacity aircraft, to increase the

average load factor on all aircraft and then to reduce numbers of aircraft de-

partures. The Administration proposal does not reflect this trend and would
increasingly penalize airports with increasing passenger totals but decreasing

aircraft operations. In short, numbers of passengers boarded is a better indicator

of airport facility requirements than is aircraft departures and passenger totals

should be the basis for apportioning Formula Distribution funds to air carrier

airport sponsors.

PROPOSED DISTRIBUTION FORMULA FOR AIR CARRIER AIRPORTS

Airport sponsors, for the above reasons, propose a Distribution Formula based

on passenger enplanement totals as an alternative to the Administration's air-

craft departure formula, as follows:

Annual Allocations Based on Annual Enplanements

Minimum: $125,000 per air carrier airport.
First 100,000 passenger enplanements, $4.00 each.
Additional, from 100,001 to 2 million passenger enplanements, $2.00 each.

Additional, above 2 million passenger enplanements, .50 each.

The enclosed sheets compare, by state and airport location, the approximate

amounts of funds which would be available in FY '76 to air carrier airports under

the alternative Distribution Formulas proposed by the Administration and by

airport sponsors. The data base has been provided by the FAA (3/13/75) as have

the computations under the Administration's proposed formula. Under the

Administration formula, approximately $237 million would be apportioned in

FY '76 under the Distribution Formula plus an additional $63 million under the

Discretionary Fund. Under the alternative proposal of airport sponsors, approxi-

mately $350 million would be apportioned under the Distribution Formula plus

an additional $175 million under the Discretionary Fund.
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While the funds to be apportioned to individual airports is increaSed in vir-
tually every instance under the airport sponsor formula, it is equally important
to focus on the relative size of the Discretionary Fund to determine the total
funds for which a public airport sponsor would be eligible. Under the airport
sponsor alternative, the smallest air carrier-served airports in the nation would
be guaranteed $125,000 annually, an increase of $25,000 over the Administration
formula. In addition, smaller airports would have access to $175 million in Dis-
cretionary Funds under the airport sponsor proposal but only $63 million under
the Administration's proposal.

Effects of Distribution Formula on Airports by Hub Size

Like the Administrations proposal, the alternative formula proposed by airport
sponsors would, by varying the value of departures or enplanements, increase
the formula shares of available funds for smaller airports and decrease those of
the largest airports.

U.S. airports serving airline passengers generally are classified by their "hub
size." Large Hub airports, generally those in major metropolitan areas, are defined
as those which enplane 1% or more of total system passengers. Medium Hub
airports enplane more than .25% of total system enplanements but less than
1%. Small Hub airports enplane more than .05% but less than .25% of total
system passengers. Non-Hub airports receive scheduled airline service but enplane
less than .05% of total system passengers.
The numbers of airports in each hub size and their percentage shares of total

system enplanements are approximately as follows:

Hub size

Percent of
total

Number of enplanements
airports in category Range of enplanements in fiscal year 1973

Large 25 68 2,000,000 to 16,000,000.
Medium 44 19 500,000 to 2,000,000.
Small 86 9 100,000 to 500,000.
Non 370 4 Under 100,000.

Total 525 100

On the enclosed sheets, the column on the far right indicates the percentage of
funds which an airport would receive if the Distribution Formula were based
on unweighted passenger enplanements. Thus, the largest 25 airports would
receive 68% of total formula funds. By varying the value of passenger enplane-
ments under the airport sponsor formula, 25% of total funds or approximately
$90 million in FY '76 are redistributed from the largest 20 airports to all other
airports within the system (compare column on far right with adjacent column).
Further, as passenger enplanements increase in future years, the smaller airports
will proportionately increase their annual allocations because their enplanements
will continue to be accorded greater value.

Comparison of Distribution Formula Apportionments, by Hub Size

The Distribution Formulas proposed by the Administration and by airport
sponsors would apportion available funds to various hub size categories of air
carrier airports in approximately the same proportions:

Hub size

Percentage of formula funds'

Administration
formula 677 airports 526 airports 2

Airport sponsor proposal

Large 38 39 4
Medium 24 25 26
Small 18 16 16
Non 20 20 16

1 Would be supplemented by Secretary's discretionary fund ($63,000,000, administration; $175,000,000, airport sponsor
proposal).
2 See attachment B, p. 1, relative to congressional determination as to categories of airports eligible for distribution

formula funding (primarily airports served solely by commuter airlines or by airline aircraft not exceeding 12,5N ;.'bs
MGTW).
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ATTACHMENT A

AIR CARRIER AIRPORTS, STATE DISTRIBUTION SUMMARY-FISCAL YEAR 1976

State

Administration bill formula
Airport sponsor-

proposed formula

Number of CAB
certified

point
airports 1

Number of
airports
eligible

for $100,000
minimum

Total air
carrier

program
allocation

(thousands)

Number of
airports
eligible

for $125,000
minimum

Total air
carrier

program
allocation

(thousands)

Alaska 
Alabama 
Arizona 

215
9
9

64
2
6

$8,035
3, 722
3, 810

166
4
8

$24,075
3,960
6,414

Arkansas 9 4 2,213 6 2,151
California 
Colorado 

32
12

16
6

2 19, 294
5, 700

16
7

35, 073
8, 170

Connecticut 4 2 2, 105 1 2,952
Delaware 1 1 100 1 125
Florida  16 2 15, 160 1 24, 641
Georgia 10 3 2 7, 046 4 11,463
Hawaii 8 3 5,622 2 12,190
Idaho 5  1,306 2 1,798
Illinois 16 8 2 8,516 11 15, 302
Indiana 5 1 3,233 5 5,087
Iowa 
Kansas 

10
9

3
6

2,8521, 63562 6
7

3,114
2,123

Kentucky 6 2 4, 751 2 5,924
Louisiana 7  4,638  6,669
Maine 3 1 538 5 1,615
Maryland 1  2,013 2 3, 270
Massachusetts 6 4 4,403 3 6,568
Michigan 21 7 7,355 12 9,727
Minnesota 11 7 4,502 8 6,477
Mississippi 11 5 2,200 8 2,331
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 

9
15
13

2
2
9

7, 067
1, 867
2,775

5
11
11

10, 774
2,867
3,551

Nevada 4 2 3, 147 2 5,827
New Hampshire 3 1 348 5
New Jersey 2  2,802 1 5, 465215
New Mexico 9 6 2,301 9 2,811
New York 17 5 16, 812 7 25, 415
North Carolina 13 2 6, 181 3 7, 306
North Dakota 
Ohio 

7
7  

2 1, 204
7, 558

3
2

1, 494
10, 769

Oklahoma 8 5 3,367 5 3,764
Oregon 9 6 3, 138 6 4, 433
Pennsylvania 11 3 8,563 9 13, 895
Rhode Island 1 759  1, 113
South Carolina 7 2 2, 135 3 2,980
South Dakota 9 4 1, 909 7 1, 960
Tennessee 9 3 6,803 4 8,045
Texas 26 8 2 15, 600 11 20, 560
Utah 5 4 2, 190 4 3,310
Vermont 
Virginia 

1  
9 2

244
4, 142

1
3

4, 856631

Washington 11 7 4,540 7 7,006
West Virginia 8 3 1,634 5 1,950
Wisconsin 10 2 4, 638 4 4, 882
Wyoming 9 4 1,261 8 1,268
Puerto Rico 2 1 1,687 5, 103
Virgin Islands 2 320 2,141
Guam 1 495  1, 174
American Samoa 1 1 100 1 125
Johnston Islands 1 1 100 1 125
Pacific Islands (Trust Terri-
tory) 9 9 900 8 1, 446

Grand totals 683 248 237, 237 433 368, 813
Possible exclusion of certain

categories of airports (151)3 -18, 875

Total 349, 938

1 Exciudes heliports and seaplane bases.
2 Indicates 1 airport in State limited to $5,000,000 maximum apportionment (4).
See attachment B, p. 1, relative to congressional determination as to categories of airports eligible for distribution

•ormula funding.
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ATTACHMENT B

COMPARISON OF ESTIMATED FISCAL YEAR 1976 DISTRIBUTION OF AIR CARRIER AIRPORT FUNDS UNDER: (1)

ADMINISTRATION BILL FORMULA AND (2) AIRPORT SPONSOR-PROPOSED FORMULA (EXCLUSIVE OF

SECRETARY'S DISCRETIONARY FUND)

State and location

Airport sponsor-proposed Airport
formula percentage

share of
Adminis- Percent total system

tration bill share of passenger
formula formula enplane-

amount 1 Amount 2 funds ments3

Alabama:
Anniston-Calhoun County 117, 780 125, 000 0.0333 0.0197

Birmingham Municipal 1, 344, 780 1, 327, 030 .3530 . 2810

Dothan 259,020 210,508 .0559 .0262

Florence-Muscle Shoals 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 .0102

Gadsden Municipal 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 . 0047

Huntsville-Madison County 529, 560 660, 240 . 1756 . 1147

Mobile-Bates Field 688, 920 694, 210 . 1847 .1232

Montgomery-Dannelley Field 439, 320 567, 512 . 1509 .0916

Tuscaloosa Municipal 142, 560 125, 000 .0333 .0124

State total 3, 721, 940 3, 959, 500  

Arizona:
Cochise County * 125, 000 . 0333 . 0007

Flagstaff 100, COO 125, 000 .0333 .0053

Grand Canyon National Park 102, 480 137, 920 .0365 .0172

Kingman Municipal 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 .0009

City ot Prescott * 125, 000 .0333 . 0009

Lake Havasu City 100, 000 125, 000 . 0333 . 0000

Page 100,000 125,000 .0333 .0022

Phoenix Sky Harbor 2, 176, 800 3, 958, 142 1. 0531 . 9370

Tucson International 930, 900 1, 317, 572 .3504 . 2786

Winslow Municipal 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 .0013

Yuma International  100, 000 125, 000 .0333 .0014

State Total 3, 810, 180 6, 413, 634  

Arkansas:
Dorado/Camden-Goodwin Field 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 . 0042
Fayetteville-Drake Field 221, 520 163, 344 . 0434 . 0204

Fort Smith Municipal 410, 400 279, 824 .0742 . 0349

Harrison-Boone County 100, 000 125, 000 . 0333 .0038

Hot Springs Memorial Field 195, 360 125, 000 .0333 .0145

Jonesboro Municipal 100, 000 125, 000 . 0333 . 0023

Little Rock-Adams Field 840, 720 957, 886 . 2549 . 1890

Pine Bluff-Griden Field 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 . 0015

Texarkana Municipal 144, 420 125, 000 .0333 .0142

State total 2, 212, 920 2, 151, 054  

California:
Apple Valley 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 .0000

Bakersfield-Kern County 100, 000 125, 000 . 0333 . 0000

Meadows Field 164, 640 298, 584 . 0793 . 0372

Blythe 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 .0006

Chico Municipal 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 .0092

Crescent City-Jack McNamara Field 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 .0023

Eureka-Arcata 190, 500 253, 380 . 0673 . 0316

Fresno 307,500 833,828 .2219 .1580

Imperial 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 .0117

Indio-Palm Springs 216, 300 533, 110 .1418 .0831

Lake Tahoe 100,000 125,000 .0333 .0000

Hollywood-Burbank 852, 840 5 125, 000 .0333 .0000

Long Beach 100, 000 620, 626 . 1652 . 1049

Los Angeles International 5, 000, 000 8, 128, 573 2.3446 4 5.5976

Orange County Airport 257, 040 1, 496, 332 .3980 .3232

Merced Municipal 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 . 0050

Modesto 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 .0088

Ontario International 766, 140 1, 278, 368 .3400 .2689

Palmdale—AF Plant 42 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 . 0000

Red Bluff-Redding Municipal 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 .0117

Sacramento Metropclitan 908, 940 1, 914, 254 .5093 .4274

Salinas-Monterey Peninsula 298, 140 631, 342 . 1679 . 1075

San Diego International 1, 921, 890 4, 241, 287 1.1284 1.0385

Oakland-Metropolitan International 938, 520 2, 520, 260 .6705 . 5785

San Francisco International 4, 541, 010 6, 857, 289 1.8245 4 3.6475

San Jose Municipal 1, 036, 900 2, 071, 132 . 5510 .4665

San Luis Obispo-Paso Robles 100, 000 125, 000 . 0333 .0000

Santa Barbara 175, 620 477, 722 . 1272 .0692

Santa Maria Public 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 . 0149

Santa Rosa-Sonoma County 100, 000 125, 000 . 0333 . 0026

Stockton Metropolitan 119, 280 232, 452 .0617 .0290

Visalia Municipal 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 .0035

State total 19, 294, 2E0 35, 072, 539  

See footnotes at end of table.
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ATTACHMENT B-Continued

COMPARISON OF ESTIMATED FISCAL YEAR 1976 DISTRIBUTION OF AIR CARRIER AIRPORT FUNDS UNDER: (1)
ADMINISTRATION BILL FORMULA' AND (2) AIRPORT SPONSOR-PROPOSED FORMULA 2 (EXCLUSIVE OF
SECRETARY'S DISCRET IONARY FUND)-Continued

State and location

Airport sponsor-proposed Airport
formula percentage

share of
Adminis- Percent total system

tration bill share of passenger
formula formula enplane-
amount 1 Amount 2 funds ments 3

Colorado:
Alamosa 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 .0048
Aspen-Pitk in County 124, 860 284, 716 .0758 .0355
Colorado Springs-Peterson Field 570, 540 720, 002 . 1916 . 1297
Cortez-Montezuma County 100, 000 125, 000 . 0333 .0029
Denver-Stapleton International 3,902, 130 5, 666, 794 1.5078 4 2.4602
Durango-La Plata County 113, 100 125, 000 .0333 .0096
Grand Junction-Walker Field 238, 020 427, 858 . 1139 . 0568
Gunnison County 100, 000 125, 000 . 0333 . 0043
Lamar Municipal 100, 000 125, 000 . 0333 .0007
Montrose County 100, 000 125, 000 . 0333 . 0048
Pueblo Memorial 151, 440 195, 648 .0521 . 0244
Steamboat Springs-Yampa Valley 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 .0032

State Total 5, 700, 090 8, 170, 038  

Connecticut:
Hartford-Bradley International 1, 784, 100 2, 452, 364 .6524 . 5616
New Haven-Bridgeport 100, 000 125, 000 . 0333 .0054
New Haven-Tweed 120, 720 165, 652 .0442 .0206
New London/Groton-Trumbull 100, 000 209, 268 .0556 . 0261

State total 2, 104, 820 2, 952, 284  
Delaware: Wilmington (total) 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 . 0101

Florida:
Daytona Beach Regional 382, 740 630, 162 . 1676 . 1073
Elgin AFB 314, 700 344, 760 .0918 . 0430
Fort Myers-Page Field 211, 860 507, 278 . 1349 . 0766
Gainesville 100, 000 285, 974 . 0761 .0357
Jacksonville 1, 288, 200 1, 805, 446 .4803 .4003
Titusville-Ti-Co 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 .0011
Melbourne-Cape Kennedy Regional 235, 500 470, 026 . 1251 .0673
Miami-Fort Lauderdale 1, 874, 820 3, 288, 710 .8751 .7701
Miami International 3, 935, 010 6, 193, 360 1.6478 4 2.9854
Orlando-McCoy AFB 1, 856, 880 2, 823, 374 .7511 .6541
Panama City-Bay County 271, 080 268, 152 .0713 .0334
Pensacola Regional 301, 260 592, 688 . 1578 .0979
Sarasota-Bradenton 424, 620 727,612 . 1937 . 1316
Tallahassee Municipal 368, 940 636, 148 .1692 . 1087
Tampa International 2, 502, 360 4, 346, 993 1, 1566 1. 1439
Palm Beach International 991, 500 1, 456, 702 .3877 .3133
Monroe County-Key West International 1 138, 724 .0370 .0173

State total 15, 159, 470 24, 641, 099  

Georgia:
Aibany-Dougherty County 177, 420 216, 656 .0577 . 0270
Athens Municipal 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 .0048
Atlanta-Hartsfield International 5, 000, 000 8, 781, 936 2.3366 4 5. 5670
Augusta-Bush Field 449, 820 555, 620 . 1479 . 0887
Columbus Metropolitan 497, 880 493, 232 . 1328 .0746
Brunswick 100,000 125,000 .0333 .0000
Macon-Lewis B. Wilson 161, 580 292, 232 . 0777 .0364
Moultrie-Thomasville 105, 240 125, 000 .0333 .0032
Savannah Municipal 354, 120 617, 744 . 1644 . 1042
Valdosta Municipal 100, 000 125, 000 . 0333 . 0070

7, 046, 060 11, 463, 390  

Idaho:
Burley Municipal* 125, 000 .0333 .0001
Boise 642, 060 854, 090 .2272 .1631
Idaho Falls-Fanning Field 187, 860 219, 452 .0583 .0274
Lewiston-Nez Perce County 156, 120 166, 308 0442 .0207
Pocatello MunicipuL  217, 200 165, 588 .0442 .0206
Twin Falls City-County 103, 030 142, 580 .0380 . 0178
Halley-Friedman Memorial-Sun Valley* 125, 000 .0333 .0049

State total 1, 306, 320 1, 798, 018  

See footnotes at end of table.
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ATTACHMENT B—Continued

COMPARISON OF ESTIMATED FISCAL YEAR 1976 DISTRIBUTION OF AIR CARRIER AIRPORT FUNDS UNDER: (1)
ADMINISTRATION BILL FORMULA 1 AND (2) AIRPORT SPONSOR-PROPOSED FORMULA 2 (EXCLUSIVE OF
SECRETARY'S DISCRETIONARY FUND)—Continued

State and location

Airport sponsor-proposed Airport
formula percentage

share of
Adminis- Percent total system

tration bill share of passenger
formula formula enplane-
amount' Amount 2 funds ments 3

Illinois:
Bloomington-Normal 100, 000 125, 000 . 0333 .0048
Champaign-University of Illinois 344, 400 299, 632 .0798 .0374
Chicago-Midway 617, 700 1, 056, 348 .2810 .2135
Chicago-Meigs Field 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 .0000
Chicago-O'Hare International 5, 000, 000 11, 076, 137 2.9470 4 7. 8551
Decatur Municipal 199, 200 125, 000 .0333 .0150
Galesburg Municipal 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 .0030
Marion-Williamson County 100, 000 125, 000 . 0333 .0070
Mattoon-Coles County 100, 000 125, 000 . 0333 . 0022
Moline-Quad-City 558, 000 661, 380 . 1759 . 1150
Mount Vernon-Outland 100, 000 125, 000 . 0333 . 0020
Peoria 469,980 449,006 .1195 .0621
Qunicy Municipal-Baldwin Field 123, 480 125, 000 .0333 .0081
Rocktord 100,000 125,000 .0333 .0028
Springfield-Capital 376, 260 384, 700 . 1024 . 0480
Sterling-Whiteside County 100, 000 125, 000 . 0333 . 0016
Vermillion County* 125, 000 .0333 .0081

State total 8, 516, 020 15, 302, 203  

Indiana:
Evansville-Dress Regional 343, 020 573, 136 . 1525 . 0930
Fort Wayne-Baer Field 359, 820 586, 600 . 1562 .0964
Indianapolis Municipal-Weir Cook 2,058, 150 2, 740, 020 .7290 .6333
Lafayette-Purdue University 100, 000 125, 000 . 0333 . 0098
South Bend-Michiana Regional 372, 000 562, 282 . 1495 . 0903
Kokomo Municipal* 125, 000 .0333 .0014
Delaware County-Johnson Field* 125, 000 . 0333 . 0052
Monroe County* 125,000 .0333 .0047
Terre Haute-Hulman Field* 125, 000 .0333 .0071

State total 3, 232, 990 5, 087, 038  

Iowa:
Burlington Municipal 125, 460 125, 000 .0333 .0097
Cedar Rapids Municipal 488, 700 564, 412 . 1501 .0909
Clinton Municipal 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 .0021
Des Moines Municipal 871, 800 1, 142, 844 .3041 .2351
Dubuque Municipal 170, 520 125, 000 .0333 .0127
Fort Dodge Municipal 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 .0027
Mason City Municipal 115, 500 125, 000 .0333 .0073
Ottumwa Industrial 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 .0049
Sioux City Municipal 416, 640 310, 096 .0825 .0387
Waterloo Municipal 363, 540 346, 209 . 0921 . 0432

State total 2, 852, 160 3, 113, 560  

Kansas:
Garden City Municipal 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 . 0036
Goodland-Renner Field 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 . 0007
Hays Municipal 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 .0045
Independence 100,000 125,000 .0333 .0018
Liberal Municipal 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 .0060
Manhattan Municipal 126,300 158,220 .0420 .0197
Salina Municipal 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 .0075
Topeka-Phillip Billard 164, 820 127, 220 .0338 .0159
Wichita Municipal 745, 080 962, 132 .2560 . 1900
Great Bend Municipal* 125, 000 .0333 .0017

State total 1, 636, 200 2, 122, 572  
Kentucky:

Cincinnati 2, 160, 120 2,930, 324 .7796 .6808
Lexington-Blue Grass Field 500, 460 581, 382 . 1546 .0951
Corbin-London War Memorial 100, 060 125, 000 .0333 .0016
Louisville-Standiford Field 1,662, 120 1,996, 136 .5312 .4478
Owensboro-Daviess County 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 .0045
Paducah-Barkley Field 228, 600 166, 188 .0442 .0207

State total 4, 751, 300 5,924, 030  

See footnotes at end of table.
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ATTACHMENT B—Continued

COMPARISON OF ESTIMATED FISCAL YEAR 1976 DISTRIBUTION OF AIR CARRIER AIRPORT FUNDS UNDER: (1)

ADMINISTRATION BILL FORUMLA 1 AND (2) AIRPORT SPONSOR-PROPOSED FORMULA 2 (EXCLUSIVE OF

SECRETARY'S DISCRETIONARY FUN D)—Ccn,inued

State and location

Airport sponsor-proposed Airport
formula percentage

share of
Adminis- Percent total system

tratoin bill share of passenger
formula formula enplane-
Amount 1 Amount ' funds ments 3

Louisiana:
Alexander-Esler Field  232, 380 244, 600 .0652 .0305

Baton Rouge-Ryan Field 399, 960 485, 554 .1293 .0712

Lafayette Regional 253, 020 268, 460 .0713 .0335

Lake Charles Municipal 211, 320 146, 440 .0388 .0183

Monroe Municipal 294, 000 337, 080 .0897 .0420

New Orleans International-Moisant 2, 391, 630 4,319, 542 1. 1494 1. 1166

Shreveport Regional 855, 780 866, 944 .2307 . 1663

State total _  4,638, 090 6, 668, 620  

Maine:
Bangor International 174, 960 472, 440 . 1256 .0679

Portland International Jetport 262, 560 517, 340 . 1376 .0791

Presque Isle-Northern Maine Regional 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 .0145

Auburn-Lewiston Municipal*  125, 000 .0333 .0015

Hancock County-Bar Harbor* 125, 000 . 0333 .0026

Knox County Regional*  125, 000 . 0333 .0064

State of Maine-Augusta State* 125, 000 . 0333 .0080

State total 537, 520 1, 614, 780  

Maryland:
Hagerstown* 125, 000 .0333 .0060

Baltimore-Washington International 2, 013, 420 3, 019, 772 .8035 .8028

Salisbury-Wicomico* 125, 000 .0333 .0139

State total 2,013, 420 3, 369, 772  

Massachusetts:
Boston-Logan International  3, 888, 120 5, 887, 673 1. 5666 4 2.6805

Hyannis-Barnstable Municipal 100, 000 141, 196 .0375 .0176

Martha's Vineyard 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 .0096

Nantucket Memorial 100, 000 163, 648 . 0436 .0204

New Bedford Municipal 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 .0045

Worcester Municipal 114, 480 125, 000 .0333 . 0079
—

State total 4, 402, 600 6, 567, 517  

Michigan:
Alpena-Phelps Collins 100, 000 125, 000 . 0333 .0042

Benton Harbor-Ross Field 165, 420 125, 000 .0333 .0132

Detroit City 100, 000 134, 240 .0357 .0167

Detroit Metropolitan Wayne County 3, 456, 690 5, 197, 244 1. 3828 4 1. 9920
Escanaba-Delta County 127, 920 125, 000 .0333 .0084

Flint-Bishop 257, 040 399, 048 . 1062 .0497
Grand Rapids-Kent County 672, 720 761, 354 . 2025 . 1400
Hancock-Houghton County Memorial 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 .0090

Iron Mountain-Ford 128, 940 125, 000 .0333 .0062

I ronwood-Gogebic County 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 .0044

Jackson-Reynolds Municipal 100, 920 125, 000 .3333 .0042

Kalamazoo Municipal 346, 920 176, 204 . 0468 . 0469

Lansing-Capital City 455, 760 514, 912 . 1370 .0785

Manistee County-Blacker 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 . 0019

Monominee County 129, 900 125, 000 . 0333 . 0039

Marquette County 100, 000 125, 368 .0333 . 0156

Muskegon County 226, 320 265, 716 .0708 .0331

Pelston-Emmet County 119, 880 125, 000 .0333 . 0132
Saginaw-Tr -City 292, 740 530, 894 . 1413 .0825

Sault Ste. Marie Municipal 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 .0059

Traverse City-Cherry Capital 173, 880 247, 304 .0657 .0308

State total 7, 355, 050 9, 727, 284  

See footnotes at end of table.
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COMPARISON OF ESTIMATED FISCAL YEAR 1976 DISTRIBUTION OF AIR CARRIER AIRPORT FUNDS UNDER: (1)
ADMINISTRATION BILL FORMULA AND (2) AIRPORT SPONSOR-PROPOSED FORMULA , (EXCLUSIVE OF
SECRETARY'S DISCRETIONARY FUND)—Continued

State and location

Airport sponsor-proposed Airport
formula percentage

share of
Adminis- Percent total system

tration bill share of passenger
formula formula enplane-
amount' Amount 2 funds ments 3

Minnesota:
Bemidji Municipal 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 .0060
Brainerd-Crow Wing County 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 .0052
Chisholm-Hibbing Memorial 114, 360 125, 000 .0333 . 0082
Duluth International 334, 140 423, 106 . 1125 .0556
Fairmont Municipal 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 .0016
International Falls 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 .0075
Mankato Municipal 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 .1016
Minneapolis-St. Paul International 2, 857, 080 4,617, 193 1.2285 .4633
Rochester 496, 260 436, 702 . 1163 . 0590
Thief River Falls Municipal 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 .0048
Worthington Municipal 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 .0013

State totaL  4, 501, 840 6, 477, 001  

Mississippi:
Columbus-Golden Triangle Regional 164, 280 127, 948 .0341 .0160
Greenville Municipal 136, 320 125, 000 .0333 .0129
Greenwood-Leflore 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 .0010
Gulfport Municipal 257, 520 365, 968 .0974 .0456
HattiesburQ Municipal 100, 000 125, 000 . 0333 .0022
Jackson-Allen C. Thompson Field 890, 520 837, 020 . 2227 . 1588
Laurel Municipal 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 .0011
Meridian-Key Field 125, 340 125, 000 . 0333 . 0145Natchez-Hardy Anders Field 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 .0015
Tupelo-C. D. Lemons Municipal 125, 700 125, 000 .0333 .0059
University-Oxford 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 .0009

State total 2, 199, 680 2, 330, 936  

Missouri:
Cape Girardeau Municipal 106, 440 125, 000 .0333 .0052
Columbia Regional 175, 500 125, 000 .0333 .0137
Fort Leonard Wood 145, 620 125, 000 .0333 .0101
Kansas City Municipal* 1,805, 316 . 4803 . 4003Joplin Municipal 260, 400 195, 176 . 0519 . 0243
Kansas City International 2,449, 110 2,916, 432 .7759 .6773
Kirksville-Clarence Cannon 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 .0023
Kaiser-Lee C. Fine Memorial 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 .0030
St. Louis-Lambert 3, 397, 440 4, 882, 586 1.2992 4 1.6781
Springfield Municipal 332, 760 349, 584 .0931 .0436

State total 7, 067, 270 10, 774, 094  

Montana:
Billings Logan International 602, 700 621, 700 . 1655 . 1051Bozeman-Gallatin Field 185, 100 125, 000 .0333 . 0125
Butte-Bert Mooney Silver Bow County 175, 800 151, 352 .0402 . 0189Great Falls International 368, 820 472, 418 . 1256 .0679
Helena 143, 340 125, 000 .0333 .0138Kalispell-Glacier Park International 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 .0070Missoula-Johnson-Bell Field 190, 980 246, 640 .0657 .0307
West Yellowstone 100, 000 125, 000 . 0333 . 0054Glasgow and Valley County * 125, 000 .0333 .0010Dawson Community * 125, 000 . 0333 . 0004Havre City-County * 125, 000 . 0333 . 0003Lewiston-Fergus County Municipal * 125, 000 .0333 .0005Sidney-Richland Municipal * 125, 000 .0333 .0006Wolf Point International * 125, 000 .0333 .0004Miles City * 125, 000 . 0333 . 0006

State total 1, 866, 740 2, 867, 110  

See footnotes at end of table.
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COMPARISON OF ESTIMATED FISCAL YEAR 1976 DISTRIBUTION OF AIR CARRIER AIRPORT FUNDS UNDER: (1)
ADMINISTRATION BILL FORMULA 1 AND (2) AIRPORT SPONSOR-PROPOSED FORMULA ' (EXCLUSIVE OF
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State and location

Airport sponsor-proposed Airport
formula percentage

share of
Adminis- Percent total system

trati on bill share of passenger
formula formula enplane-
amount 1 Amount 2 funds ments 3

Nebraska:
Alliance Municipal 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 .0013
Chadron Municipal  100,000 125,000 .0333 .0017
Columbus Municipal 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 .0011
Grand Island Air Park 137, 460 125, 000 .0333 .0098
Hastings Municipal 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 .0032
Kearney Municipal 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 .0033
Lincoln Municipal 306, 240 479, 338 . 1274 . 0696
McCook Municipal 100, 000 125, 000 . 0333 . 0020
Norfolk-Karl Stefan Memorial 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 . 0022
North Platte-Lee Bird Field 107, 280 125, 000 .0333 . 0078
Omaha-Eppley Airfield 1, 323, 240 1,696, 570 .4515 . 3731
Scotts Bluff County 101, 040 125, 000 . 0333 . 0093
Sidney Municipal  100,000 125,000 .0333 .0007

State total 2, 775, 260 3, 550, 908  

Nevada:
Elko Municipal 100,000 125,000 .0333 .0133
Ely-Yelland Field 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 .0025
Las Vegas-McCarran International 2, 270, 370 4, 442, 285 1. 1819 4 1.2390
Reno International 677, 040 1, 134, 672 .3020 .2330

State total 3, 147, 410 5, 826, 957  

New Hampshire:
Keene-Dillant-Hopkins 103, 140 125, 000 .0333 .0060
Manchester-Grenier Field 145, 020 125, 000 . 0333 . 0155
Lebanon Regional 100,000 125,000 .0333 .0104
Berlin Municipal* 125, 000 .0333 .0001
Laconia Muncipal* 125, 000 .0333 .0019

State total 348, 160 625, 000  

New Jersey:
Atlantic City Municipal-Bader Field* 213, 292 . 0567 . 0276
Cape May County* 125,000 .0333 .0039
Newark International 2,801, 700 4, 958, 008 1.3192 4 1,7533
Mercer County* 154, 736 .0412 .0193

State total 2, 801, 700 5, 451, 036  

New Mexico:
Alamogordo Municipal 100, 000 125, 000 . 0333 . 0042
Albuquerque International 1, 371, 660 1, 686, 162 .4486 .3706
Carlsbad-Cavern City Air Terminal 100, 000 125, 000 . 0333 . 0026
Clovis Municipal 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 . 0038
Farmington Municipal 181, 320 125, 000 . 0333 . 0136
Gallup-Senator Clarke Field 100,000 125, 000 .0333 .0037
Hobbs-Lea County 100, 000 125, 000 . 0333 . 0027
Rosewell Industrial Air Center 148, 140 125, 000 .0333 .0116
Silver City and Grant County 100, 000 125, 000 . 0333 .0031
Sante Fe County Municipal* 125, 000 .0333 .0003

State total 2,301, 120 2, 811, 162  

See footnotes at end of table.
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COMPARISON OF ESTIMATED FISCAL YEAR 1976 DISTRIBUTION OF AIR CARRIER AIRPORT FUNDS UNDER: (1)
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State and location

Adminis-
tration bill

formula
amount

Airport sponsor-proposed Airport
formula percentage

share of
Percent total system
share of passenger
formula enplane-

Amount 2 funds meats

New York:
Albany 955,100 1, 337, 606 .3560 .2836
Binghamton-Broome County 239, 580 364, 484 . 0968 .0454
Greater Buffalo International 2,015, 160 2, 771, 748 .7375 .6412
Elmira-Chemung County 335, 640 396, 236 . 1054 . 0494
Glens Falls-Warren County 100, 000 125, 000 . 0333 .0012
Islip-MacArthur 282, 720 420, 532 . 1120 .0550
Ithaca-Tompkins County 151, 800 163, 456 .0434 .0204
Jamestown-Chautauqua County 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 .0115
New York-JFK International 4, 990, 920 8, 261, 422 2. 1980 4 5.0479
New York-LaGuardia 4, 403, 610 6, 893, 314 1.8340 4 3.6835
Plattsburgh-Clinton County 100, 000 125, 000 . 0333 . 0056
Rochester-Monroe County 1, 393, 440 1, 751, 012 .4659 .3867
Saranac Lake-Adirondack 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 .0020
Syracuse-Hancock International 1, 147, 260 1, 697, 214 .4515 .3733
Utica-Oneida County 223, 620 219, 096 . 0583 . 0273
Watertown Municipal 100, 000 125, 000 . 0333 . 0047
White Plains-Westchester County 132, 600 264, 312 . 0701 .0330
Ogdensburg Municipal* 125,000 .0333 .0015
Massena-Richards Field* 125, 000 .0333 .0023

State total 16, 811, 450 25, 415, 432  

North Carolina:
Asheville 422, 880 490, 514 . 1306 .0724
Charlotte-Douglas Municipal 1, 860, 450 2, 391, 148 .6362 . 5463
Fayetteville Municipal-Grannis Field 456, 960 507, 142 . 1349 . 0766
Goldsboro-Seymour-Johnson AFB 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 .0034
Greensboro-High Point Regional  955, 920 1, 153, 910 .3070 .2378
Greensboro-Smith Reynolds 292, 800 205, 072 .0545 . 0256
Hickory Municipal 114, 120 125, 000 .0333 .0079
Jacksonville-Albert J. Ellis 158, 400 154, 408 .0410 . 0193
Kinston-Stallings Field 209, 640 188, 860 .0503 . 0235
New Bern-Simmons-Nott 183, 060 153, 032 .0407 . 0191
Raleigh-Durham 1, 000, 380 1, 390, 398 . 3698 .2968
Rocky Mount Downtown 100, 000 125, 000 . 0333 .0466
Wilmington-New Hanover County 326, 820 296, 844 .0790 .0370

State total 6, 181, 430 7, 306, 328  

North Dakota:
Bismarck Municipal 305, 280 288, 560 . 0769 .0360
Devil's Lake Municipal 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 .0009
Fargo-Hector FieIL  270, 360 353, 052 .0939 .0440
Grand Forks International 302, 160 273, 696 .0729 .0341
Jamestown Municipal 100, 000 125, 000 . 0333 . 0032
Minot International 126, 000 203, 260 .0540 .0253
Williston-Sloulin Field International* 125, 000 .0333 .0014

State total 1, 203, 800 1,493, 568  

Ohio:
Allen County* 125, 000 .0333 .0007
Akron-Canton Regional 488, 340 659, 804 . 1756 4 . 1146
Cleveland-Hopkins International 2,799, 030 4, 618, 463 1.2287 4 1.4147
Cleveland-Burke Lakefront 101, 760 125, 332 . 0333 . 0156
Columbus-Port Columbus International 1, 791, 900 2, 223, 426 .5915 . 5045
Dayton-James M. Cox Municipal 1,644, 660 1, 726, 438 .4592 .3806
Toledo Express 509, 040 702, 952 . 1870 . 1254
Youngstown Municipal 222, 840 462, 898 . 1232 .0655
Mansfield Lahm Municipal* 125, 000 .0333 .0036

State total 7, 557, 570 10, 769, 313  

See footnotes at end of table.
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State and location

Airport sponsor-proposed Airport
formula percentage

share of
Adminis- Percent total system

tration bill share of passenger
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amount 1 Amounts funds ments 3

Oklahoma:
Bartlesville-Frank Phillips 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 . 0010

Enid Woodring Municipal  100, 000 125, 000 .0333 . 0020

Lawton Municipal  153, 180 194, 248 .0516 .0242

Muskogee-Davis Field 100, OCO 125, OCO .0333 . 0018

Oklahoma City-Will Rogers World 1, 469, 580 1, 575, f.E6 .4193 .3430

Ponca City Municipal 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 . 0013

Stillwater-Searcy Field 100, 000 125, COO .0333 .0008

Tulsa International 1, 243, 740 1, 368, 784 .3643 .2914

State total 3, 366, 500 3, 763, 618  

Oregon:
Astoria-Clatsop County 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 . 0006

Redmond-Roberts Field 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 .0026

Eugene-Mahlon Sweet Field 259, 920 421, 014 . 1120 .0551

Klamath Falls-Kingsley Field 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 .0087

Medford-Jackson County 184, 740 324, 504 .0865 . 0405

North Bend Municipal 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 .0124

Pendleton Municipal 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 .0113

Portland International 2, 092, 950 2, 937, 034 .7815 .6824

Salem-McNary Field 100, 000 125, 000 . 0333 .0047

State total 3, 137, 610 4, 432, 552  

Pennsylvania:
Allentown-Bethlehem-Easton 269, 100 599, 040 . 1594 . 0995

Altoona-Blair County 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 . 0112

Bradford Regional 110, 820 125, 000 .0333 .0128

Clearfield-Mid-State 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 . 0079

Erie International 290, 040 465, 070 . 1237 .0661

Harrisburg International 340, 380 765, 430 .2035 .1410

Johnstown Cambria County 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 0118

Philadelphia International 3, 308, 550 5, 084, 509 1.3527 4 1.8795

Pittsburgh-Greater Pittsburgh 3, 653, 130 5, 024, 170 1. 3367 4 1. 8193

Hazleton Municipal * 125, 000 .0333 .0020

Dubois Jefferson County* 125, 000 .0333 .0056

Lancaster * 125,000 .0333 .0119

Reading Municipal-Gen. Spaatz Field * 125, 000 .0333 .0119

Venango County-Chess Lamberton * 125, 000 .0333 .0040

Wilkes-Barre-Scranton 182, 340 507, 542 . 1352 .0767

Williamsport-Lycoming County 109, 080 324, 032 .0862 .0404

State total 8, 563, 440 13, 894, 793  

Rhode Island: Providence—T. F. Green State (total) 758, 460 1, 113, 114 .2961 .2277

South Carolina:
Anderson County 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 .0019

Charleston International 573, 960 873, 702 .2325 . 1680

Columbia Metropolitan 636, 420 920, 818 .2451 . 1797

Florence City-County 132, 180 125, 000 .0333 . 0104

Greenville-Spartanburg 411, 420 642, 480 . 1708 . 1103

Greenwood County 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 .0016

Myrtle Beach 181, 020 167, 516 . 0447 .0209

State total 2, 135, 000 2, 979, 516  

South Dakota:
Aberdeen Municipal 151, 020 125, 000 .0333 .0156

Brookings Municipal 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 .0009

Huron—W. W. Howes Municipal 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 .0030

Mitchell Municipal 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 .0013

Pierre Municipal 170, 640 125, 000 .0333 .0149

Rapid City Regional 283, 620 430, 358 . 1144 .0574

Sioux Falls-Joe Foss Field 739, 380 654, 450 . 1740 . 1133

Watertown Municipal 164, 760 125, 000 .0333 .0067

Yankton-Chan Gurney Municipal 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 .0020

State total 1, 909, 420 1, 959, 808  

See footnotes at end of table.
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State and location

Airport sponsor-proposed Airport
formula percentage

share of
Adminis- Percent total system

tration bill share of passenger
formula formula enplane-
amount I Amount 2 funds ments ,

Tennessee:
Bristol-Tr -City Municipal 679, 920 574, 924 . 1530 . 0935
Chattanooga-Lovell Field 549, 060 655, 162 . 1743 . 1135
Clarksville-Outlaw Field 100, 000 125, 000 . 0333 .0038
Crossville 100, 000 125. 000 .0333 .0000
Jackson-McKellar Field 126, 180 125, 000 . 0333 . 0054
Knoxville-McGhee Tyson 922, 620 954, 634 . 2541 . 1882
Memphis International 2, 605, 740 3, 645, 738 .9701 .8591
Nashville Metropolitan 1, 619, 640 1, 714, 534 .4563 .3776
Shelbyville-Bomar Field 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 .0022

State total 6, 803, 160 8, 044, 992  

Texas:
Abilene Municipal 145, 260 156, 780 . 0418 .0195
Amarillo Air Terminal 431, 880 562, 526 . 1498 .0904
Austin-Robert Mueller Municipal 626, 640 835, 680 .2224 . 1585
Beaumont-Jefferson County 242, 460 253, 548 . 0676 . 0316
Big Spring-Howard County 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 .0017
Brownsville-Harlingen Industrial Airpark 117, 120 154, 936 .0412 .0193
Brownsville International 100, 000 163, 464 .0434 .0204
Brownwood Municipal  100, 000 125, 000 .0333 .0017
Corpus Christi International 350, 940 545, 882 . 1453 . 0862
Dallas-Fort Worth Regional 5, 000, 000 6, 291, 193 1. 6739 43• 0829
El Paso International 950, 280 1, 260, 324 . 3352 .2644
Houston Intercontinental 2,748, 390 4, 385, 162 1. 1667 4 1. 1820
Houston-Wm. P. Hobby 529, 440 639, 498 . 1700 . 1096
Laredo International 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 .0089
Longview-Gregg County 133, 860 125, 000 . 0333 . 0052
Lubbock Regional 609, 960 610, 612 . 1626 . 1024
Lufkin-Angelina County 100, 000 125, 000 . 0333 . 0011
Midland Regional Air Terminal 614, 280 576, 140 . 1533 .0938
McAllen-Miller International 154, 260 258, 400 .0686 .0322
Paris-Cox Field 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 . 0008
San Angelo-Mathis Field 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 .0125
San Antonio International 1, 772, 940 2, 229, 694 .5933 .5061
Temple-Draughon-Miller Municipal 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 . 0071
Tyler-Pounds Field 109, 260 125, 000 .0333 .0050
Waco-Madison-Cooper Municipal 133, 140 125, 000 .0333 • 0096
Wichita Falls Municipal 130, 808 261, 004 .0694 .0325
Victoria County-Foster Field * 125, 000 .0333 .0035

State total 15, 600, 190 20, 559, 843 

Utah:
Cedar City Municipal 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 . 0019
Moah-Canyonlands Field 100, 000 125, 000 . 0333 . 0004
Ogden Municipal 100, 000 125, 000 . 0333 . 0000
Salt Lake City International 1, 790, 220 2, 810, 384 .7477 .6509
Vernal 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 .0026

State total 2, 190, 220 3, 310, 384  

Vermont:
Burlington International 244, 140 436, 284 . 1160 . 0589
Vermont Aeronautics Board* 125, 000 .0333 . 0054

State total 244, 140 561, 284  

Virginia:
Charlottesville-Albemarle 187, 740 195, 304 . 0519 . 0243
Danville Municipal 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 .0031
Hot Springs-Ingalls Field 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 .0030
Lynchburg-Preston-Glenn Airport 328, 680 229, 500 .0798 .0286
Newport News-Patrick Henry 441, 540 614, 362 . 1634 . 1033
Norfolk Regional 1, 144, 680 1, 534, 182 .4082 .3327
Richmond-Richard E. Byrd International 772, 500 1, 044, 466 .2778 . 2106
Roanoke Municipal 925, 560 869, 964 .2315 . 1670
Staunton-Shenandoah Valley 140, 940 125, 000 . 0333 .0099

State total 4, 141, 640 4, 862, 778  

See footnotes at end of table.
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Washington:
Aberdeen-Bowerman 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 .0007
Ephrata Municipal 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 .0008
Olympia Municipal 100, 069 125, 000 .0333 .0000
Pasco-Tri-Cities 210, 360 265, 496 .0705 .0331
Pullman-Moscow Regional 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 . 0101
Seattle-Boeing Field International 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 . 0000
Seattle-Tacoma International 2, 511, 030 4,454, 356 1. 1851 4 1. 2510
Spokane International 829, 800 1, 135, 976 . 3023 .2334
Walla-Walla City-County 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 .0074
Wenatchee-Pangborn Field 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 .0029
Yakima Air Terminal 289, 200 274, 800 .0732 . 0343

State total 4, 540, 390 7, 005, 628  

West Virginia:
Huntington-Tr -State Airport 328, 140 314, 528 .0838 .0392
Beckley-Raleigh County Memorial 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 .0053
Charleston-Kanawha County 561, 600 684, 590 . 1823 . 1208
Clarksburg-Benedum 100,000 150,084 .0399 .0187
Greenbrier Valley 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 .0067
Morgantown Municipal 105, 960 125, 000 .0333 .0156
Parkersburg-Wood County 173, 940 176, 284 . 0468 .0220
Princeton-Mercer County 163, 920 125, 000 .0333 .0114
Elkins-Randolph County* 125, 000 .0333 .0017

State total 1, 633, 560 1, 950, 486  

Wisconsin:
Beloit-Rock County 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 .0029
Eau Claire Municipal 132, 960 125, 000 .0333 .0114
Green Bay-Austin-Straubel Field 643, 260 660, 668 . 1759 . 1149
La Crosse Municipal 189, 000 193, 120 .0514 .0241
Madison-Traux Field 794, 340 671, 900 . 1824 . 1177
Manitowoc County 103, 620 125, 000 .0333 .0042
Milwaukee-General Mitchell Field 2, 053, 440 2, 330, 178 .6332 .5436
Oshkosh-Wittman Field 263, 760 221, 220 . 0588 . 0276
Rhinelander-Oneida County 100, 000 125, 000 . 0333 .0101
Wausau-Central Wisconsin 257, 220 254, 720 . 0678 . 0318

State total 4, 637, 600 4, 881, 806  

Wyoming:
Casper-Natrona County International 317, 520 267, 768 .0713 .0334
Cheyenne Municipal 216, 420 125, 000 .0333 .0135
Jackson Hole Airport 114, 660 125, 000 .0333 . 0126
Laramie-General Brees Field 106, 320 125, 000 .0333 .0045
Cody Municipal 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 .0032
Riverton Municipal 106, 500 125, 000 .0333 .0068
Rock Springs-Sweetwater County 100, 000 125, 000 . 0333 . 0051
Sheridan County 100,000 125,000 .0333 .0062
Worland Municipal 100, 000 125, 000 . 0333 . 0022

State total 1, 261, 420 1, 267, 768  

Alaska:
Anchorage 1, 157, 400 1, 806, 626 .4808 .4006
Fairbanks 335,760 535,158 .1423 .0836
Juneau 142,200 410,496 .1091 .0525
Kenai 100,000 133,604 .0357 .0167
Ketch i kan 100,000 151,240 .0402 .0189
Annette Islands* 288, 272 . 0766 .0359
104 others* 13, 000, 000  
62 others 6, 200, 000 7, 750, 000  

State total 8, 035, 360 24, 075, 396  

See footnotes at end of table.
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Hawaii:
Hilo-General Lyman Field 642, 600 1,472, 466 .3917 .3173
Honolulu International 2, 493, 300 5, 434, 929 1.4461 4 2. 2290
Hockehua-Molokai 100, 000 302, 836 . 0806 . 0378
Kahului 1, 072, 920 1, 899, 632 .5055 .4238
Kallua Kona-Keahole 380, 220 824, 682 .2195 . 1558
Kamuela-Waimea-Kohala 100, 000 178, 596 .0476 .0223
Lanai 100,000 125,000 .0333 .0104
Lihue 732,480 1, 827, 350 .4861 .4058
liana * 125,000 .0333 .0039

State total 5,621, 520 12, 190, 482  

Puerto Rico:
Ponce-Mercedita 100, 000 520, 342 . 1384 . 0799
San Juan International 1, 587, 309 4, 582, 356 1.2191 4 1.3797

Total 1,687,300 5,102,698  

Virgin Islands:
Charlotte Amalie-Harry S. Truman 285, 720 1, 328, 348 .3533 .2813
Christiansted-Alexander Hamilton 208, 680 812, 722 .2163 . 152 8

Total 494, 400 2, 141, 070  
Guam: Agana (total) 320, 100 1, 173, 828 .3124 . 2428
American Samoa: Pago Pago International (total) 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 .0127
Johnston Islands: Johnston AFB (total) 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 0

Caroline Islands:
Babelthuap-Koror 100, 000 125, 000 . 0333 . 0039
Truk 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 . 0030
Yap 100,000 125,000 .0333 .0067
Ponape International* 125, 000 .0333 .0033

Total 300, 000 500, 000  

Mariana Islands:
Rota 100,000 125,000 .0333 .0044
Saipan-Kobler Field 100, 000 445, 690 . 1187 .0613
Tinian 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 .0000

Total 300, 000 695, 690  

Marshall Islands:
Kwajalein 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 .0000
Majuro 100, 000 125, 000 .0333 .0035

Total 200, 000 250, 000  

*See footnote 3.
1 Administration bill formula based on annual departures of airline aircraft: $60 each for 1st 30,000 departures; $30 for

each additional departure; $100,000 per airport minimum; $5,000,000 per airport maximum. In addition to formula amounts,
sponsors could apply for supplemental grants from the Secretary's Discretionary Fund totalling $63,000,000 in fiscal year
1976.

2 Airport sponsor-proposed formula based on annual airline passenger enplanements: $4 each for 1st 100,000 enplane-
ments, $2 for each additional enplanement up to 2,000,000, $0.50 for each additional enplanement above 2,000,000, $125,000
per airport minimum. In addition to formula amounts, sponsors could apply for supplemental grants from the Secretary's
discretionary fund totalling $175,000,000 in fiscal year 1976.
3 Caveat: Dollar amounts listed above under the enplanement formula will not exactly correspond to final allocation

levels because the data base, compiled by FAA, reflects only fiscal year 1973 passenger enplanement totals. In comparison,
the corresponding dollar arn3unts under the administration's aircraft departure form reflect fiscal year 1974 data in-
creased by an arbitrary 3 percent to approximate current departure totals. Finally, should Congress decide not to apportion
formula funds to airports served solely by commuter airlines or airline aircraft not exceeding 12,500 lb. MGTW (noted by
asterisk(*), enplanement formula funding would be reduced by approximately $19,000,000.

4 Percent reduction.
Hollywood-Burbank allocation is based on FAA data indicating no passenger enplanements. CAB calendar year 1973

data indicates 113,175 enplaned passengers on certificated carriers. Calendar year 1974 data from airport operator shows
823,432 enplaned passengers (intrastate included).
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Alabama (5) 18, 717, 000 750, 000 15, 295, 370 34, 762, 370

City of Birmingham 15, 500, 000 300, 000 9, 200, 000 25, 000, 000

City of Montgomery 3, 047, 000 450, 000 3, 500, 000 6, 997, 000

City of Tuscaloosa 105, 000 105, 000

Huntsville-Madison County Airport Authority 65, 000 2, 595, 370 2, 660, 370

Alaska (2) State of Alaska (Anchorage and Fairbanks)_ _ 27, 647, 000 53, 119, 000 80, 766, 000

American Samoa: Government of American Samoa 7,627, 000 825, 000 8, 452, 000

Arizona (4) 56, 465, 800 50, 376, 000 99, 250, 000 206, 091, 800

City of Phoenix 19, 900, 000 46, 442, 000 78, 000, 000 144, 342, 000

City of Prescott 937, 000 429, 000 1, 250, 000 2, 616, 000

City of Tucson 30, 876, 000 2, 350, 000 15, 000, 000 48, 226, 000

Cochise County 1, 882, 800 38, 000 1, 920, 800

State of Arizona 2, 065, 000 997, 000 3, 062, 000

U.S Bureau of Reclamation 805, 000 120, 000 5, 000, 000 5, 925, 000

Arkansas (3) 39, 015, 000 1, 035, 300 1, 067, 000 41, 117, 330

City of El Dorado 862, 000 862, 000

City of Hot Springs 1,650, 000 1, 650, 000

City of Jonesboro 846, 000 185, 000 1,031, 000

Little Rock Municipal Airport Commission 30, 011, 000 286, 300 30, 297, 300

Pine Bluff Aviation Commission and city of Pine
Bluff 3, 304, 000 210, 000 250, 000 3, 764, 000

Texarkana Airport Authority 2, 342, 000 354, 000 817, 000 3, 513, 000

California (10) 322, 183, 000 493, 996, 500 104, 871, 000 921, 050, 500

City and county of San Francisco 29, 822, 000 101, 505, 000 131, 327, 000

City of Chico 2, 502, 000 100, 000 700, 000 3,302, 000

City of Fresno 4,641, 000 1, 885, 000 6, 526, 000

City of Los Angeles 145, 773, 000 340, 098, 000 36, 600, 000 522, 471, 000

City of Modesto 890, 000 765, 000 1, 655, 000

City of Oakland 51, 707, 000 15, 425, 000 12, 000, 000 79, 132, 000

City of Palm Springs 3, 467, 000 735, 000 4, 202, 00

City of Redding 2, 222, 000 1, 647, 000 3, 869, 000

City of San Jose 16, 000, 000 5, 035, 000 28, 000, 000 49, 035, 000

County of Kern 12, 290, 000 2,675, 000 2, 571, 000 17, 536, 000

County of Sacramento 35, 000, 000 2, 500, 000 15, 000, 000 52, 500, 000

Humboldt County 3, 361, 000 3, 361, 000

Imperial County 3, 054, 000 59, 500 3, 113, 500

Monterey Peninsula Airport District 8, 820, 000 5, 500, 000 10, 000, 000 24, 320, 000

San Diego Unified Port District 2,634, 000 16, 067, 000 18, 701, 000

Colorado 80, 891, 430 43, 896, 000 7, 050, 000 131, 837, 430

City and county of Alamosa 2,769, 000 2,769, 000

City and county of Denver 33, 300, 000 35, 850, 000 69, 150, 000

City of Colorado Springs 22, 000, 000 2, 000, 000 6, 500, 000 30, 500, 000

City of Grand Junction and county of Mesa 12, 349, 700 4, 750, 000 17, 099, 700

City of Pueblo 5, 247, 730 1, 096, 000 400, 000 6, 743, 730

Routt County 5, 225, 000 200, 000 150, 000 5, 575, 000

Connecticut (3) 
Delaware: New Castle County Council 7, 879, 000 1, 995, 000 9, 874, 000

Florida (6) 140, 432, 473 523, 650, 100 263, 196, 500 927, 279, 073

Broward County 110, 000 100, 000, 000 100, 110, 000

Dade County 68, 150, 000 229, 260, 000 190, 000, 000 487, 410, 000

Lee County 2, 600, 000 210, 000 8, 000, 000 10, 810, 000

Monroe County 718, 600 423, 100 1, 141, 700

City of Melbourne 2, 918, 000 2, 000, 000 1,750, 000 6,668, 000

City of Orlando 22, 846, 000 148, 000, 000 40, 000, 000 210, 846, 000

City of Pensacola 9, 538, 000 6, 700, 000 7, 000, 000 23, 238, 000

County of Volusia 6,430, 200 22, 362, 000 2,946, 500 31, 738, 700

Hillsborough County Aviation Authority 8, 323, 000 8, 050, 000 3, 500, 000 19, 873, 000

Jacksonville Port Authority 6, 010, 000 4, 430, 000 10, 440, 030

Sarasota-Manatee Airport Authority 12, 788, 673 2, 215, 000 10, 000, 000 25, 003, 673

Georgia (2) 98, 619, 740 142, 373, 000 35, 200, 000 276, 192, 740

City of Atlanta 77, 660, 000 133, 900, 000 22, 000, 000 233, 560, 000

City of Augusta 3, 431, 000 350, 000 3,781, 000

City of Columbus 1, 383, 740 3, 717, 000 11, 000, 000 16, 100, 740

City of Macon 4, 503, 000 537, 000 5, 040, 000

City of Savannah and Savannah Airport Commission_ 7, 090, 000 1, 814, 000 1, 800, 000 10, 704, 000

City of Valdosta 1, 430, 000 1, 000, 000 2, 430, 000

Clarke County 3, 122, 000 1, 055, 000 400, 000 4, 577, 000
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Guam: Department of Commerce, Government of Guam__ 9, 505, 000 5, 101, 000 3, 000, 000 17, 606, 000
Hawaii: State of Hawaii, Department of Transportation_ _ 85, 784, 000 101, 756, 000  187, 540, 000

Idaho (2) 15, 522, 000 7, 169, 000 3,490, 000 26, 181, 000

City of Boise 8, 249, 000 2, 890, 000 2, 000, 000 13, 139, 000
City of Bailey 120, 000 175, 000 340, 000 635, 000
City of Idaho Fails 3, 155, 000 3, 190, 000 1, 150, 000 7, 495, 000
City of Lewiston and county of Nez Perce 1, 809, 000 737, 000  2, 546, 000
City of Twin Falls and county of Twin Falls 2, 189, 000 177, 000 2, 366, 000

Illinois (6) 155, 481, 000 215, 224, 500 8, 440, 000 379, 145, 500

Board of trustees of the University of Illinois 7, 134, 000 1, 499, 500 5, 000, 000 13, 633, 500
City of Chicago 99, 489, 000 200, 000, 000  299, 489, 000
City of Galesburg 1, 803, 000 500, 000 80, 000 2, 383, 000
Decatur Park District 3, 559, 000 335, 000 600, 000 4, 494, 000
Metropolitan Airport Authority of Rock Island
County 12, 478, 000 5, 365, 000 17, 843, 000

Mt. Vernon Airport Authority 8, 881, 000 1,440, 000 10, 321, 000
Springfield Airport Authority 11, 190, 000 5, 200, 000 2, 500, 000 18, 890, 000
Vermillion County Airport Authority 2, 408, 000 575, 000 150, 000 3, 133, 000
Williamson County Airport Authority 8, 539, 000 310, 000 110, 000 8,959, 000

Indiana (2) 96, 194, 000 20, 724, 200 19, 458, 499 136, 376, 699

City of Kokomo Board of Aviation Commissioners 3, 226, 000 255, 000 1, 000, 000 4, 481, 000
Delaware County Board of Aviation 7, 865, 000 572, 000 522, 000 8,959, 000
Fort Wayne Board of Aviation Commissioners 10, 908, 000 1, 449, 000 12, 357, 000
Indianapolis Airport Authority 48, 350, 000 8, 739, 200 13, 000, 000 70, 089, 200
Monroe County Board of Aviation Commissioners 11, 020, 000 50, 000 11, 070, 000
St. Joseph County Airport Authority 2, 525, 000 9, 659, 000 3,936, 499 16, 120, 499
Terre Haute Board of Aviation Commissioners 13, 200, 000 1, 000, 000 13, 300, 000

Iowa (4) 26, 084, 454 5, 257, 500 600, 000 31, 941, 954

City of Burlington 1, 511, 042 580, 000 400, 000 2, 491, 042
City of Cedar Rapids Airport Commission 10, 834, 000 3, 150, 000 13, 984, 000
City of Des Moines 3, 194, 000 200, 000 3, 394, 000
City of Dubuque Airport Commission 1, 256, 517 197, 500 200, 000 1, 654, 017
City of Fort Dodge Airport Commission 1, 557, 000 380, 000 1,937, 000
City of Waterloo Airport Commission 7, 731, 895 750, 000 8, 481, 895

Kansas (2) 30, 398, 241 8, 370, 000 750, 000 39, 518, 241

Board of Park Commissioners of the city of Wichita_ 20, 917, 000 5, 870, 000 26, 787, 000
City of Garden City 796, 000 796, 000
City of Goodland 1, 000, 000 65, 000 1, 065, 000
City of Flays 543, 110 216, 000 759, 110
City of Liberal 2, 050, 000 800, 000 400, 000 3, 250, 000
City of Manhattan 1, 830, 000 850, 000 350, 000 3, 030, oon
City of Topeka 2, 880, 000 569, 000 3, 449, 000
Salina Airport Authority 382, 131  382, 131

Kentucky (1) 44, 136, 000 12, 745, 000 26, 915, 850 83, 796, 850

City of Paducah and county of McCracken 847, 000 171, 000 1, 018, 000
Kenton County 18, 339, 000 2, 040, 000 13, 415, 850 33, 794, 850
Lexington-Fayette Urban County Airport Board 5, 182, 000 2, 750, 000 7,932, 00J
Louisville and Jefferson County Air Board 13, 149, 000 5, 607, 000 13, 500, 000 32, 256, 000
Owensboro-Daviess County Airport Board 6, 619, 000 2, 177, 000 8, 796, 000

Louisiana (1) 66, 110, 250 25, 339, 000 96, 049, 200 187, 498, 450

Airport District No. 1 of Calcasieu Parish 2, 703, 250 2, 703, 250
City of Monroe 1, 460, 000 500, 000 1, 960, 000
City of Shreveport and Greater Shreveport Airport

Authority 15, 732, 000 15, 732, 000
New Orleans Aviation Board and the city of New
Orleans 37, 832, 000 17, 077, 000 95, 149, 200 150, 058, 200

Parish of Lafayette 7, 487, 000 4, 232, 000 900, 000 12, 619, 000
Rapides Parish 896, 000 3, 530, 000 4, 426, 000

Maine (5) 5, 168, 226 2, 283, 168 629, 500 8, 080, 894

City of Bangor 2, 678, 130 178, 500 2, 856, 630
City of Portland 2, 490, 096 2, 104, 668 629, 500 5, 224, 264
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Maryland: Maryland Aviation Administration, Maryland
DOT 2, 173,000 147, 678,000 12,000,000 161, 851,000

Massachusetts 64, 361,000 23, 342,000 1,000,000 88, 703,000

Martha's Vineyard Airport Commission 1, 852,000 1, 852,000
Massachusetts Port Authority 30, 500,000 21, 000,000  51, 500,000
New Bedford Airport Commission 685,000 510,000 200,000 1, 395,000
Town of Barnstable Airport Commission 5, 124,000 200,000  5, 324,000
Town of Nantucket Airport Commission 
Worcester Airport Commission 

2, 500,
23, 700,

000
000

660,
972,

000  
000 800,000

3, 160,
25, 472,

000
000

Michigan (15) 200, 941,200 27, 105,000 2,600,000 230, 646,200

City of Detroit 5, 800,000 420,000 2,000,000 8, 220,000
City of Flint 12, 431,200 1,050,000  13, 481,200
County of Alpena 1, 615,000 1, 615,000
Houghton County 690,000 145,000  835,000
Muskegon County 
Wayne County 

6, 375,
174, 030,

000
000

210,
25, 280,

000
000  

600,000 7, 185,
199, 310,

000
000

Minnesota (8) 25, 896,900 18, 724,100  44, 621,000

City of Fairmont 1, 611,900 423,100  2, 035,000
City of Rochester 
Minneapolis-St. Paul Metro Airport Commission 

5, 285,
19, 000,

000
000

301,
18, 000,

000  
000  

5, 586,
37, 000,

000
000

Mississippi (8) 16, 734,500 4, 355,000  21, 089,500

City of Greenville 2, 064,000 421,000  2, 485,000
Jackson Municipal Airport Authority 
University of Mississippi 

13, 170,
1, 500,

500
000

3, 934,000  17, 104,
1, 500,

500
000

Missouri (3) 78, 932,000 52, 641,000 37,180,000 168, 753,000

City of Columbia 483,000 456,000 840,000 1, 779,000
City of Joplin 5,695,000 5, 695,000
City '-)f Kansas City 15, 500,000 1, 000,000 25,000,000 41, 500,000
City of Kirksville 600,000 300,000  900,000
City of Springfield 
City of St. Louis 

7, 054,
49, 600,

000
000

1, 785,
48, 100,

000
000  

11,340,000 20, 179,
98, 700,

000
000

Montana (9) 14, 594,400 10, 680,410 1,513,000 26, 787,810

City of Billings 2, 898,000 670,000  3, 568,000
City of Bozeman and Gallatin County 3, 367,000 2, 615,910 480,000 6, 462,910
County of Missoula 3, 206,000 5, 510,000 500,000 9, 216,000
Helena and Lewis and Clark County Airport Board 1,990,400 1, 884,500 533,000 4, 407,900
Miles City 
Silver Bow County 

410,
2, 723,

000
000

410,
2, 723,

000
000

Nebraska (6) 30, 460,000 8, 295,000 3,500,000 42, 255,000

City of Chad ron 429,000 200,000  629,000

City of Hastings Airport Authority 491,000 491,000

City of Kearney 497,000 80,000  577,000

Hall County Airport Authority 670,000 2, 250,000 2,920,000
Lincoln Airport Authority 2,690,000 1, 820,000 600,000 5, 110,000
North Platte Airport Authority 12, 720,000 145,000  12, 865,000

Omaha Airport Authority 12, 963,000 3,800,000 2,900,000 19, 663,000

Nevada (1) 11, 820,000 18, 258,000 21,450,000 61, 528,000

City of Elko 2, 100,000 33,000 350,000 2, 483,000

City of Reno 
Clark County 

4, 500,
5, 220,

000
000

10, 500,
7, 725,

000
000

9,
21,

700,
400,

000
000

24, 700,
34, 345,

000
000

New Hamsphire (3) 2, 307,000 2, 307,000

City of Keene 
City of Manchester 

700,
1, 607,

000
000

700,
1,607,

000
000

New Jersey (1) 7,015,700 3, 106,900  10, 122,600

County of Cape May 
County of Mercer 

1, 584,
5,431,

700
000

1, 586,
1, 520,

900  
000  

3, 171,
6,951,

600
000

New Mexico (7) 9, 620,052 7, 183,390 3,631,300 20, 434,742

City of Alamogordo 3, 243,052 200,000  3, 443,052

City of Albuquerque 
City of Gallup and McKinley County 

3, 792,
2, 585,

000
000

6, 533,
450,

390
000

2,881,
750,

300
000

13, 206,
3, 785,

690
000
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New York (8) 121,528,640 574, 354,750 32,940,000 728,823,390

Broome County 468,640 2,343,250  2,811,890
City of Syracuse 18, 120,000 850,000  18,970,000
Clinton County 2,775,000 550,000  3,325,000
County of Chemung 8,687,000 1, 250,000  9,937,000
County of Monroe 6,085,000 2, 000,000  8,085,000
Niagara Frontier Port Authority 28,611,000 30,400,000 59,011,000
Port Authority of New York and New Jersey 47,422,000 566, 859,000 1,900,000 616,181,000
Tompkins County 1, 052,000 130,000  1,182,000
Town of Massena 3,248,000 40,000 40,000 3,328,000
Warren County 5,060,000 332,500 600,000 5,992,500

North Carolina (6) 68,269,600 60, 956,000 21,005,000 150,230,600

City of Asheville 5,205,600 1, 200,000 620,000 7,025,600
City of Charlotte 48,409,000 55, 000,000 20,000,000 123,409,000
City of Fayetteville 1,742,000 1, 620,000  3,362,000
City of New Bern and Craven County 2,400,000 415,000  2,815,000
Forsyth County 759,000 385,000 1,144,000
Lenoir County, city of Kinston 2,310,000 2,310,000
New Hanover County 7,444,000 2, 721,000 10,165,000

North Dakota (2) 32,188,000 14, 514,950 2,634,000 49,336,950

City of Bismarck 7,000,000 6, 100,000 13,100,000
City of Fargo, North Dakota Municipal Airport Au-

thority 19,537,000 7, 834,950 2,500,000 29,871,950
City of Grand Forks 2,400,000 2,400,000
City of Minot 2,025,000 300,000  2,325,000
City of Williston 1,226,000 280,000 134,000 1,640,000

Ohio (3) 61,685,100 73, 338,000 30,486,260 165,509,360

Akron-Canton Regional Airport Authority 15,843,000 2, 783,000 900,000 19,526,000
Allen County 481,700 481,700
City of Cleveland 18,965,400 49, 894,000 17,586,260 86,445,660
City of Dayton 15,769,000 12, 611,000 2,000,000 30,380,000
City of Toledo_,. 10,626,000 8, 050,000 10,000,000 28,676,000

Oklahoma (5) 31,550,000 14, 355,000 12,580,000 58,485,000

City of Enid 2,685,000 450,000 3,135,000
City of Oklahoma City 21,592,000 1,600,000 8,380,000 31,572,000
City of Tulsa and Tulsa Airport Authority 7,273,000 12, 305,000 4,200,000 23,778,000

Oregon (5) 46,495,000 32, 515,000 14,300,000 93,310,000

City of Eugene 4,070,000 1, 566,000 2,300,000 7,936,000
City of Redmond 1,160,000 1, 000,000 2, 160,000
Port of Astoria 1,020,000 45,000 1,065,000
The Port of Portland 40,245,000 29, 904,000 12,000,000 82,149,000

Pennsylvania (6) 115,826,500 99, 943,000 9,310,000 225,079,500

City of Philadelphia 7,618,000 24, 926,000 32,544,000
County Commissioners, Luzerne and Lackawanna

Counties  13,805,000 3, 690,000 310,000 17,805,000
County of Allegheny 72,600,000 66, 000,000  138,600,000
Erie International Airport Authority  3,649,000 893,000 4,542,000
Johnston-Cambria County Airport Authority 1,623,000 1,414,000 3,037,000
Lancaster Airport Authority 1,323,000 825,000  2,148,000
Lehigh-Northampton Airport Authority 10,619,000 1, 175,000 9,000,000 20,794,000
Reading Municipal Airport Authority 3,079,000 1, 020,000 4,099,000
Williamsport Municipal Airport Authority 1,510,500 1,510,500

Puerto Rico: Puerto Rico Ports Authority 1,229,000 15, 252,000 16,481,000
Rhode Island (1) 
South Carolina (5) 9,389,173 1, 940,492 600,000 11,929,665

Greenville Spartanburg 3,991,173 1, 290,492  5,281,665
Hurry County Airport Commission 5,398,000 650,000 600,000 6,648,000

South Dakota (3) 18,591,187 5, 438,030 265,000 24,294,217

City of Aberdeen 2,229,000 1, 180,000 175,000 3,584,000
City of Huron 2,980,000 350,000 3,330,000
City of Pierre 1,858,720 982,000 2,840,720
City of Rapid City 2,753,400 2, 361,030 5,114,430
City of Sioux Falls 6,964,067 225,000 7, 189,067
City of Watertown 1,806,000 340,000 90,000 2,236,000
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Tennessee (3) 78, 823,800 95, 023,900 18, 896, 000 192, 743, 700

City of Jackson and Madison County 1, 688,000 1, 031,000 36, 000 2, 755, 000

City of Knoxville 24, 878,000 865,000  25, 743, 000

City of Memphis and Memphis-Shelby County
Airport Authority 8, 649,900 44, 527,800 10, 000, 000 63, 177, 700

Metropolitan government of Nashville and Davidson
County Tennessee and metropolitan Nashville
Airport Authority 37, 470,500 47, 600,100 8, 860, 000 93, 930, 600

The cities of Bristol, Johnson City, Kingsport, Ten-

nessee and Bristol, Virginia, and counties of
Sullivan and Washington, Tennessee 6, 137,400 1, 000,000 7, 137, 400

Texas (12) 115, 114,906 139, 154,040 16, 200, 000 270, 468, 946

City of Abilene 1, 355,000 1, 355, 000

City of Amarillo 1, 917,000 1, 250,000 1, 130, 000 4, 2 )7, 000

City of Austin 2, 270,000 2, 270, 000

City of Corpus Christi 2, 722,000 750,000 2, 000, 000 5,472, 000

City of Dallas, city of Fort Worth and the Dallas Fort
Worth Regional Airport Board 16, 725,000 60, 175,000 76, 900, 000

City of El Paso 3, 190,000 325,040 10, 800, 000 14, 315, 040

City of Harlingen 2, 500,000 1, 558,000 4, 058, 000

City of Houston 37, 177,000 65, 585,000  102, 762, 000

City of Laredo 9,457,500 454,000 9, 911, 500

City of Lubbock 9,798,406 3, 685,000 500, 000 13, 983, 4??

City of Midland 6, 850,000 3, 450,000 270, 000 10, 570, 000

City of San Antonio 15, 444,000 750,000 1, 500, 000 17, 694, 000

City of Tyler 2, 698,000 700,000  3, 398, 000

City of Wichita Falls 304,000 472,000 776, 000

Gregg County 2, 707,000 2, 707, 000

, Trust territory: Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands 14, 317,814 3, 780,000 18, 317, 814

Utah (2) 9, 098,000 3, 323,000 720, 000 13, 141, 000

Salt Lake City Corp 8, 725,000 2,850,000 11, 575, 000

Vernal City and Uintah County 373,000 473,000 720, 000 1, 566, 000

Vermont 6,098,000 1,081,000 7, 179, 0??

City of Burlington 4, 100,000 995,000 5, 095, 000

Vermont Aercinautics Board 1, 998,000 86,000 2,084, 000

Virgin Islands (1) 
Virginia (2) 37, 373.537 32, 039,742 7, 450, 000 76, 863, 279

City of Charlottesville and county of Albemarle 1, 157,000 1, 100,000  2, 257, 000

City of Danville 6, 536,000 550,000 550, 000 7, 536, 000

City of Richmond 1, 574,000 1,957,000  3, 531, 000

City of Roanoke 4, 600,000 575,000 1, 500, 000 6, 675, 000

Norfolk Port and Industrial Authority 16, 979,000 12, 315,000 5, 000, 000 34, 294, 000

Peninsula Airport Commission 4, 830,537 13, 845,742 500, 000 19, 176, 279

Shenandoah Valley Joint Airport Commission 1, 697,000 1, 697,000 3, 394, 000

Washington (2) 64, 552,000 18, 492,000 57, 240, 000 140, 284, 000

City of Spokane and county of Spokane 13, 379,000 1, 568,000 2,240, 000 17, 187, 000

City of Walla-Walla and county of Walla-Walla 257,000 340,000 597, 000

Port of Chelan County and Port of Douglas County 638,000 I, 840,000 2, 478, 000

Port of Ephrata 334,000 334, 000

Port of Grays Harbor 1, 890,000 1, 890, 000

Port of Pasco 1, 735,000 330,000  2,065, 000

Port of Seattle 46, 319,000 14, 414,000 55, 000, 000 115, 733, 000

West Virginia (7) 10, 080,000 1, 860,000  11, 940, 000

Greenbrier County Airport Authority 2, 700,000 360,000 3, 060, 000

Raleigh County Airport Authority 7, 380,000 1, 500,000 8, 880, 000

Wisconsin (4) 49, 188,000 19, 850,000 650, 000 69, 688, 000

Winnebago County 1, 127,000 210,000 1, 337, 000

Brown County 8, 335,000 8, 335, COO

City of La Crosse 2, 547,000 2, 345,000 300, 000 5, 192, 000

City of Madison 14, 680,000 4, 510,000 19, 190, 000

City of Rhinelander and Oneida County 5, 749,000 750,000 350, 000 6, 809, 000

Milwaukee County 16, 750,000 12, 035,000 28, 785, 000

Wyoming (5) 15, 313,000 2, 550,000 1, 300, 000 19, 163, 000

City of Cheyenne 3, 932,000 450,000 4, 382, 000

City of Worland 1, 530,000 1, 530, 000

Natrona County 7, 265,000 1, 700,000 900, 000 9, 865, 000

Town of Jackson and county of Teton 2, 586,000 400,000 400, 000 3, 386, 000

Note: Figures in parenthesis indicate nonrespondents.
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[The following information was referred to on p. 101:]

THE FEDERAL REQUIREMENT FOR CRASH FIRE SERVICE AT ALL AIR CARRIER
AIRPORTS

(By F. Russell Hoyt, Executive Vice President, American Association of Airport
Executives)

INTRODUCTION

It is the policy of Congress to conduct oversight of certain of its legislative
acts; it should be a requirement on a Federal agency to conduct a review of the
impact of certain of its regulations. Four years have passed since the enactment
of the Airport and Airways Development Act of 1970. This act contains the re-
quirement for Federal certification of air carrier airports, and the consequent
obligation on the FAA to promulgate FAR Part 139. A Congressional review and
a FAA study of airport certification is now both timely and imperative.
To provide justification for such review and study as well as to provide both

fact and professional opinion, the following detailed analysis of the certification
program has been developed. Any objective, unemotional appraisal of the pro-
gram, its accomplishments to date, and its promise for future improvement in the
safety of the traveling public will indicate that very serious consideration should
be given by Congress to amend Title I, Part III, Section 51(b) (1) to permit or
require the Federal Aviation Administration to provide relief to the airport op-
erator from the more burdensome effects of Part 139. The abol;e cited section was
in fact amended by Public Law 91-258. Specifically the phrase "unless the Admin-
istrator determines that it would be contrary to the public interest" was included.
The implementation of Part 139 has in many cases not been in the public interest;
however because the Administrator lacks Congressional intent of this amendment
or the courage and support to apply this "public interest" criterion, further
amendment of this section is necessary.

CONCLUSIONS

Neither the exposure to accidents with fire, nor the effectiveness of airport
crash fire companies, nor the expense of providing the service can justify current
and contemplated requirements imposed by the Federal government for elaborate
crash fire equipment at all air carrier airports.
The public including policy makers and regulators should be made aware of

these undeniable facts by the NTSB, or FAA, or ATA, or ALPA, or F SF—not just
by AAAE whose opinion might be considered compromised by the fact that air-
ports must provide the service hence bears its costs. The costs are an important
consideration. However, the paramount consideration is that such expenditures
buy the traveling public little or nothing; that the millions going into crash fire
services could buy the public positive benefits if invested in such safety items as
approach guidance, runway lengthening, ground proximity warning devices, air-
craft fire suppression systems, and similar proven items.
When accidents occur at busy highway intersections, the solution is not to sta-

tion fire trucks at these intersections, but rather to install traffic control devices
or grade separations. No other mode of travel "solves" its safety problems by the
judicious stationing of fire trucks. Prevention rather than post-accident reaction
is the policy. Should not the Federal government adopt the same policy with
respect to airport safety? Long before the requirements of Part 139 were im-
posed, airports had lengthened and widened runways, removed obstructions,
stabilized runway shoulders, removed snow and other runway accumulations—
all because of the realization that such action improved the safety of aircraft
operations. The busiest airports established on-airport fire departments because
the volume of aircraft movements and other airport activities justified such de-
partments; the lower activity airports (some 75 percent of all air carrier airports
and most general aviation airports) found no justification for elaborate crash fire
services, and hence did not provide them until required by law. It is imperative,
that before additional tens of millions in capital and operating costs are incurred
annually on crash fire service, the Federal requirements for this service be most
carefully examined.
The time is long overdue for fact to replace emotion in an evaluation of

this Federal requirement. A conservative estimate, based on actual cost datafrom airports throughout the country, indicates that at least two hundred
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millions of dollars have been spent to meet capital and operating crash fire

service costs since passage of the Airport and Airways Development Act of

1970 and subsequent adoption of FAR Part 139.

LEGISLATIVE BACKGROUND

Passage of the Airport and Airways Development Act of 1970 was preceded

by a number of bills in both Houses. None made any reference to Federal

certification of airports. Consequently during the public hearings, Cong
ress

did not receive the benefit of the views of the FAA or th
e aviation industry

(except those of the Air Line Pilots Association) o
n the merits of airport

certification nor the benefits that might accrue to 
the traveling public from

such certification program.
The requirement for certification became a part 

of the House bill during

the committee "mark-up" session just prior to 
the bill's passage. A similar

provision was not in the corresponding Senate bill. W
hile the bills were in

conference, Secretary of Transportation Volpe wrote the 
Senate Committee

on Commerce stating "The Department opposes the 
enactment of those pro-

visions (airport certification)" and detailed why the 
Department felt the pro-

visions unnecessary and undesirable. (1) Subsequently th
e Senate accepted

the House provision on certification. The section on ce
rtification contained the

following language: "the operation and maintenance of adequate 
safety equip-

ment, including fire fighting and rescue equipment capable of r
apid access to

any portion of the airport used for the landing, takeoff, and surface 
maneuvering

of aircraft." (2) It is the underlined portion above which has been
 accepted

by the FAA as a clear Congressional mandate to require "adequat
e" crash

fire equipment at all airports which regularly or occasionally are used by 
the

CAB certificated air carriers.

IMPLEMENTATION

AAAE from the time certification became part of the House bill until its

enactment, strongly opposed airport certification. However once the bill became

law (Public Laws 91-258), AAAE worked very closely with the FAA in, first,

developing the regulations (FAR Part 139) and once the regulations were

issued, in assisting and encouraging airport management to make the program

work. A review of AAAE's participation in the various formal and informal

industry/FAA meetings of AAAE's written comments to various Notices of

Proposed Rule-Making; and of AAAE's published information to its members;

all will indicate AAAE's active involvement in, first, getting the program "off
the ground" and subsequently making it work throughout the country. AAAE's
active involvement pre-dates the enactment of Part 139, has continued unabated
to the present, and undoubtedly will continue. Appendix IV highlights our
participation in aircraft crash/fire matters.
One of AAAE's chief concerns was that the certification program would

foster a further proliferation of the Federal bureaucracy. Such concern was
well founded. Almost immediately the FAA proposed a 129 man airport inspec-
tion force. Such a force would have meant one inspector for every four airports.
Once the original 500 airports—those receiving scheduled air line service—were
certificated, the FAA moved to include airports that might infrequently receive
a special flight; these "airports" to include "cleared areas for delivery of sup-
plies, material or personnel to places like Forest Service fire towers and remote
construction sites; or areas to accommodate small aircraft operations at fish-
ing camps, farms, race tracks and similar sites". (3) The bureaucracy will not
stop even at this point. Certification of many, if not all, of the airports serving
general aviation exclusively has been under active consideration.

It was obvious from the outset that the certification program would not ac-
complish what its few proponents intended. Their initial advocacy was on the
assumption that the "whole" airport be considered in the certification process.
Not just the runway where takeoff begins or landing ends, but the approach
and departure paths; not only the services and facilities provided by the air-
port operator but also those provided by the Federal government. e.g. the visual
and electronic navigational aids, control towers, approach control procedures
and related traffic control. Their desire to have these elements included in
the certification program was logical, it is the approach to landing that is far
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more critical than the operations once the aircraft is on airport property. Yet
the certification specifically excludes any element for which the Federal govern-
ment is responsible. The rule-making (Part 139) in the section dealing with
the certification items that would not be included stated: "The criteria for
each of these items (tower, ILS, VAS', BRILLS, etc.) are based on operational
requirements at the individual airports. Establishment of the items normally
is the responsibility of the Federal government, not that of the airport opera-
tor, and Federal programs provide funds for them with their scheduling pri-
marily depending upon the availability of funds". (4)
This exclusion puts the entire burden of certification on the airport operator.

The entire emphasis for the improvement of airport safety is in the area
where little positive improvement will occur for the simple reason that the
few accidents in and around airports almost invariably occur in the approach
to the airport—not on the airport. What in effect is happening is that the
airport has been divided into two parts: the part in which accidents, particularly
the serious fatal ones, do not occur, singled out for corrective action. This
patently does not make sense.
In the several FAA/industry meetings that preceded the issuance of Part 139,

no great divergence in viewpoints occurred except in one major area—namely
in the requirement for crash fire services. With the exception of the pilot group,
industry held to the position that there was no justification. for elaborate
crash fire services, particularly at the lower activity airports. The FAA how-
ever claimed that it has no alternative but to require such service at all air
carrier airports. AAAE cited its own study of fire involved accidents: a study
showing the infrequency of such accidents; the inability of airport based fire
equipment to deal with such accidents; and the anticipated high costs which
would buy little in terms of aircraft occupant survivability. (Appendix I)
The FAA took the easy way out; it contracted with a private consulting firm

for recommendations on the requirements for airport fire-fighting services; a
study that was done quickly and superficially. (5) It was so limited in scope
that the resulting recommendations were rather ludicrous. The study was limited
to fire fighting equipment "capable of rapid access, not to all parts of the air-
port or to off-airport incidents, but to portions of the airport used for landing.
take-off or surface maneuvering. (6) In other words, the study concerned itself
only with the crash truck response to aircraft that conveniently came to rest on
paved surfaces. Statistically the number of fire-involved accidents is extremely
low; and of these accidents, the number that ended up on a runway or taxiway
are almost non-existent.
The report was issued January, 1971. Further industry/FAA consultation

continued. Finally, the requirements were issued. The requirements are in
themselves an indictment as to the total lack of justification for the airport
fire-fighting services. If, as the FAA states, such services are needed at all air-
ports then how can the following compromises be justified?
(1) "When any required fire-fighting or rescue vehicle becomes inoperable,

it shall provide appropriate replacement equipment within 8 hours thereafter.
However, if appropriate replacement equipment is not available within that
period, it shall promptly issue a Notice to Airmen. When a Notice to Airmen
is issued, and the service level is not restored within 10 calendar days after
the date of that Notice, the operator shall (unless otherwise authorized by the
Administrator), until that service level is restored, limit the air carrier user
operations on the airport to the requirement of the Index (no lower than
Index A) prescribed in § 139.49 that provides the protection capability of the
operator's remaining equipment." FAR Part 139.89(C)
Comment: If the equipment is justified, then what is the rationale for per-

mitting operations without the required complement being available at all times?
(2) "At least one fire fighting and rescue vehicle required by the applicable

index can reach the midpoint of the farthest runway * * within three minutes
" *." FAR 139.49(e) (1)

Comment: "Midpoint of the farthest runway" is obviously an accommodation
to reality, i.e. it is impossible, no matter how well trained the firemen are or
how modern the equipment may be, to reach even the remote paved portions
of airports to say nothing of the off-pavement areas where aircraft will in all
probability come to rest, in three minutes. Yet FAA studies clearly indicate
that if the fire is of sufficient intensity to prevent or impede evacuation then
conditions within the aircraft make it impossib'e to support life much beyond
90 to 120 seconds. The Gage-Babcock study states "this time period (three
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minutes) is considered by most authorities to he longer than can actually be
tolerated to assure survivability". (7)
(3) Other vehicles (other than the first) are required to reach midpoint of

the farthest runway within 4 or 41/2 minutes. Part 139.49(e) (2) and (3).
Comment: Such vehicles no doubt would be useful in controlling/extinguishing

the burning aircraft. Most authorities agree that the vehicles would have little
bearing on the rescue of occupants who have either already expired or evacuated
the aircraft unaided.
(4) No requirements of any kind was directed to providing crash fire-fighting

service to other than the scheduled certificated air carriers.
Comment: If there was justification for the service, how can the rather sig-

nificant number of passengers using the supplemental air carrier or the intra-
state carriers (which operate the same large equipment as the scheduled
interstate carriers) be ignored?
The above compromises were accepted because it was tacitly recognized that

(1) the best in ground-based equipment and the finest in trained firemen have
not improved survivability, and (2) the probability of an accident requiring the
services of the fire fighting units is so remote that the FAA could "gamble" on
Issuing waivers or allowing ten day "out-of-service" periods.

IMPACT

Since issuance of Part 139, some 440 crash fire vehicles have been purchased
with an expenditure of some $20 million in Federal funds plus at least four mil-
lion in local funds. (Most recent equipment purchases were made with 82 per-
cent ADAP funding). To this must be added the cost of buildings to house this
equipment. Although substantial, such costs have not been determined on a
national basis.
Equipment and buildings represent major capital costs of meeting FAR Part

139. Capital outlays however are but a small part of the total cost. Personnel re-
quired to man the equipment result in substantial and rapidly escalating airport
operating costs. A recent AAAE survey indicates that increases in the order of
30 percent even 40 percent are not unusual. (8) Fire fighting personnel com-
prise an ever increasing percentage of total airport employees; percentages
as high as 33 percent are not uncommon. Coupled with this is the fact that the
firemen as a group are "non-productive" in the sense that little they do increases
airport efficiency. Even their "productivity," is extremely poor; counting all
responses, e.g., first aid, precautionary, fuel spills, actual emergency, non-air-
craft fires, etc., airports have found that such occupies less than 1 percent of
duty-time. (8)
The Federal requirement for equipment and manning has brought about the

following anomaly at several of the lower activity airports: the airport is
providing its rather limited number of users fire protection that is not only
subsidized by the community but superior to the fire protection which the com-
munity itself enjoys! Crash fire service costs must be met through taxpayer
subsidy or airport user charges. As the airport is not required to provide aircraft,
other than airline, with crash fire protection, and as general aviation does not
request such service, general aviation does not feel obligated to share the ex-
pense. As the airport has been precluded by Congress from levying a fee directly
on the passenger, (9) the airport endeavors to pass the cost of this service onto
the airline (s). However, the small airports have historically been unable to
recover their costs. Studies indicate that the small or non-hub airport (which
make up 88 percent of all air carrier airports) (Appendix II) are not able to
recoup their operating costs; hence must be subsidized locally. (10)
The airlines, particularly the local service carriers, are genuinely alarmed at

the substantial increases in landing fees that the airports are demanding (though
not necessarily receiving) to cover airport operating costs. The situation is has-
tening the move by the regional carriers to request deletion of service to the low
volume airports. This will tend to destroy or weaken air transportation as a
system and leave only a series of routes connecting the major cities.
If justification for airport crash fire services can be found in terms of

improved survivability for aircraft occupants, then the above emphasis on the
economic impact would be misplaced. If the service can be justified, then ways
of meeting the costs no matter how substantial must be found. There is however
no case for this service, especially at the low volume airports. AAAE has on
numerous occasions requested the FAA, ALPA, FSF and particularly the NTSB
for some factual rationale for the elaborate crash fire service now required. The
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FAA quite recently provided a list of eleven incidents nationwide covering an
eighteen month period in which airport crash fire service responded. (11) The
list indicates that in no case were there airplane fatalities nor occupant rescue.
To the best of our knowledge, the NTSB has never made a recommendation (as
it often does following its findings in aircraft accidents) to either the FAA or to
the airport operators with respect to crash fire services.' NTSB formal replies
have evaded the issue. (12) However, experts within the agencies have provided
"off-the-record" statements which combined with other expert opinion, show
rather conclusively that there is no case that can be made for airport based
crash fire service. (Appendix III)
One study was made covering all accidents involving U.S. air carrier opera-

tions world-wide during the ten-year period, 1955-1964. (13) The study found that
out of 1,955 total fatalities, 1,628 died of impact forces and 297, in a total of 13
accidents, died of fire injuries. An evaluation of each of these thirteen accidents
was made to determine the number of victims who might have survived had ade-
quate fire fighting equipment and personnel been available. It was concluded
that in only two accidents (Adak, AK and Denver, CO) in ten years could eighteen
lives have reasonably been expected to have been saved. The NTSB has not
updated this study. AAAE therefore conducted its own review of all U.S. air
carrier accidents from 1954 through 1973. This review indicates that there is
an average of sixteen accidents per year worldwide in which fire, either of
minor or major proportions, was a factor. Approximately half, or eight, of these
accidents occurred on or in the immediate vicinity of an airport; of these eight,
less than two per year involved occupant fatalities. Only in nine accidents in
sixteen years of U.S. carrier operations world-wide, including freighter, training,
charter, supplemental as well as regular passenger flights, might have the sur-
vivability rate been improved assuming adequate crash fire service in all cases.
(Appendix I)
Proponents concede the accuracy of these figures. They claim however that

there is no record of the number of fatal accidents prevented through effective
crash fire response. It is true that airport based equipment does infrequently cool
or extinguish hot brakes, flushes oil spills, and stands by for an aircraft emer-
gency. Hence at those airports with a high level of airline operations, a case can
be made for fire protection in terms of savings in property damage. However, the
name of the game is improving aircraft occupant survivability, i.e. rescue. The
record of the past and the prospects for the future indicate that where fire is
present, it either is of such minor proportion that occupants escape unaided or of
such intensity that rescue (and often even extinguishment) cannot be effected
within the limited time that life can be sustained in a burning aircraft.

THE FUTURE IMPACT

It is urgent that the degree of exposure to fire involved accidents, the effective-
ness of crash fire vehicles in such accidents, and the economics involved in main-
taining extensive crash fire response, be critically examined because of current
pressures to "do more" in this area. For example:
(1) The Air Line Pilots Association recommends: A maximum two minute

response time by airport crash crews to any part of the active runway and 3000'
beyond the threshold under all weather conditions encountered while flying is in
progress (emphasis added). (14)
Comment: Given the acceleration and maximum speed of crash fire vehicles

both on the paved areas of the airport and the unpaved portions out from the
approach end of runways, simple arithmetic will indicate that a minimum of
three fire stations with their complement of men and vehicles would be required
to even theoretically meet this objective. Add to this, the practicalities of most
situations; the rivers, swamps, woods, uneven terrain, highways, etc., that are
found off the ends of runways make a prompt response impossible. Finally a
prompt response "under all weather conditions encountered while flying is in
progress" means that the crash vehicles would have to be equipped with more
sophisticated electronic guidance systems than those on the aircraft which per-
mit the aircraft to safely land under low visibility or other adverse weather con-
ditions. A simple case: six inches of snow off the approach end would not affect
landing operations yet would make crash truck reqnonse extremely slow or im-
possible, OR what avoidance system now available would permit a vehicle to

1 Subsenuent to the writing of this article, the NSTB has, in one instance, made such a
recommendation.
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operate at speeds up to 60 mph under low visibility conditions without colliding
with trees or other objects?
(2) "Until January 1, 1981 a maximum response time of three minutes shall

be demonstrated * * * timed from the moment of 'impact' to arrival at the
crash scene of the first approved crash fire vehicle. After January 1, 1981 a re-
sponse time of 2 minutes shall be demonstrated.
Comment: The recommendation for the two minute response is based on the

simple fact that if the fire resulting from the accident is of sufficient intensity
to preclude rapid evacuation, then life is unsupportable within the aircraft
beyond 90-120 seconds. This is the same fact that prompts ALPA to recommend
the two minute response 3000' out from the runway end because that's where the
relatively few fatalities from aircraft fire occur. However the solution does not
lie in adopting requirements that state: crash vehicles shall respond in two
minutes, when in reality there is no way to meet the requirement. The facts are
that only under the most ideal circumstances (unfortunately accidents seldom
occur under ideal conditions) can such a response be made, even with double or
triple the firemen and fire vehicles. Ground based fire suppression vehicles simply
cannot do the job.
(3) Requirement for full time personnel. •
Comment: Part 139 states that the required crash vehicles be manned by

"trained personnel". The majority of the 500 air carrier airports required to
meet Part 139 do not have men sitting full time in the fire house awaiting an
alarm. Most of the non-hub and many of the small hub airports (perhaps 300 out
of the 500 air carrier airports) use either an absolute minimum of full time fire-
men augmented by employees with other primary duties, or with a complete
complement of "part-timers". These are the airports that have a total airport
employee group of perhaps 5, or 9, or 19. Many of these airports, as they are
served by DC9s or 727s, must have a minimum of two vehicles. Full time manning
would mean a minimum of twelve men (4 per shift, three shifts to cover about
16 hours/day, seven days/week ). Twelve men with nothing to do except wait
for an accident which statistically might occur once in 25 to 30 years and at
which accident, the probability of their effecting rescue would be almost
negligible.
(4) Increase in the level of protection.
Comment: Extinguishment of fire feeding on aviation fuels is a very difficult

and "inexact" science. In the case of an aircraft fire of sufficient intensity to
preclude timely evacuation, there will not be "enough extinguishing agent, equip-
ment, or men to put out the fire in time to effect rescue. Sooner or later an acci-
dent will occur on an airport where, after an efficient response by the airport
crash fire units, the fire rages out of control resulting in fire fatalities. The charge
will be made: if there had been 2 more vehicles, or 20 more firemen, or 2000 more
gallons of foam, lives might have been saved. As no on will be able to prove
otherwise, there will be an emotional outcry for Congress, or the FAA, or the
airlines, or the airport operators to do "something"; and about the only way this
emotional demand can be met is with more on-airport fire houses and with more
trucks and more men.
(5) Extension of Part 139 requirements to more airports.
Comment: This has already occurred with the extension of certification to

those "airports" that might infrequently accommodate a certified carrier. Studies
are already in progress to include in the certification requirement those airports
that handle commuter carriers, air taxis, and the larger aviation aircraft (see
page 3 of this article).
The preceding opinions and statements are bas.d on experience with, and a

very careful examination of, the crash fire problem extending over a thirty
year period. To strengthen the conclusions drawn, the judgment of others was
considered and included in Appendix III.
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APPENDIX I

SUMMARY SHEET

The figures below give the number of accidents in which fire was a factor
either before or after the aircraft came to rest. These figures are for all opera-
tions (scheduled and unscheduled passenger service, cargo, ferry, training, mili-
tary charter flights) of all U.S. airlines worldwide. (Note: The résumés of each
of these accidents are available for review in the AAAE reference library.)

Year

Total Accidents on, or accessible from, airports

Number of
accidents

where CFR
might have
saved lives

accidents
with fire Total Fatal Killed or Injured

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

1955 20 8 3 39 1 0
1956 19 9 1 22 2 0
1957 33 20 1 12 2 0
1958 31 16 2 71 23 0
1959 34 15 3 6 0 0
1960 14 4 1 22 10 0
1961 12 8 3 99 13 3
1962 11 7 3 121 14 1
1963 8 4 3 21 31 2
1964 15 8 1 50 17 0
1965 18 10 1 43 49 1
1966 13 5 1 83 4 0
1967 17 11 1 1 1 1
1968 16 7 1 25 24 1
1969 6 5 2 16 2 0
1970 16 15 5 138 457 1
1971 10 8 3 37 4 1
9972 14 10 3 57 36 0
1173 11 8 3 129 1 0

Note: Figures for the years 1955-59 include both air carrier and general aviation (over 12,500 pounds) accidents; from
1960, air carrier only.

Col. (1): "Accident" includes all incidents where death, injury, or aircraft damage occurred at any time from start of
aircraft engines to engine shutdown. The number of accidents are those in which fire, of major or minor importance, was
present.

Col. (2): Number of accidents of those shown in (1) which occurred on or in the vicinity of an airport.
Col. (3): Number of accidents of those shown in (2) in which occupant fatalities occurred.
Col. (4): Number of aircraft occupants killed or injured in those accidents shown in (3).
Col. (5): Number of accidents in which it is reasonable to assume that airport-based fire/rescue services might have

been a factor in saving lives, assuming adequate services were available at all airports.

APPENDIX II

U.S. Ala CARRIER AIRPORTS

440 airports in the United States (excluding non-hubs in Alaska and the Terri-
tories) handle airlines on a regularly scheduled basis. Of these 440 airports,
376 or 86 percent are classified as small or non-hubs because of the small number
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of airline passengers which are enplaned at these airports. Combined they gener-
ate only 13 percent of total number of airline passengers in the United States.
Because this majority of airports have low passenger traffic, they have a low
revenue potential particularly in comparison with the large airports which one
normally associates with the term "air carrier" airport.

CLASSIFICATION OF U.S. AIR CARRIER AIRPORTS (BASED ON CALENDAR YEAR 1973 CAB FIGURES)

Percent of
Number of Cumula- Percent of Cumula- total Cumula-
airports by tive air ports by tive enplanements tive

Hub category category I number category percent category percent

Large 25  5.6  68.3  
Medium 39 64 8.9 14.5 18.6 86.9
Small 84 148 19. 1 33.6 9.4 96. 3
Nonhub 292 440 66.4 100.0 3.7 100.0

I According to FAA classification, a "hub" is a community, not just an airport, which receives certificated scheduled
airline service. A metropolitan area which originates at least 1 percent of the total U.S. enplaned passengers is in the large
hub category; one which originates between 0.5 and 1 percent is a medium hub; one which originates between 0.05 and
0.25 percent is a small hub; and a community boarding less than 0.05 percent of total U.S. enplanements is classified as a
nonhub.

In calendar year 1973 a total of 192,484,164 passengers were enplaned at the above 440 airports. The large hubs as a
group (25) boarded 131,653,400 (68 percent) of this total; the medium hubs (39) boarded 35,737,800; the small hubs (84)-
18,134,990; and the 292 nonhubs combined boarded just under 7,000,000 (6,961,000).

APPENDIX III

Many fire chiefs express considerable doubt that they can save lives in an
aircraft crash if fire erupts before suppression forces arrive. Report of: National
Commission on Fire Prevention and Control as quoted in Fire Journal, July 1973.
An indication of the probability that a passenger may be involved in such

an accident can be determined from an examination of past performance. The
record for the ten-year period of 1962 through 1971 indicates U.S. Domestic and
flag air carrier (in all operations world-wide) have been involved in twenty-
three survivable aircraft accidents in which fire after impact was• reported.—
NPRM 73-16, Docket # 12881, Federal Register, June 5, 1973.
The recommended minimum response time for on-field accidents is 60-90

seconds; even this may not be adequate for all accidents.
Fire control should be accomplished within a maximum of 60 seconds and

preferably less.
The concept of a rescue path is practical for crew-only aircraft in which

accident damage has not trapped the occupants. If the crew is trapped or if a
passenger-carrying transport is involved, the fire must be controlled almost to the
point of extinguishment to effect rescue.—"Aircraft Ground Fire Suppression
and Rescue Systems: Current Technology Review" ITT Research Institute.
A modern airport is likely to have foam-laying fire trucks which are fine for

predicted aircraft emergency landing, but usually too late in reaching unpre-
dicted accidents. Consider the case of the 10,000 foot runway: A fire truck
stationed at the runway mid-point with a standby crew would require 60
seconds at 60 miles per hour to reach the scene of an accident at either end of
the runway. Adding time to man the vehicle, time to accelerate to top speed,
and time to decelerate could easily raise the minimum time of 2 minutes which
is long past the 90 seconds maximum desired for passenger evacuation.
A review of the many areas associated with the ground rescue and firefighting

equipment will show many areas not covered by present vehicle systems at all:
aircraft falls a short distance (0.5 to 5 miles) outside airport runway area in
terrain inaccessible to wheeled vehicles or into water or swampland, snow, or
ice area; fog prevents location of aircraft by fire truck; access to the inside of
the aircraft by fire and rescue crewmen is limited to axes which are defeated
by tough, thick skins and window materials—"New Concepts for Emergency
Evacuation of Transport Aircraft following Survivable Accidents" North Amer-
ican Rockwell Corp., page 58.
The fact that during two full years of operation, crash crew rescue facilities

of the magnitude indicated (varying number of units and personnel at 108 air
bases—usually far in excess of that found on civil airports) were responsible for
the saving of nine persons, gives rise * * * to some question regarding the advis-

61-350 0-75-11
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ability of maintaining elaborate crash rescue fire fighting facilities.—Col. Kenneth
E. Pletcher, "Crash Crew Effectiveness In Fire-After Impact Crashes".
"Relate that figure (cost to the airport owners to comply with Part 139) to

the fact that the only air carrier fatalities ever incurred in the State of Wisconsin
were the result of in-flight explosion, totally destroying the aircraft, and to the
fact that to our knowledge there has never been an air carrier fire or other
emergency in the state wherein the required CFR equipment, or any of the other
requirements of this proposal would have been of any value whatsoever.—Letter
to FAA General Counsel from F. E. Wolf, Administrator, Wisconsin Division of
Aeronautics, dated July 9, 1971.
Well we went back and, I'd rather not be quoted on this, but essentially we

found that in the last ten years in commercial aviation if every major air ter-
minal in the United States had had full round the clock fire protection, we could
have increased the existing 55 percent in these cases to 58 percent. Now this
would involve some 80 million dollars for initial implementation of equipment at
sixty-three airports. This 80 million dollars would only be an initial outlay and
it would cost 80 million dollars a year to man this 24 hours a day. We would
have to have billions and billions of gallons of water and foam and dry chemicals
and constant training; and the 160 million dollars for the first year would be only
a drop in the bucket by comparison to what it would cost in the long run. And
we would have saved seventeen lives in ten years. It doesn't seem too logical
to us then to think that anything we are lacking by way of fire protection and
rescue personnel at airports is going to change the picture considerably.—State-
ment by a CAB Representative on the Post Crash Fire Problem given at MATS
Seminar, taken from the NFPA Aircraft Rescue and Fire Fighting Committee
agenda attachment, November 9--10, 1964.
There is no possibility that the study will show a favorable cost/benefit rela-

tionship; such a study can make no "case" for crash fire/rescue service. The
"need" for CFR is mostly emotional; it is to satisfy the air passengers and pilots
that "everything is being done for their safety".—From memo to file made imme-
diately after a conversation with a recently retired NT'SB Bureau of Aviation
Safety official; conversation resulting from an inquiry as to whether the NTSB
would make a study of aircraft accidents with fire as suggested by U.S. Senator
Baker in September of 1971.

Analyses of post crash fire conditions involving transport aircraft . . . indicate
that the initial fuel fires must be contained and if possible extinguished almost
immediately after the aircraft comes to rest if the buildup of heat and fumes is
to be kept at a level which will permit evacuation and, if necessary, rescue.—From
a letter of the letter of the FAA Civil Aeromedical Research Institute, dated
3/4/63.

APPENDIX IV

SUMMARY OF AAAE's ACTIVE PARTICIPATION IN EFFORTS TO IMPROVE THE
EFFECTIVENESS OF AIRPORT-BASED CRASH FIRE SERVICES

(1) Active member for over twenty years in the National Fire Protection
Association's Committee on Aircraft Rescue and Fire-fighting. This committee's
concern is primarily that of developing recommendations for the improvement in
fire fighting equipment and personnel training.
(2) Periodic distribution (prior to FAA's distribution of Advisory Circulars on

the same subject) to airport management of NFPA Bulletins 402 Standard Oper-
ating Procedures: Aircraft Rescue and Fire Fighting, and 403 Recommended Prac-
tices for Aircraft Rescue and Fire Fighting Services at Airports and Heliports,
as well as other bulletins dealing with equipment and training.
(3) Constructive comment in the drafting of many of the FAA Advisory Cir-

culars dealing with crash fire equipment and personnel.
(4) Participation as a member of the National Transportation Safety Board

preliminary investigation of major aircraft accidents occurring on or in the
immediate vicinity of airports; such participation for the purpose of reviewing
the crash fire service response, and occupant evacuation with the sole purpose of
advising airport management of lessons learned from one accident to permit a
more effective response in future accidents.
(5) Through its regional Chapters, the sponsorship of periodic training courses

and refreshers for airport firemen and supervisors. These courses were pioneers
in the field of civilian airport firemen training and still represent the only sources
of extensive training in this highly specialized activity.
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(6) Assistance to the newly established National Fire Prevention and Control
Commission Administration which has, among its several responsibilities, the
"training of fire service personnel in the specialized held of aircraft lire control
and crash rescue."

Senator CANNON. The next witness is Mr. Daniel D. Mikesell, county
supervisor of San Bernardino County, Calif., and chairman of the
National Association of Counties' fransportation Steering Committee.

STATEMENT OF DANIEL D. MIKESELL, COUNTY SUPERVISOR, SAN
BERNARDINO COUNTY, CALIF., AND CHAIRMAN, NATIONAL AS-
SOCIATION OF COUNTIES' TRANSPORTATION STEERING COMMIT-
TEE; ACCOMPANIED BY JERRY GRANT, COMMISSIONER, ADAMS
COUNTY, COLO., AND CHAIRMAN, AIRPORTS SUBCOMMITTEE;
AND SANDRA SPENCE, WASHINGTON OFFICE

Mr. MIKESELL. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee; I am very
privileged to be here this morning. I happen to be from San Bernardino
County, next to you, Senator cannon, and I think between the two of
us we represent most of the Western United States.
I do happen to represent the National Association of County

Officials.
On my immediate left is Mr. Jerry Grant, chairman of the Commis-

sioners' Committee of Adams County, Colo., and he is the chairman of
our Subcommittee on Aviation.
On my right is a new member of our staff here in Washington,

Sandra Spence. She represents us here in Washington.
We are very delighted to have her with us. She is an asset, as you can

probably see.
Senator CANNON. She certainly adds to the presentation.
Mr. MIKESELL. Yes. We have to have something to balance us off, you

see.
We have a prepared statement that has been in your hands, I think,

Senator, for some time. I would like to submit this for the record, if
I might, but unless you wish, I will not read the statement but, rather,
just take the first page which is a summary of the position that is con-
tained within our recommendations.
I should like to deal with just those particular items.
The first item is we should support a 5-year extension of the act.
The second one is support at least a $600 million authorization in

fiscal 1976 for airport program which includes $350 million for air
carrier and reliever formula grants, $175 million for general aviation.

It might seem like we are parroting AOCI and AAAE, and we prob-
ably are, because we represent many airports throughout the country
and we have discussed this with our operators of airports.
These amounts should be increased annually to reflect increased pas-

senger enplanements and airport program costs.
We support 80-percent Federal matching on grants to large and

medium-sized hub airports and 90 percent on all other grants.
We support direct formula distribution of air carrier and reliever

airports funds based on annual enplanements with minimum of
$125,000 per air carrier airport.
There is a little question about that, and I will go into that a little

later on.
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Administration proposal on distribution of general aviation funds
needs more study as to registered general aviation aircraft and needs.
Strongly support simplified project approval process similar to Ad-

ministration proposal.
We are opposed to complete transfer of general aviation airport

program to States and Federal funding at end of fiscal year 1978.
We support gradual transfer of program responsibility for general

aviation airports from FAA to States if: (A) States demonstrate ad-
ministrative capability, and (B) States provide part of non-Federal
match.
We support Administration proposal to extend project eligibility to

terminal facilities—public use—and land acquisition for environmental
capability.
We oppose the Administration proposal to use trust fund revenues

for maintenance of air traffic control system.
We support review of the need for environmental impact statements

on all airport projects.
We support continuation of existing Federal aviation user taxes on

commercial and general aviation. Level of taxation should only be
changed after the cost of the new legislation has been determined by
the House and Senate authorizing committees.
If I can go back to one quick one before you question some of these

positions, I would like to indicate that in our opinion the results of
the study that was made—I am sure everyone is familiar with it—
the results of the study by Burns & McDonald of Kansas City con-
cerning the amount of involvements that an airport sponsor must go
through to obtain financing for airports, they have reviewed 10 air-
ports that were financed under the FAA procedures, and 10 airports
financed under the local procedures, and the recommendations were
very excellent in our opinion, and according to a statement issued by
Mr. Dow-F.A.A., he, too, was impressed with it, and we are hopeful
they will be placed in effect, which will certainly streamline the ap-
plication process and make it a little easier for all of us to do business
on the local level.

• I think some of the questions that came up to the gentlemen before
us dealt with these matters that were contained in the report.
I would certainly suggest that the committee give earnest considera-

tion to those recommendations and put some of them in the statute.
I am not sure if it is necessary or not, but if it is necessary to put

them in we would make that recommendation.
We are pleased to submit ourselves for any questions you may care

to direct to us, Mr. Chairman and, hopefully, we will be able to
answer them constructively.

Senator CANNON. When you say you support the review of the need
for environmental impact statements on all airport projects, do you
have some specific recommendations in regard to changes in the en-
vironment approval process for airport development projects?
Mr. MIKESELL. I would think so, Mr. Chairman. I think in this way

we stressed a few moments ago that perhaps it is not really necessary
to have an environmental review for gates, as was indicated.

It may not be necessary in our opinion to have a review made of run-
way lighting, or a correction or updating of runway lighting that is
•there.
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Certainly in the acquisition of equipment, we doubt very much if
there needs to be an environmental review on that.
One of the reasons that I mentioned this report, it says, among other

things, that they are hopeful that they may be able to obtain exemp-
tions from a broad range of Government projects, from the detailed
analysis requirements under the National Environmental Policy Act.
I am hopeful that recommendation will go to whatever agency it

needs to go to to receive those exemptions.
Those which absolutely do not, in their opinion, affect the quality

of the environment.
I suppose this is what we are suggesting, that it seems innocuous to

request a report on certain things that have little effect on the environ-
ment.
Senator CANNON. What do you think about the question discussed

yesterday about one overall environmental statement on an airport
plan, one which would be sufficient to cover all of the projects within
that general master plan?
Mr. MIKESELL. I certainly hkve no objection to that. I think that

is an excellent proposal. Whether or not, however, legislation would
change during the period of time over a 1- to 5-year period of time,
the time the full development would take place, whether new regula-
tions would come into effect which would still require another report is
another matter.
We would have no objection to that at all, a major environmental

impact report created.
Senator CANNON. How would the counties view a demonstration

project in which several States might be selected to completely re-
place the FAA in administering ADA P projects for general aviation
airports, including the administration of allocations of Federalmoneys
among the airports in that State?
Mr. MIKESELL. I personally would have no fault with that. That

has not come before our committee, Mr. Chairman. We are working
now with the western region in my own State of California, the west-
ern region of FAA, and they, of course, take into consideration the
western region airport master plan to develop airports in the area.
I would find no fault in doing business on that basis. How that might

affect another part of the country, I couldn't answer at the moment.
I see no reason why a demonstration operation couldn't take place

to examine that.
Senator CANNON. Ms. Spence, or Mr. Grant, do you have any com-

ments to add?
Ms. SPENCE. I think the point No. 8 deals with that briefly, in that

a demonstration program might be consistent with the concept of a
gradual possible transfer to the States.
The demonstration then would enable everybody to determine if

it is possible for a program of that type to work before the adminis-
tration-tyne proposal, which would turn everything over by a specific
time would be appropriate.

Senator CANNON. When you say the State demonstrates adminis-
trative capability, do you imply that the State would have had to have
demonstrated some expertise as an aviation authority?
Mr. MIKESELL. Yes.
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Senator CANNON. And, second, that they provide part of the non-
Federal match?
Do you have any feel as to the amount or part they should be required

to pay?
Mr. MIKESELL. I could probably best answer that, Senator. We have

that in California. We have a California State plan, and we also assess
3 cents, or 4 cents a gallon gasoline tax on general aviation. That money
goes into a fund. It is returned back to cities and counties for primarily
general aviation purposes. So they share in the cost and in the construc-
tion of those general aviation airports.
We feel that if all States would participate in that in partnership

with the local government and with the Federal Government, this is a
practical way to do business, and probably is something that is possible.
But we understand in our committee meeting—there are 50 people

on our steering committee, representing all of the country, including
Alaska, Senator Stevens—and we have found that some States do not
have an aeronautics department or aeronautics board or are not
prepared for it and this is the reason we made the statement we have.
There is strong support from Washington, I think, and Minnesota

I think endorses a return to the States, or going through the States.
:But other States say they couldn't live with it because they are just
not prepared to take care of it at this time.
Senator CANNON. Do you have a tax on air carrier fuel in California?
Mr. MIKESELL. No, sir, we do not not in California.
Senator CANNON. Senator Stevens?
Senator STEvr,Ns. No questions.
I am pleased to have the statement of your position.

• Senator CANNON. Do you have anything to add, Mr. Grant?
Mr. GRANT. No, sir.
Senator CANNON. Thank you very much. We appreciate your being

here.
Mr. MIKESELL. We are pleased to be here, and we will see you out

West one of these days, Senator.
One of your constituents, from Clark County, is on our steering

committee, Mr. Potitti. You must know him, I am sure.
Senator CANNON. He is a good friend of mine. He was in my outfit

during the war.
Mr. MIKESELL. Fine.

, Good to see you again.
[The statement follows:]

STATEMENT OF DANIEL D. MIKESELL, SUPERVISOR, SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY,
CALIF., CHAIRMAN, NACo TRANSPORTATION STEERING COMMITTEE, AND JERRY
GRANT, COMMISSIONER, ADAMS COUNTY, COLO., NACo CHAIRMAN FOR AIRPORTS

Mr. Chairman: My name is Dan Mikesell and I am a Supervisor of San Bern-
ardino County, California. I serve as Chairman of NACo's Transportation Steer-
ing Committee. With me is Commissioner Jerry Grant from Adams County.
Colorado. Commissioner Grant is NACo Chairman for Airports. Also accompany-
ing us is Sandra Spence, NACo Legislative Representative for Transportation.
Our statement represents the official views of the National Association of

Counties, adopted by our entire membership in our annual conference in June.
NACo is the only organization representing county government at the national
level. We believe we represent the level of government most directly involved in
almost every form of transportation.
It gives me particular pleasure, Mr. Chairmqn, to appear before the Senate

Aviation Subcommittee because of the subcommittee's long involvement and ex-
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pertise in the airport development program. We come before you at a very im-
portant time, because we believe the Act needs considerable revision. We have
confidence in this Subcommittee.
As you are aware, county governments—both large and small and urban and

rural—have a real stake in this legislation. Many of the general aviation air-
ports are either owned or are heavily subsidized by counties. Much of the growth
of new airports, both general aviation and air carrier airports, will be planned,
financed and managed by counties. It should also be pointed out that 161 of the
United States airports with scheduled airline services are either owned or
jointly owned by counties, out of a total of 468 such airports. (Attachment A
lists these airports)
We stress these facts because the views of counties and municipalities have

to be considered just as closely as those of the airlines and the rest of the aviation
industry. We are pleased, Mr. Chairman, that you have scheduled significant
representation of state and local governments in these public hearings. It should
be noted that NACo is working closely with the U.S. Conference of Mayors—
National League of Cities as well as the Airport Operators Council International
(who represent local government airport sponsors) and the American Association
of Airport Executives. We try as much as possible to agree on a unified local
government position.
We would like to turn now to the legislative issues the Subcommittee will be

addressing.
DELIVERY SYSTEM

One of the most important provisions to be considered is the federal grant ap-
plication process and the intergovernmental partnership in building an adequate
national airport and airways system. We believe the current law and the FAA
regulations have to be drastically revised to correct the complicated and time
consuming current grant application process.
The FAA-sponsored "Burns & McDonnell" study documents with dramatic

clarity the unnecessary and wasteful expense to the American taxpayer of the
current project-by-project review. The study compares ten airports built with
funds from the federal Airport Development Aid Program (ADAP ) with twelve
airports constructed with state monies. It reports that generally those built with
federal funds took longer to build and cost more.

Acting FAA Administrator James E. Dow, said of the study, "I am pleased
with the thoroughness ... and the report's recommendations. They are generally
sound and in several instances support some programs we already have underway
to improve our airports program."
We applaud the recent efforts of FAA to "clean its own house." A task group

has been identifying ways to reduce some of the red tape caused by administrative
procedures. We hope the recommendations coming out of this task group and
the Burns & McDonnell report will be implemented fully by the FAA. Beyond
what can be done by correction of unnecessarily restrictive administrative re-
quirements, however, we believe significant legislative reform is needed.
NACo strongly supports the provisions in the Administration bill to simplify

this whole process. We believe that state and local government sponsors have
the ability to plan and implement airport development programs without de-
tailed FAA surveillance. We do it all the time with our own funds. The im-
portant point is that FAA will still be sufficiently involved to make certain that
our national airport system needs are met. that aviation safety will not be
compromised, and that there will be adequate protection against any misuse
of federal funds. Differing slightly with the Administration, we still see a need
for a National Airport Systems Plan.
In addition to a reduction of red tape, NACo believes the Act has to be

revised to provide funding predictability through block grants to state and local
government airport sponsors and increased flexibility in our use of the funds.
In their prepared statement the AOCI has commented at length on a modified
administrative process for FAA approval of development sponsors. This process
was developed by our state and local airport officials and we believe it will
work.

FINANCING LEVELS

The A OCI and A AKE survey of airport development needs. in which counties
participated, shows total needs over the next five years of $8.1 billion. County
and city governments, even with local airport user charges. are not in a financial
position to provide this level of funding. This is particularly true at the present
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time when our revenues are failing to keep pace with inflationary cost increases
and with the increases in health, welfare and socal services caused by the current
economic situation.
NACo supports a federal program level of $600 million for airport development

in fiscal year 1976. We believe this is in line with cost increases since 1970 and
the increase in federal aviation user tax revenues. (In fiscal '75, net airport
trust fund •revenues exceeded authorized program requirements by over $325
million). This should be increased slightly each year over the next five years
to cover expected construction and development cost increases. The $600 million
authorization would be divided as follows.
$375 million should be distributed directly to air carrier and reliever airports

for use on airside and landside projects as determined locally, but subject to
federal review. The smallest of these airports should be apportioned funds
considering both their dollar needs and their ability to get local user funds from
airlines. The AOCI formula, which we support, uses emplanement totals rather
than the Administration's aircraft departures formula. Aircraft departure is
not as good a formula from our viewpoint because the increased use of higher
load aircraft eventually would reduce federal funds to airports. On the other
hand, user tax revenues increase as enplanements increase.
$175 million should be provided for discretionary grants from the Secretary.

This would be for large projects and reliever airports. The $125,000 minimum will
not buy a $3 million runway extension. We need a sizeable discretionary pot
for this purpose. We agree with the Administration that the discretionary fund
should be limited to airside needs.
$75 million should be provided for general aviation airports. This increase

in funding is needed since counties and municipalities do not have access to
airline user charges to finance improvements or to build new general aviation
airports. We have questions about the Administration's proposed distribution
formula for general aviation funds. The Administration's formula is based
one-half on registered general aviation aircraft, one-fourth on state population
and one-fourth on state area. We would like to have further study of how the
number of aircraft relates to needs of the individual state areas.
On the question of federal matching shares, NACo disagrees with the Admin-

istration. We believe a strong case can be made for providing 90 percent federal
funds for all smaller air carrier and general aviation airport projects. The
larger air carrier airports have more local user revenues and could be held to
80 percent federal matching.

GENERAL AVIATION TRANSFER

NACo is very concerned about the Administration's latest proposal to with-
draw completely from funding or administering the general aviation program
after fiscal year 1978. We support a gradual transfer of program responsibility
over general aviation grants from FAA to the states under certain conditions.
We believe that a state should meet two critical tests:
(1) demonstrated administrative capability, and
(2) state financing of part of the federal match. Some states could already

meet this criteria.
However, we want to emphasize that this is considerably different from what

the Administration is proposing. We are opposed to a complete turnover to the
states in any specific time frame, unless the states meet the above criteria. We
look forward to working with the states in developing a process for transfer of
program responsibility.

PROJECT ELIGIBILITY

We are pleased that the Administration bill and several Congressional pro-
posals would provide more flexibility in the use of funds. NACo supports the
use of direct formula grants for high priority public use terminal development
and the acquisition of land for environmental compatibility purposes.

TRUST FUND DIVERSION

NACo is strongly opposed to authorizing the use of airport trust fund revenues
to cover FAA salaries and supplies needed to maintain airways facilities. The
Administration proposes an authorization of $431 million for this purpose. With
the pressing unmet capital needs of the system, it is not timely to allow any
diversion of user tax revenues for FAA operations and maintenance expenses.
We further believe that this should be a cost covered by general revenues.
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENTS

We understand this Subcommittee may consider provisions restricting environ-
mental impact statements to major airport projects which have the greatest
possibility of affecting the environment.
Excluding other projects, particularly outside metropolitan areas, would

reduce the increased costs resulting from the processing delays. We are very
concerned with the problems caused by the environmental impact statements.
We would like to work with the Subcommittee on the actual language.

USER TAX LEVELS

While the proposals to adjust the existing aviation taxes will be considered
by the Committee on Finance, we wow d like to make a few general comments.
NACo is pleased that the Administration has reconsidered its position on air-

craft departure fees for general aviation aircraft. This proposal was fraught
with problems to say the least.
NACo believes that the existing aviation user taxes are sufficient to cover the

costs of airport and airways program which we recommend. At the present time
we cannot support a reduction in domestic passenger taxes from eight percent
to seven percent. While a case may 'be made that general aviation should con-
tribute more than the nine percent it presently contributes to the trust fund, we
currently are opposed to increasing the fuel tax from seven cents to fifteen cents
as proposed by the Administration.
We recommend that the level of user taxation be determined after this Com-

mittee and the House Committee on Public Works have agreed on the level of
authorizations. NACo will make separate presentations to the Committee on
Finance and the House Committee on Ways and Means after the authorizing
committees have acted.
Mr. Chairman, we appreciate the opportunity to testify so early in these hear-

ings. We would be pleased to answer any questions you may have.
Thank you very much.

• Senator CANNON. The next witness is the Honorable Clif Overcash,
mayor, city of Fort Worth, Tex., accompanied by Mr. Thomas N.
Duffy.

STATEMENT OF HON. CLIP OVERCASH, MAYOR, CITY OF FORT
WORTH, TEX. ; ACCOMPANIED BY THOMAS N. DUFFY

Mr. OVERCASH. Mr. Chairman, I have with me Mr. Thomas Duffy,
representing the city of Fort Worth, here in Washington, and he will
help me answer any questions the committee has.
Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I am Clif Over-

cash, mayor of the city of Fort Worth, Tex. I am pleased to appear
before you today on behalf of the National League of Cities and the
U.S. Conference of Mayors to discuss the extension and revision of the
airport and airway development program.
The National League of Cities is the organization representing

approximately 15,000 city governments in all 50 States and Puerto
Rico. The U.S. Conference of Mayors is the national spokesman for
virtually all cities with population in excess of 30,000, as represented
by their elected chief executives, the mayors.
I am also a member of the U.S. Conference of Mayors' Transporta-

tion Policy Committee.
The Airport and Airway Development Act of 1970, when enacted

primarily through the efforts of this committee some 5 years ago, was
regarded as a landmark in airport legislation because the act estab-
lished a long-term Federal financial commitment for the development
of airports and airway facilities, funding levels higher than those that
had been available before, and a predictable funding source.
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There can be little doubt that the airport development aid program
(ADAP) established in 1970 has resulted in important and measur-
able benefits to the huge numbers of people who use air transportation
and air facilities regularly for both their business and private needs.
The National League of Cities and the U.S. Conference of Mayors

recognize the importance of the ADAP program to our Nation's cities
and applaud the substantial accomplishments that have been made
with the 1970 legislation.
The National League of Cities and the U.S. Conference of Mayors

support the continuation of this program and feel that the excellent
experience gained during the past 5 years under the 1970 act clearly
indicates the appropriate direction that a more efficient and effective
airport program must now take.
A continuation and improvement of the ADAP program is essential

during the next 5 years. To this end, the National League of Cities
and the TT.S. Conference of Mayors:

1. Endorse a 5-year program responsive to the needs of our Nation
in the area of long-term city financial airport development and
improvement;

2. Support a major revision of the airport development aid program
by providing a more predictable mechanism for disbursing funds to
air carrier airports, supported by a sizable discretionary program;

3. Support the continuation of the direct Federal/local role in gen-
eral aviation, and take strong opposition to a 3-year phaseout of
Federal responsibility for general aviation airports as proposed by
the administration; and

4. Request that you consider increasing the overall national fund-
ing level to at least $500 million in this fiscal year to adequately pro-
vide for airport development needs and to provide in the legislation
for annual funding increases to cover rising costs.
The National League of Cities and the U.S. Conference of Mayors

strongly endorse a major revision of the existing airport program
delivery system, particularly as it relates to the air carrier and reliever
airports.
The program quite properly has been subject to an increasing

amount of adverse comment from various groups in the aviation indus-
try, as well as from airport sponsors who are the recipients of the
Federal funds available under the ADAP program.
Among the several complaints that frequently are levied against

the existing program are these: Excessive Federal involvement in
matters that pronerly are of public locq 1 concern; too much redtape
and inordinate delays in the processing of grant applications; a far too
costly application process; and unsure funding levels from year to
year.
The Leftrme and the Conference, therefore, support many major pro-

visions of the administration's bill (S. 1455) since it does address itself
to the problems I have just cited by increasing local flexibility in the
management of the airport program and by providing for predictable
funding levels.
The block grant delivery system contained in the administration's

proposal is a device which in recent years has been used increasingly to
streamline delivery in major Federal assistance programs, including
manpower, mass transportation and most recently community
development.
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Mayors and local elected officials find it a vast improvement over past
systems, as it allows them to meet in a comprehensive fashion their
specific priorities. The League and the Conference have longstanding
policy supporting delivery systems which:

1. Maximize predictability of funding levels through an equitable
formula allocation mechanism; •

2. Increase local flexibility in planning, development, and
implementation;

3. Expand eligible uses for funding consistent with statutory intent
and local priorities; and

4. Streamline the grant application and award process.
I would now like to review in some detail certain aspects of the

legislation proposed by the administration and to focus on areas that
we feel need improvement. We hope that you will consider incor-
porating our recommendations in your ultimate action on the airport
bill.

First, the administration's bill establishes a 5-year $1.7 billion
Federal commitment to the ADAP program—funded at a constant
level of approximately $350 million each year. Of the $350 million
air caner and reliever airportswould receive approximately $300
million for each of the next 5 years, and general aviation airports
would receive $50 million for each of the next 3 years.
We do not regard the administration's proposed funding levels as

adequate or really representative of a reasonable long-term Federal
commitment necessary to support a viable national airport program.
When Congress amended this program in 1973, it authorized air-

port development funding at a level of $310 million annually, which
was $30 million above that authorized in the original 1970 legislation.
This small increase over the past 5 years of some 10 percent of $30
million does not even begin to reflect the cumulative impact of past
inflation.
According to cost data complied by the administration an airport

development program level of $500 million in fiscal year 1976 would
be required to keep even with the impact of inflation on airport devel-
opment costs since 1970.
The league and the conference respectfully ask that you seriously

consider an airport program authorization level of $500 million this
year, increasing each year at a modest 6-percent rate to reflect the
increasing costs of achieving a constant amount of development.
The members of the committee may already be aware of a recent

national survey conducted by the Airport Operators Council Inter-
national and the American Association of Airport Executives on
public airport capital development requirements during the period
1976-80.
The major conclusion of this survey, which produced 340 responses

from airports across the Nation which represent approximately 92
percent of all enplaned passengers, was that about $8 to $10 billion
will be necessary to meet the estimated capital improvement needs
over the next 5 years in the component areas of airside, landside, and
land banking.
In light of the above, we hope that you regard the $500 million

level we are recommending as a minimum level. While we would like
to see an even greater commitment, in light of present fiscal restruc-
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tions, we support the above level since it reflects inflational impact

since 1970.
I would now like to focus on the formula allocation system con-

tained in the administration's bill. The administration proposes a

system under which moneys would be distributed to air carrier and

reliever airport sponsors based ma numbers of annual departures of

airline aircraft: $60 for each of the first 30,000 departures, $30 for

each departure over 30,000, and so forth.
The league and the conference concur with the view expressed by

the Airport Operators Council (AOCI) and the American Associa-

tion of Airport Executives (AAAE). We feel that the committee in
devising a fair and equitable formula for the distribution of moneys

should give serious consideration to a formula based on the number of
enplanements, that is, the numbers of actual passengers on those air-
craft for whom airport facilities must be provided.
Another important and necessary improvement to the existing air-

port development aid program is an expansion of the eligible activities
for funding. Maximum flexibility in the use of moneys best serves to
meet local priorities. Among numerous possibilities

' 
the league and the

conference specifically endorse the use of formula funds for both the
public portions of terminals as well as landbanking for environmental
compatibility. Expanded eligibility for public portions has been a
long sought after goal of the league and the conference, and we are
delighted that this has been included in the administration's
legislation.
Speaking for myself and the Dallas-Fort Worth Airport, I would

like to suggest there are major airports like ours which are in a hold-
ing stage of their development, just one stage has been developed. The
planning we did and the burden we assumed produced a full-fledged
airport that is outstanding in design and operation.
The design was comprehensive and took into account many elements

now being looked at as innovative.
Landbanking is a good example. We did that for DFW. It was very

costly. In order to help with these costs and put us in the best possible
position for future development, I recommend you design provision
in the ADAI program which would allow special-purpose use for
ADNP assistance in special circumstances.

Retroactive support of landbank or other development costs of DFW
would be such a special purpose.
Another major component of the proposed airport development pro-

gram which I'd like to address is the general aviation provisions of the
legislation. The league and the conference support retaining the exist-
ing Federal/local relationship. We oppose a transition to State admin-
istrative and financial control over general aviation as proposed by the
administration.
General aviation airports have become an integral part of regional

airport systems that impacts air carrier airports directly and
significantly.
Meacham Field in Fort Worth is now Texas' busiest, airfield in

terms of aircraft operation. Shifting these operations to DFW would
significantly reduce its effectiveness as an air carrier terminal. A good
share of 1VIeacham's traffic is business aviation. These flights are to
other airports in other States and nations and are equal to DFW's
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commercial flights. It is less than logical to deal with one airport on
an interstate basis and the other on an intrastate basis. State regulation
of such airports would confuse policies for all airports and would
not recognize the reality of the interstate character of general aviation.
Furthermore, we question present state technical capacity in this

area and feel that scarce moneys Would be best spent in improving
existing capacity at the local level.
I would like to comment on two additional aspects of the administra-

tion's bill before concluding.
First, the administration also has proposed using a portion of the

trust fund moneys for maintenance costs for FAA. The league and
the conference continue to oppose diversion of trust fund receipts for
such purposes, while pressing capital needs remain unmet. We would
much rather see the surplus used for landbanking purposes.

Finally, the league of cities and the Conference of Mayors strongly
support the concept of landbanking and advanced land acquisition.
This tool will allow local government to effectively address environ-
mental concerns and nationally plan for the development of existing
airports, as well as the correct citing of new airport facilities. As a,
minimum, we would endorse the undertaking of the DOT-recom-
mended study to properly develop both the concept itself and the
means to develop appropriate financing mechanisms. Preferably, this
committee could—following its similar action in 1972—develop a legis-
lative landbanking program now, so that land truly needed for future
airport development can be preserved without further delay and cost.
Mr. Chairman, it is indeed encouraging to the Nation's cities to see

the concern and commitment demonstrated by this subcommittee to
the problems facing the Nation's airport system. We were most appre-
ciative of your efforts this year to obtain a 90-day extension of the
ADAP program, whose authorization expired this past June 30.
I am confident the full committee will soon report out a 5-year au-

thorization bill, hopefully along the lines we have suggested, that will
reflect the common concern that we all share for the continued orderly
development and implementation of our Nation's airport system and
for achieving the highest standards possible in safety, efficiency, and
technology.
I appreciate this opportunity to appear before you today. I would

be pleased to answer any questions you may have.
Senator CANNON. Thank you very much for a fine statement.
Would you support an experimental or demonstration program in

several selected States to test the concept of turninp general aviation
over to the States. You state you are opposed to that propram.
Mr. OVERCASH. I think the position, Mr. Chairman, of the league

and the conference would be that we would prefer that the Federal-
local relationship continue and no moving from that direction.
Senator CANNON. And that no experimental program along that

line would be necessary?
Mr. OVERCASH. Yes, sir.
Senator CANNON. Do you have anything to add, sir?
Mr. DUFFY. No, sir.
Senator CANNON. Senator Stevens?
Senator STEVENS. Was your complex in Fort Worth planned under

this act or was it planned before ADAP ?
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Mr. DUFFY. It was planned before 1970, yes, sir.
Senator STEVENS. I am informed there has been no major complex

developed under this act.
Mr. OVERCASH. Not subsequent to the act.
Senator STEVENS. What changes would have to be necessary to make

this a workable act so it would bring about further developments of
complexes such as your Dallas-Fort Worth complex?
Mr. DUFFY. Among other things commented on this morning, sir,

were the environmental requirements. Should we have to deal with
those building by building or piece by piece, that would essentially
negate the possibility of building something like this airport.
Senator STEVENS. That is one of the things I was getting at. We

were providing in this extension that an overall project plan and its
environmental assessment would be sufficient for any phase of the
plan. Would that be of assistance to this type of planning?
Mr. OVERCASH. I don't have any question about that, Senator. I

think that we developed a plan of an airport, and only built one stage,
as you know. And we have an ultimate plan that is already developed.
Of course, I think the thing that would be very helpful would be to
get the overall plan accepted and the environmental impact study
made on the plan, the total plan, and as long as you stay within that
plan, unless some other substantial change occurred, you are able to
operate without going each time you build a building and get another
impact statement made.
I think that would be very helpful.
Senator STEVENS. What about the landbanking concept? You men-

tioned a retroactive application, would it help at all if we provided
that any land that had been acquired prior to this extension could be
used to meet the matching requirements?
Mr. OVERCASH. Yes. I think so.
Senator STEVENS. We would not have an overall blanket retroactive

coverage, but use it in the future to meet the matching requirements
under the act. Would that be of assistance?
Mr. OVERCASH. Yes; I think SO.
Mr. PUFFY. That would be one step, sir. I think in view of the pecu-

liar needs of DFW and perhaps the Kansas City Airport, it wouldn't
be enough, obviously.
Senator STEVENS. Thank you very much.
Senator CANNON. What additions do you contemplate now at your

airport?
Mr. OVERCASH. We only have a small part of the terminals built.

We have it set for staging depending on the increased activity of
the airport. So we haven't set up a specific timetable, saying as of
19—X we will build this terminal?

depends on the usage of the airport.
Senator. CANNON. Do you contemplate additional runways and

taxiways in your overall plan, is it principally terminal facilities
with which you are concerned?
Mr. OVERCASH. Basically, terminal facilities, yes, sir.
Senator CANNON. I guess, as you build additional terminal facili-

ties, you will need the mass transit system to the new facilities?
Mr. OVERCASH. The mass transit system is lined out now to serve

the buildings.
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Senator CANNON. I see. It is already built to serve the additional
buildings?
Mr. OVERCASH. Yes, sir.
Incidentally, it is working very well.
Senator CANNON. I have heard varying comments on it. I came

down and visited your airport and had a fine tour of it, but I didn't
have time to ride the transit system.
Mr. DUFFY. Reliability factors are running on the order of 98

percent for the last 6 months now.
Senator CANNON. Very good.
Counsel has a question.
Mr. GINTHER. In procuring the land needed for the DFW air-

port, what year was the land purchased by the authority?
Mr. OVERCASH. It was prior to 1970. I have forgotten the timetable.

Do you remember?
Mr. DUFFY. It began in the mid-1960's, I know.
Mr. OVERCASH. We blocked it up and started procuring it. We had

to go through condemnation suits on each of it.
STAFF. Do you own all of the land now that you forsee necessary

for DFW ?
Mr. OVERCASH. We either own it or are in the process of acquiring

it through condemnation suits.
Mr. DUFFY. Given aircraft technology and everything else remain-

ing constant.
Senator CANNON. What kind of revenue do you get out of the farm-

land you have leased out now?
Mr. OVERCASH. I have forgotten the exact dollar number. We have

it for farming as well as cattle-grazing in some areas. I have for-
gotten the dollars we get, but it is fairly reasonable.
Senator CANNON. Is it substantial?
Mr. OVERCASH. Oh, yes.
Mr. DUFFY. For farming it would be. For rangeland, it is sadly

underpaid.
Senator CANNON. Yes.
Thank you, sir.
The last witness for today is Mr. J. E. Mitchell, Jr., chairman,

League of American Airports.

STATEMENT OF J. E. MITCHELL, JR., CHAIRMAN, LEAGUE OF
AMERICAN AIRPORTS, AND EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR OF HUNTS-
VILLE-MADISON COUNTY AIRPORT AUTHORITY; ACCOMPANIED
BY KENDALL K. HOYT, MANAGER, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA; WIL-
FRED M. POST, JR., VICE PRESIDENT, ALLENTOWN, PA.; AND
SANFORD L. WARTELL, ALLENTOWN, PA.

Mr. MITCHELL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I would like to introduce
those people who accompany me.
Mr. Wilfred M. Post, Jr., to my right, the vice president of our

League of American Airports, and manager of the Allentown-Bethle-
hem Airport in Pennsylvania. To his right is Mr. Sanford Wartell,
chairman of the league, Lehigh-Northampton Airport Authority. And
to my left, Mr. Kendall Hoyt, manager of the League of American
Airports in Washington.
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With your permission, Mr. Chairman, we would like to submit our
testimony. We would appreciate it if you would make it a part of the
record and permit us to make a few highlight comments.
Senator CANNON. Very fine.
Mr. MITCHELL. Our testimony is oriented in the direction of the

interests of small airports.
The League of American Airports was recently organized to pro-

vide small airports—small airport operators, an effective voice or a
voice that could be heard in matters of this type which you are consid-
ering right now. Our testimony, being oriented as it is, we think is
important, because the backbone of the system of air transportation
to a measureable degree in this country rests on small airports.
We have itemized several things that we are concerned about.
Keep the taxes. There has been some indication here that they should

be reduced. I am sure there is a demand on the part of the airlines
that the taxes should be reduced. But balance that with a few things
that you are considering, more airports, not necessarily new airports 
but including more airports in the delivery system of Federal assist-
ance.; higher ratio of Federal assistance 80, 90 percent probably; more
eligible items including terminal facilities, public space in terminal
facilities, and land banking. Add all of this to the fact that in our
opinion you do not have an accurate assessment of development needs,
although we know there is a considerable demand, far more than what
is being suggested be allocated over the next 5 years. But we don't
have a real accurate assessment based on these factors of what the

• Federal assistance need or demand is. In addition to that, we don't
really have a realistic planned system of what our airport system looks
like. How many airports are in it, where they are located, what are
their ultimate design capabilities? So we would be inclined to suggest,
Mr. Chairman, for the present time, until we can get some answers to
these problems, let's keep the taxes.
If it is reduced and we find we need more funds, we will be in a jam

to increase it again. For that reason, we ask that you guard the trust
fund.
I think you did a magnificent job in setting 1113 this legislation sev-

eral years ago, and we ar,preciate it. The small airports have fared
extremely well under it. There is an effort to siphon off some of that
money for administrative purposes, and there again until these other
priority needs are met, we are leaning on you and your committee
rather heavily to guard that.
In that context, the money is available, and we should be inclined

to suggest you us it, because the demand to use it, I think, has already
been documented in many, many cases, the demand is there for it to
be used and to be used equitably, to be used profitably, and the level
is being recommended from $400 or $500 million on up.
We are suggesting an $800 million-a-year program for airport de-

velopment over the next 5 years: airways $250 million annually, and
research and development $80 million a year, there being a cushion in
the trust, fund right now of about $2 billion.
So I don't think there is a problem of either running out of money,

and I don't think there is a problem in light of all of these add-ons as
to whether or not this money can be properly utilized.
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We are like the rest, we would like to see a 5-year program. The
stop-and-go development results in stop-and-go financing, and frankly,
both of them are disruptive to progressive airport development and
management. It is just that simple.
We would like to see the Federal share for smaller airports increased

from 75 percent to 90 percent. We are hindered, Mr. Chairman, small
airport operators are by the fact that our sources of revenue are lim-
ited to operations, and we don't have many operations. We cannot go
out and levy a head tax, or whatever other tax we might want to,
there being a Federal prohibition against that. Beyond that, we have
been heavily impacted by fire/rescue, security, and imposed require-
ments of that nature. We don't have anywhere to go to get money. In
most cases, most small airports and local governments are pretty heav-
ily supporting the operation. So, we don't feel it is out of order to ask
for a 90-10 type of situation.

Increased planning effort—this is something, Mr. Chairman, we
would like to hit heavily on. I have heard a lot of comments this morn-
ing, and I would like to make some remarks in that direction.
There is a Federal Government, there are 50 States, and there are

numerous local governments. For some reason, everybody wants to
circumvent the State government. I haven't been able to circumvent
it, and I don't know anybody else that has. It is live; it is there. If
you want to get rid of it, pass a Federal law and dissolve all of the
States; that will get rid of it. But we are being a little bit naive I think
when we say State governments don't exist. They are there; they
have a right to be there. And if we are realistic in our evaluation of
this situation, some of the jams that the airports are in around this
country is for the simple reason that we have bypassed the States.
We have not coordinated the highway system with the airports. We
have not coordinated land use with the States and regional govern-
ments. We have not done a bunch of things. In fact, we haven't done
up, until recently, very much planning whatsoever. And up until a
couple of years ago, with the advent of the planning grant program
that you originated, there wasn't even any Federal money for airport
planning at all, and what was done was done inside of the airport
fence.

Little Huntsville, Ala., had the first planning grant program that
involved Federal funds 3 years ago to do planning outside of the
airport boundaries, and it took a year to get a decision out of the
FAA attorney that it was legal to grant the money for that purpose.

Senator CANNON. You got a quick decision.
Mr. MITCHELL. Yes; I guess so. Our operations are within that

boundary, that is true. But the impact of our operations go consider-
ably beyond that boundary.
I think we need to, if anything, get the planning horse in airports

out in front of the airport wagon. It has not been there yet, and until
we do, we are going to continue to have problems with environmental
considerations, noise suits, land banking, and one thing after another.
I will talk about that a little more later.
But to circumvent the States is going to be a difficult problem, be-

cause that eliminates to a great degree the necessity and the need to
coordinate what you are doing with other elements of local and State
government. It is just absolutely a necessity. I speak on this realisti-

61-350 0 - 75 - 12
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cally, Mr. Chairman, because I served for approximately 4 years in
State government, in a cabinet position, in charge of State develop-
ment and State planning. And the responsibility I had at that time
involved your requiring more, every year, statewide plans for this
and that. We had to set up a State clearinghouse under A-95. No
problem with it. I think it was absolutely necessary. But you require
statewide plans for just about everything in the world except air-
ports. Why eliminate airports? I am a little of a fish or fowl here, and
the fact that most of these other people are saying they don't want
anything to do with State governments, gentlemen, is a limited voice,
and it comes from most of the big hub operators, not from a lot of the
smaller operators.

Let's get our planning program going, and to get it going, Mr.
Chairman, you have set it up as a prerequisite. FAA interpreted it
(planning) as optional, and then you had to put 331/3 percent of your
money with it. Well, when this program first started out, airport
priorities were so great for money, local money, they put in runways
and things like that, that they had to have, and didn't have the money
to put in planning. Let's make the planning program 100 percent
Federal assistance, including the money to FAA to do their part of
the planning, to States to do their part of the planning, and to the
local governments. Require as a prerequisite to Federal 'assistance? Mr.
Chairman, FAA approval of an airport master plan. One that indi-
cates the ultimate development capability of that particular airport,
just like the gentlemen testified about Dallas/Fort Worth. They know
what the capability of that airport is now, because it was well laid
out and well planned. But not every airport in the country is laid
out and planned in that way. Then more that through a statewide
plan to see that there aren't two airports like Dallas/For Worth, or
some other similar situation. It has to be coordinated at other levels,
not only for road transportation, but for airspace requirements as
well. And let's have 'that system flow on through the States up to the
Federal level, let the Federal system approve it, and then, gentlemen,
you can put together a national system of airports.
Now whatever our air transportation system is in this country, it

is going to rest directly on whatever our airport system is. That is a
fact. Your interstate highway system rests directly on the pavements
you have in the ground and the plan you have for that system. That
is what it rests on, because you do not run your automobile willy-nilly
wherever you want to, you have to go with the system.
So we ask you to give a lot of consideration to the planning and

expedite it, and let's get on with a system of airports. To not have a
system and let everybody willy-nilly do what they want to within the
local communities I don't think will give you anything but chaos. Andthe traveler will not benefit from it.
Reduce redtape. I think everybody is for that. We would like tosee the State role increased. I can't see why it would hurt, why youdon't let several States, four or five or six or seven that are alreadyin it, doing a good job, let them see how it works and do it as an exam-ple or a test situation, just to see what the results are.
First of all, in a statewide plan you would have the control, I pre-sume, that should be in there, that FAA has first approved the state-wide plan. If that State has the proper administrative capacity, turn
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the funds over to them, and general aviation can start and see what
kind of job they do.
Everybody says no, don't do it. We don't really have an answer as

to what kind of job a State can do. There are a number of States say-
ing they are doing a good job, and I think they are. Maryland, Minne-
sota, California, quite a few of them are doing an excellent job.
Probably there is a big disagreement of the funding formula. We

think the formula you came up with 5 or 6 years ago is a real good one,
one-third, one-third, and one-third. One-third of the first third based
upon enplanements was to go to the individual airport operator for
the priority of his projects.
There again if you had a master plan that was already approved,

you would know and he would have a list and FAA would have a list
of what his projects and priorities were. It should cut out the redtape
practically altogether.
But the idea there was the priority of an airport project here might

be from a national standpoint way down the line but it was a No. 1
priority to that airport. By giving one-third of the funds in that
manner, you at least let each airport begin to progressively develop
to its ultimate capability. That was a good plan. The only thing that
went wrong with it, FAA didn't do what you said to do, they spent
it discretionarily wherever they wanted it. That is why you had the
lawsuit in Los Angeles. That is why we nearly had a lawsuit with
them the other day. They said we had to put up $200,000 for security
fencing, they (FAA) said we are out of funds, and we said go jump
in the creek. They said we had to do it anyway and I said try us on for
size, we will see, I don't believe you can make us do it. And they came
up with the money, but they scraped the barrel from everybody in the
country. They hadn't set aside our allocation. If they had, we would
have had plenty of money to do the security fence. That is not two-bit
to us; $200 thousand is a lot of money to us, I guarantee you.

One-third was apportioned on an area/State population, so each
State could, in its own fashion, grow progressively, and a third was
discretionary to FAA, because you have big projects and sometimes,
some where, like in Hawaii, you have to put in big money to get big
projects going.
There is not a thing wrong with that type formula, not a thing in

the world. It worked reasonably well as it was, but it would have
worked better if it had been administered like you said to.
Along this line, we recommend a Federal-aid program of approxi-

mately $1 billion annually; $700 million to air carrier, reliever and
commuterline airports; $70 million for general aviation airports on
a 75-25 matching basis; $30 million to DOT for use to finance a per-
manent and continuing airport planning program. Of the $700 million
for airport development, $260 million based on originating passenger
enplanements, not less than $100,000 for each airport, cumulative 3
years for use, 100 percent, on any approved NASP project; $220 mil-
lion to the DOT Secretary for discretionary used based on area-popu-
lation formula for use on any eligible approved NASP project, 90-10
matching basis for small airports; $220 million to DOT Secretary for
discretionary use on any eligible approved NASP project on 90-10
matching basis for small airports. Let's compare this with the enplane-
ment formula of $4 introduced by AOCI. On the top rung for small
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airports, the top rung, there are a few up there, they would get $1.2
million annually. At the bottom of the rung, and that is where all of
them are, they would get $125,000 a year. Gentleman, you might as
well spit out that window with that money for building a runway.It won't do anything. It won't even buy an emergency generator. Itwill hardly buy a fire truck. It won't do nothing. I mean, what is theuse of a distribution formula of that nature. You know, it reallydoesn't accomplish anything. I think it is trying to kid somebody todistribute all of the money on that basis. It also takes away the flex-ibility of the Federal system to at least guide and direct the money inthe direction of what is needed to build a system of airports in thiscountry on which an air transportation system can be built.I would like to comment about land banking in that connection andthat is one reason we recommend the increased level of spending,because I think you will see more and more land required. In theplanning of an airport you should lay out, for environmental con-siderations, what land you do need, because of the environmental im-pact that operation of an airport has on the rest of the community.I can remember the time when FAA said all you needed was 50 feetbeyond the end of the runway. I can remember when that was extendedto 200 feet, and when it was extended to 2,500 feet. Now it is out to5,000. That extension, gentlemen, was solely based on one criteria, weain't got no money or anything else. It wasn't based on any demon-strated requirement, we just didn't have the money. So we will passa regulation, we don't have money for land more than 50 feet beyondthe end of the runway. Stupid as that may have been, that is the wayit was and that is why we are in the pickle we are in in some of theairports about encroachments. They are already surrounded.You have to look at each airport and find out its operation basedon design and capacity and see what influence that has on the surround-ing area, and if that is the land that you need, gentlemen, and you candemonstrate you need it, then fine, go get it. If you build a highwayand you say, and everybody says, after environmental considerations,and they are going to tackle you, you have to go through the mishmashtoday and it is a good thing, if they say we need 300 feet of corridorfor the interstate highway along this stretch, then that rings a bell andthe first thing you do is go buy the right-of-way. There is no need forland banking. You are trying to out-guess somebody, second-guesssomebody. Until the local community can demonstrate they have aneed for a new airport, that the location has been designated and hascleared all of the hurdles and has been defined as right-of-way or landnecessary, and when that definement has been accomplished in thefinal stages, fine, take airport trust fund money and go buy the land,just like you buy rights-of-way for a highway. You don't build high-ways until you get the land. That's the first order of business.
If I'need more land to environmentally protect my airport, then Iought to be able to demonstrate it, document it, and once I get itapproved. I should have a right to get Federal aid to buy that land.It might be easements, I don't know, or fee simple.
Senator STEVEN'S. What time frame do you consider? We don't usehighway funds, Federal aid highway fun& to acquire land for futureinterstate highways when it becomes a dual l and road under theinterstate highway funds they go into another fund. What are you
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talking about as a long-range project for these airports? What kind
of time frame would you have for the original acquisition of the land?
Mr. MITCHELL. Senator, I think one of the problems now is we just

don't really know where we stand with respect to land reouirements,

either for new airports, improvement of airports, or for environmental
considerations. That is one of the predicaments we are in. That is why
I say accelerate for at least 3 years, at 100 percent funding, the plan-
ning proposition, because that is needed in order to find out just exactly
where we are and what we do need. I am sorry, I would like to answer
that question, but I don't know, because I don't think we know our-
selves, individually or collectively. I know at my airport what it is.
I think most can find out fairly quickly what it is.

Senator STEVENS. That is why I asked about including the land bank

money for future matching requirements under the matching formula.
I can see where you put a lot of money into land in some of the major
city airports and not have any left for some of the rural States that
are in dire need also.
Mr. MITCHELL. There again I think that is where the discretionary

peddle that is going to have to be exercised at the Federal level as to

what are the priorities around the country for land acquisition. Be-

cause I can envision, as you do, if you found out what the needs were,

practically all of the money available in the trust fund might go to buy

up land for the first several years. It will have to be done on some type

of phase implementation. You say you are going to build a highway

through a State north to south, but that doesn't mean that at that

minute you buy every bit of the right-of-way. Isn't that right? Then

you have to take the same approach on land acquisition for airports.

First it should be demonstrated at the local, State, and Federal level

that there is a need, and this is what that need is. Then I think you can

begin to do business.
Mr. Chairman, we would like to see also a few items added, snow

removal equipment for one. I think in a lot of cases this is probably

• more important to some airports, particularly small airports, than

maybe fire/rescue. I won't get into an argument about fire/rescue

other than we, like a lot of others, have found it extremely costly.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, it is our contention that small hub, nonhub,

reliever commuterline and general aviation airports form the backbone

of air transportation of our Nation. Without these small airports, 16

States would have no air carrier service whatsoever, and an addi-

tional 20 States would be served by only 1 air carrier airport. If you

want to go into Michigan, say, you go to Detroit; that would be it. If

you went to Illinois, you would go to Chicago, and that would be it,

too. On this basis, about 75 percent of the land area of the United

States would receive poor to no service at all. We are going to have

to get back to the system business, if we are going to have air trans-

portation in this country. The map here reflects this situation, and

highlights the important role small airports Play in the system of

airports and the absolute necessity existing Federal assistance to air-

ports be continued, but upgraded consistent with the trust funds

available and the demonstrated need for the use of these funds.

Mr. Chairman, thank you very much. I know you are rushed for

time, and we appreciate the opportunity of letting us appear before

you.



178

Senator CANNON. How many members do you have in your
organization?
Mr. MITCHELL. We have to date—and we are less than a year old-

40 members
' 
Mr. Chairman.

I might add, though, that less than a year ago I chaired in AOCI
a committee for small airports and their problems. If you would like
to extract from their minutes the recommendations of that committee
on small airports within AOCI to be put in your record, I am sure
you could get it. You might be surprised at what you find in those
recommendations because they don't show up in the statements pre-
sented to you by AOCI and AAAE.
Senator CANNON. How many States are represented?
Mr. HOYT. About half of the States.
Mr. MITCHELL. We are newly formed, and the reason we were was

because whenever we said something and came to a conclusion within
the framework of small airports we got shut up. Maybe we should be
shut up, I don't know, but we like to be heard, too, we have some prob-
lems, and we didn't feel like they were being heard. So we formed this
league, and I had some question about whether it would fly myself, but
I think we are making headway, and I daresay in another year we will
have a fairly representative representation all over the country. We
are gaining strength in membership.
But insofar as our representation to you from the sector that we

allege we represent, there will be little or practically no dissension
from what I just told you. Probably in some areas of State relation-
ship, that would be probably one of the more volitile issues even
within small airports.
Senator CANNON. Senator Stevens?
Senator STEVENS. What percentage of your operating budget in

these smaller airports is involved in crash and rescue?
Mr. MITCHELL. It all depends; the smaller the airport, the greater

the impact. But probably no less than 30 percent, up to 80 percent,
I would say.

Senator STEVENS. Have you found that the FAA requirements in
this area are burdensome as far as the smaller airports are concerned?
Mr. MITCHELL. Senator, burdensome is, I guess, a good word. I

might take the position we don't need any fire rescue service ex-
cept if I were in that airplane and it was landing and was in need
of that service. And I am real serious about that. It is a highly ex-
pensive item when you get down to evaluation of costs and so forth.
But it is just a hard question to answer. I think the amount of
service required as far as equipment is concerned is not overly bur-
densome. The overly burdensome factor, frankly, is not in the cost
of the equipment, it is the continuing expense of employing the
people to operate it.
Senator STEVENS. Maintenance and operation?
Mr. MITCHELL. Yes. We already had a building at the airport, we

had one 1,500-gallon truck, we already had some firemen there, we
worked out a deal with the city, so that the city maintains the sta-
tion, we built it for them, they answer structure calls from there
as well as airport service calls. You try to make ways to get it done.
So we had to buy let's say $150,000 worth of equipment. But that
also necessitated more personnel and so forth. But the salary expense
of running that operation is. $200,000 a year. You know, we exceed
in 1 year what the equipment outlay cost is and it is not going to
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get any less, it will go up. We have a quarter of a million operation
enplanements per year, so we fall in a fairly high category of the
requirement for fire and rescue. What is yours?
Mr. POST. Ours runs about 25 percent. Again, the big cost is the

cost of personnel.
Mr. MITCHELL. What are your enplan.ements ?
Mr. POST. About 200,000. With a small airport, this can run be-

tween 40 to 60 to 80 percent.
Senator CANNON. I have two air carrier airports in my State

with one takeoff and one landing each direction a day.
Mr. MITCHELL. I think there could be some modification of that

based upon studies of the National Air Safety Board, people of this
nature, to give some relief, particularly in a smaller airport category.
Now you get into the larger airports, get up to enplaning 200,000

or 300,000 passengers, I think you have a requirement there, a pos-
sibility, that maybe warrants that type of thing. Then at that time it
becomes less and less of an impact on your overall budget, and al-
though they have a great deal in volume, but in comparison to their
total budget, it is not quite that much.
Senator STEVENS. My people have raised that question with me.

I just wondered what your overall experience was.
I want to thank you for speaking out as an Alabama representative

of national American airports for snow removal equipment. We find
that to be an important item in Alaska and we appreciate your sup-
port.
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. Chairman, you would be surprised that in

Huntsville I have had 21 inches of snow on my runway. But we don't
need snow removal equipment we just let the sun melt it by 2 days
later.

Senator CANNON. Thank you very much, gentlemen. We appreciate
having you here.
[The statement follows:]

STATEMENT OF J. E. MITCHELL, JR., CHAIRMAN, LEAGUE OF AMERICAN AIRPORTS

Mr. Chairman and committee members, my name is J. E. Mitchell, Jr., Chair-

man, League of American Airports, Professionally, I am Executive Director of

the Huntsville-Madison County Airport Authority, Huntsville, Alabama. The

League of American Airports was recently organized to provide small airports

a voice that could be heard. Past testimony from the airport operators sector

has been large hub airport dictated. Our testimony, admittedly, is oriented to

the interests of small airports, but as these airports are and will be the backbone

of any system of airports necessary to serve the public need in air transportation,

we feel our interests are parallel to those of our nation.
We are grateful to your committee for the 1970 Airport and Airways Develop-

ment Act. It has contributed much to making the U.S. airport system superior

to all others. The 1970 law met the needs of the big airports as the flexibility of

discretionary funds permitted high levels of assistance, the same flexibility

allowing a wide and fair distribution of funds to the many small airports around

the country. Consequently, we do not see the necessity of auy major legislative

changes whatsoever, other than in a few instances where experience clearly

demonstrates the law can be made to work even better.
Our positions on legislative considerations before you are, in brief as follows:

1. Keep taxes. The airlines desire a reduction in the 8% ticket tax. If you

authorized a reduction, the passenger paying the tax would never know it, and

in all likelihood, there would not be any real reduction in the cost of air trans-

portation thereby. Until a system of airports is built across the country to serve

the public need, there should be no discussion whatsoever about reducing the

tax that provides the funds for airport and airway development.
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2. Guard the trust fund. There is and has been considerable pressure to divert
Trust Fund monies for use and purposes other than initially intended. We can
only state we are totally dependent upon you to protect the trust fund you, in
your wisdom, established.
3. Use it all. Taxes at the present rate are yielding enough to give AIRPORTS

800 million dollars a year over the next five years; AIRWAYS 250 million
dollars annually; and RESEARCH and DEVELOPMENT 80 million dollars each
year, there being a cushion in the Trust Fund right now of approximately 2 billion
dollars. Today's airport dollar buys barely half as much as in 1970. There are
enough eligible projects right now, spread over the nation, to utilize all available
funds during the next five years.

4. Eotend five years. Stop-and-go development results in stop-and-go financing,
and both are disruptive to orderly and progressive airport development and man-
agement. Many projects require phase implementation, and a five year program
is absolutely necessary if we at the airport operator level are to plan and manage
efficiently.

5. Increase Federal share. Federal assistance has been 50% for the large air-
ports, 75% for others and 82% on projects for safety and security. The large
airports generate sufficient revenue due to the volume of traffic they enjoy to give
them the revenue they need for matching fund requirements. More often than
not airport development projects are extremely costly and the matching fund
requirement to the small airport is a serious problem, there generally being
insufficient revenue from operations to provide the necessary funds. Congress
has recognized this problem. We recommend, therefore, that the 75% federal
assistance share for small airports be increased to 90%.
6. Increase planning effort. The 1970 Airport and Airway Development Act

mandated the development of a National Airport System Plan based on local
and state plans. Non-compliance with this mandate has been virtually total.
The reason is rather simple. The planning program was put on an optional basis
requiring one-third matching funds and everybody had a higher priority for
their money than for planning. Thirty to 50 million dollars annually should be
allocated to planning, 100% Federal assistance, at the Federal, State, and Local
level. You, then can require, as a prerequisite for aid for airport development,
that the airport sponsor have an approved airport master plan with a current
inventory of short- and long-range projects necessary for the orderly development
of that airport to its ultimate design capability. The airport would also have to
be qualified in the statewide plan, all of this supplying the necessary input for
the development of a National Airport System Plan. Then, and only then, will
the National Airport System Plan provide you with the information you need
to guide and direct the development of a national system of airports and any
federal assistance program related thereto. It is extremely urgent that airport
planning get out in front of airport development for, to date, it never has.
7. Reduce redtape. Simplify and improve the delivery system of Federal as-

sistance at all project levels.
8. Increase State role. We recommend a test experiment in several states as to

the ability of states to handle air transportation and projects and programs re-
lated thereto.

9. Keep the funding formula. For federal aid to air carrier airports, your com-
mittee wisely established a one-third one-third, one-third formula that has proved
itself over the past five years. If we are to build a system of airports around thecountry to serve the public need, federal assistance, obviously, should flow to
where the need exists. Our nation's air transportation system is going to restsquarely on our system of airports and where there is no need there should be
no allocation of funds.
The larger airports would like to dismantle this one-third, one-third, one-third

formula on the basis that they produce most of the traffic and, therefore, they
should be entitled to a majority of the funds. If we took that approach on mattersof national interest, we would not have a system of highways or a system of any-
thing else. And it takes just as much runway to handle a 727 jet at Small Air-port USA as it does at Big Airport USA.
We strongly urge you, therefore, to keep the formula intact but increase theamount of federal assistance substantially as:
(1) Funds are available and
(2) The need for the use of these funds can be demonstrated.
Of the funds we have recommended be appropriated annually, the division anddistribution is rather key. Our recommendations are as follows:
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Millions

Airway facilities and equipment $250

Research and development 
80

Airport development 
800

Total annually  1, 130

The 250 million will continue to upgrade and properly equip ou
r airports with

airway facilities in a progressive manner. Research and developm
ent, obviously,

should continue; however, we suggest this committee give close
r concern and at-

tention to the projects these funds are allocated to. Of the 80
0 million for air-

port development we recommend distribution as follows: Millions

To Air Carrier Reliever and Commuterline Airports 
 $700

For States and territories by formula for use on general avia
tion airports

on 75/25 matching basis for approved project in statewide p
lan  70

To DOT Secretary for use to finance (100%) a permanent and
 continuing

airport planning program for the development of airport m
aster plans

by sponsor, statewide plans by states and a national air
port system plan

by FAA, including short and long range priorities relat
ed thereto, all

coordinated with other modes of transportation 
 30

Total annually 
 800

Distribution of the 720 million to Air Carrier, Reliever an
d Commuterline air-

ports is recommended as follows: Millions

Based on originating passenger enPlanements, not less 
than $100,000 each

airport, cumulative 3 years, for use (100%) on any 
approved NASP

Project  
 $260

To DOT Secretary for discretionary use based on area
/population formula

for use on any eligible approved NASP Project, 
90/10 matching basis

for small airports 
 220

To DOT Secretary for discretionary use on any eligib
le approved NASP

Project on 90/10 matching basis for small airpor
ts  220

Total annually    700

700 million dollars to Air Carrier, Reliever and 
Commuterline airports spon-

sors is, basically, on the existing one-third, one-thir
d, one-third formula. How-

ever, it does offer an improvement in that the on
e-third originating passenger

would go direct to the sponsor for use (100%) on an
y approved NASP Project.

In this manner, each airport operator can progressivel
y, year by year, orderly

manage the development of his airport based upon hi
s highest priority need. The

one-third distribution based on area/population, 220 mill
ion would permit orderly

and progressive development within each state. The 
one-third balance, 220 mil-

lion would be for discretionary use by the Secretary 
of The Department of Trans-

portation, thus insuring a balance to overall developmen
t from a national stand-

point.
70 million for states and territories by existing form

ula would be for general

aviation airports on a 75/25 matching basis for appro
ved projects in their ap-

proved statewide plan. 30 million to the Secretary, 
Department of Transporta-

tion, for use to finance a permanent and continuing airpor
t planning program as

previously outlined.
It is our further recommendation that snow removal items 

should be included

on the equipment eligibility list on the same basis as fire/r
escue equipment, as

such likewise is for the safety of the airport and those that use
 it.

We have not established a position with respects to resto
ration of local head

tax other than if such is done, we recommend that the legi
slation make it man-

datory that any such tax be (1) added to the airline ticket
 price; (2) the tax

have a ceiling; (3) all funds so collected must be used for air
port development.

Finally, it is our contention that the small hub, non-hub, 
Reliever Commuter-

line and general aviation airports form the backbone of air t
ransportation of our

nation. Without these small airports, 16 states would have n
o air carrier service

whatsoever, and an additional 20 states would be served by 
only one air carrier

airport. On this basis about 75% of the land area of the Uni
ted States would re-

ceive poor to no service at all. The attached map reflects t
his situation and high-

lights in our opinion, the important role small airports pl
ay in our system of

airports and the absolute necessity existing federal assist
ance to airports be con-

tinued but upgraded consistent with the trust funds ava
ilable and the demon-

strated need for the use of these funds.
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Senator CANNON. The committee will stand in recess until 10 o'clock
Monday morning.
[Thereupon at 12:10 p.m. the hearing was recessed to reconvene at

10 a.m. Monday, September 8, 1975.]
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EXTENSION OF THE AIRPORT DEVELOPMENT AID

PROGRAM

MONDAY, SEPTEMBER 8, 1975

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON 

AVIATION,TV ashington,D.C.

The subcommittee was reconvened, pursuant to recess, at 10:
10

a.m. in room 1318, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon. How
ard

W. Cannon (chairman of the subcommittee) presiding.

Senator CANNON. The hearing will come to order.
Our hearings resume this morning on the airport development

legislation. Today, we will hear from groups representing gener
al

aviation and some people representing airport districts.

Our first witness this morning is Mr. Edward W. Stimpson, presi-

dent, General Aviation Manufacturers Association.

STATEMENT OF EDWARD W. STIMPSON, PRESIDENT, GENERAL

AVIATION MANUFACTURERS ASSOCIATION; ACCOMPANIED BY

DAVID D. THOMAS, CONSULTANT

Mr. STIMPSON. Good morning, Mr. Chairman. With me today is

Mr. David Thomas, formerly Acting Administrator of the FAA.

and longtime Deputy Administrator. He is now serving as a con-

sultant to our organization.
Mr. Chairman, since my statement is lengthly, I would like to just

read a few things from the first page or two and then skip to the

summary, and save reading the entire statement. If it could be put 
in

the record, I would appreciate it.
Senator CANNON. It will be made a part of the record.

Mr. STIMPSON. Thank you. There is no question of the need for

expansion and improvement of our airport-airway system.

We basically feel the Congress did a wise thing in 1970 when it

passed the Airway Development Act. Our basic thesis is we should

build upon the legislation that was passed then and refine and im-

prove it.
However, we are greatly concerned about the policy declaration in

the proposed bill before you, S. 1455, and its supporting provisions

that removes general aviation from any Federal interest after Septem-

ber 30, 1978.
To us it is inconceivable that Congress would fail to recognize the

general aviation transportation contributions and that general avia-

tion airports are very much a part of the total airport-airways system.

(185)
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General aviation's transportation role is increasing. There have been
some fundamental changes in its role today, as general aviation carries
more passengers and cargo in interstate transportation.
The fastest growing segment of general aviation is business avia-

tion; approximately one out of three intercity passengers in air are
carried by general aviation aircraft.
So if general aviation is to continue to provide this unique trans-

portation role, we must have an airport-airways system that will
accommodate its growth.
Between 1970 and 1980 we anticipate approximately 40 percent

increase in the size of the general aviation fleet.
Now I would like to skip to the last page of my statement, and

summarize the recommendations
' 

that we would recommend to your
committee for inclusion in the bill.

First, we definitely believe the act should be extended for 5 years,
an additional 5-year program should be enacted.
Second, we believe the national airport system plan should con-

tinue to be effective and should be improved. We are concerned that
the administration plan as presented last week essentially recognizes
400-plus, around 500 airports, as part of the plan. Basically it includes
the air carrier and a few reliever airports. We think the plan should
include realistically the national airport system for all of civil avia-
tion in the country.
And we certainly agree that the airport system plan could be

improved. There are many ways in which this could be done to makeit more involved, perhaps, with the longer range aspects, rather thanjust some of the nitty-gritty of it.
But definitely we would like to see the plan continued as a strongdocument for orderly development and growth of aviation in thiscountry.
Special attention should be given to the provision of general aviationfacilities in metropolitan areas, including, reliever airports, separategeneral aviation runways at major airports, and joint use of militaryairfields.
Our biggest problem for general aviation facilities is now in themetropolitan areas. Eighty-five new airports have been built underthe ADAP program since 1970 but we have only been able to constructthree new reliever airports, two in Virginia and one in Idaho. Andthe provision of reliever facilities we think continues to be one of thehighest priority programs.
Separate general aviation runways at major airports would helpincrease capacity wherever possible. And third, the joint use of certainmilitary fields.
As you are aware the legislation established an aviation advisorycommission in 1970. The commission looked in some detail at some70 military fields that would be in the process of phaseout or mightbe available for joint use. We would like to see some efforts directedtoward how we can make greater use of some of the military fieldsin the civilian inventory, particularly those which are planned tobe phased out in the next few years.
I might add, too, Mr. Chairman, the loss of airports in metropolitanareas continues to accentuate the capacity problem we have in theareas like Los Angeles, Chicago, and New York. The private airport
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is becoming a thing of the past. But we have seen some developments

like in New Jersey, Caldwell-Wright, where the private airport

has been taken over by the public authorities. We have seen this now

at Glenn Martin outside of Baltimore.
The retention of private fields, under public ownership, should be

accomplished wherever possible.
We think the trust fund should be limited to capital expenditures

and research and development until capital needs are met, and the

various questions of public benefit and cost allocation are resolved.

Continued emphasis needs to be placed on cost reduction rather than

cost recovery by the Department of Transportation.
Congress recognized the public benefit value of the system, and

should resolve the controversial questions that have been raised by the

cost allocation study. In the Senate report in 1970 you had excellent

language about the public benefit, which seems to have been some-

what ignored during the time the cost allocation was conducted.
In looking at who pays for what in the system, we have done some

studies relating back to 1970, and we have no quarrel with the fact that

the airline passenger could pay the ticket tax and general aviation

should pay through a fuel tax.
As you will recall in 1970 the ticket tax and fuel tax approximated

to be about equal, as to what the airline passenger would be paying

if the airlines would pay a fuel tax. And we think that if you continue

this analysis today, the airlines burn about 10 times more fuel tfr

general aviation does, and of course the airline passengers contribute

about 10 times as much to the trust fund as general aviation. So this

90-10 ratio works out a number of ways.
About 90 percent of the TLS's are located at air carrier airports

and 90 percent of the towers. What I am getting at, if you look at

cost allocation, who pays for what in different forms than were looked

at by the cost allocation study, we feel some justification can be made

not only for lowering the current airline tax, but retaining the gen-

eral aviation tax where it is.
Though in our testimony we have not spelled the level of expendi-

tures out for the total ADAP program, you have received considerable

testimony as to what these levels should be. I am not sure we have any

expertise on that. We are recommending $50 million for general

aviation.
Basically we could use a lot more. The requests are far outpassing

the available funds, but it gets back a little bit to the question of

cost allocation, and the tax structure.
I would rather see the taxes remain where they are rather than see

increased taxes at this time, to accommodate expensive programs for

some of the reasons you were talking about in the hearing last week,

about the situation in Nevada. We want to see airplanes utilized and

an increase in the tax structure at this time is highly inappropriate.

The current formula for apportionment of general aviation funds

we would suggest remain in effect as well as the 75-25 that is currently

in place.
We would also urge that discretionary fund provisions be made

and that adequate discretionary funds be maintained.
The basic Federal share of airport project costs on the basis of 75

percent we think makes a lot of sense. When Congress passed the act
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in 1970 with the 1973 amendments, of course the 75 percent helped
a great deal over the 50 percent for the smaller airports and there
are some projects, particularly reliever airports in metropolitan areas,
we would like to see go up to 90 percent, and certain safety items at
100 percent.
We suggest the Federal-State-local relationship which existed in

the act of 1970 be maintained. A number of States have done an ex-
cellent lob in building State airport system plans, developing air-
ports. There has been a lot of controversy of course over design stand-
ards, and it is maintained the States can do it cheaper, with less red-
tape, and there is some valid criticism of the Federal standards.

First, we recommend the Federal standards be simplified, the red-
tape procedures be simplified wherever possible, but you also look at
the other fact, if you start handling the program entirely over to the
States, they are going to have to do many things they haven't had to
do in the past, such as, the Davis-Bacon Act, Environmental Impact
Statements, relocation studies. And I think this is a factor which is
going to complicate the State issue considerably, as well as the ques-
tion of the financial resources for the State to do the job. They can
obviously build the technical competence over a period of time, but
somebody has got to pay for it. This is a key question.
And there is a question as to whether or not you are really going

to accomplish what we think we are going to accomplish by the admin-
istration proposal.
If you look back at the National Airport System Plan, we do have a

national system program that has worked well, and we strongly sug-
gest that this existing Federal-local relationshin remain in place.
As part of this, the States do have many valid complaints. We rec-

ommend that only minimum national design standards be retained for
general aviation airports constructed with Federal funds.
We also recommend provisions for limiting environmental state-

ments and hearings to projects of real significance. The environmental
impact has been a part of the procedure which has slowed things down.
The concept of a master plan approval, and then approving projects
only when they have significance would undoubtedly be a great aid in
not only getting projects moving faster, but saving a lot of the red-
tape and paperwork which is currently involved.

Lastly, Mr. Chairman, we would certainly like to see the provision
adopted that was in the administration bill for land banking provi-
sions. The provision in the committee bill 3 years ago had a lot of
merit to it, and the provision for starting at least a land banking study
to see if there is not a solution that makes sense somewhere along the
line we would like to see incorporated in the final legislation.
That concludes the slimmary of our recommendations. If there are

any questions, we would be happy to answer them.
Senator CANNON. Thank you. What do you think the net effect

would be of this last recommendation of yours, that procedures for
handling airport development funds be streamlined by FAA, accept-
ing sponsor assurance of compliance with applicable Federal laws,
and making postaudits rather than preaudits of assurances.
Mr. STIMPSON. I think it would simplify no procedure. Taking the

statement of the local official that he is meeting the Federal law, would
speed things up. You don't have to have a Federal official go out and
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check on compliance on every item, which seems to be one of the points
that has caused delay and concern.
Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Chairman, the principal advantage would be in

saving time. A sponsor makes a proposal, someone goes and looks at
it to see if they are really going to do it, and then it is checked again
after the job is completed.
Senator CANNON. You have had experience on the other side of the

fence, so to speak, in this area.
Do you see any disadvantage of going from the standpoint of FAA

to this kind of proposal?
Mr. THOMAS. No, sir, I do not, because errors can be caught in a

post-audit as well as in a preaudit,_and surely there will be some errors
made. But I think overall we would get a much more effective and less
expensive program if we simply took the sponsor's assurances instead
of making a preaudit.
Senator CANNON. You voiced objection to the administration rec-

ommendation that general aviation airport development be turned
over to the States after 1978.
If that was done pursuant to the establishment of minimum stand-

ards, which the States would be required to follow in the development
of general aviation airports, could you then support the proposal?
Mr. STIMPSON. I think it goes further than minimum standards.

I think it involves also the planning aspect of it. When I speak of
minimum standards, I refer mainly to design standards, and this of
course has been a lot of comment, that the type of light, or type of
fixture, whether the cable should be buried or not.
I think if you are talking about design standards, which was the

minimum I was referring to, you still haven't solved the broader prob-
lem of national airport system planning, which still seems to be an
important Federal role to me, nor the idea of the uniform direction
in other aspects.
So I think it goes beyond just the minimum design standards.
Senator CANNON. What is your view about the feasibility of de-

veloping a pilot program, in which airport development of general
aviation airports might be turned over to a State, or several selected

States, 
on a trial basis to see how the program would work?

Mr.STIMPSON. I am a little skeptical of what you are going to accom-
plish with a trial program. I suppose it is one alternative, it might
help settle the controversy, as to who is right or wrong on this.
But I think we have to also look at the broader aspects down the

line as to whether we have truly a national airport svsfern plan or
whether we don't. And if we are going to say we are somewhere down

P the line going to phase out the national aspect, on that basis a
demonstration program makes more sense.
Senator CANNON. It seems to me that there is one aspect that has

not been considered, and that is there is no assurance that if you
had a State developing a pilot program, that another State wourd
necessarily have the same results as the first one. You have 50 differ-
ent entities, and they might all take a different approach.
Mr. STIMPSON. That is right. That has been one of the onestions we

have raised on this. We do have a national air transportation system,
and relatively few airports, too.

61-350 0 - 75 - 13
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Senator CANNON. There have been some suggestions made that
Federal airport funds should be made available to privately owned
public use airports to insure the survival of some of these airports.
Would you support such a funding program, and if so, what safe-

guards could be provided to protect the taxpayers' investment in
privately owned fields?
Mr. STIMPSON. First, I would rather see privately owned fields

become public ownership by the State or county or city, because
somewhere down the line money can be put into a privately owned
field and it can be sold in 5 years from the profits made, and the
Federal Government's investment would have to be recouped and
safeguarded.
It would certainly have to be a condition of any policy decision that

went that way. I think there are some private fields which have gen-
erated user taxes which certainly are deserving of support, and some
private fields in busy metropolitan areas.
I think it raises some very tough policy questions. And someone

would have to establish appropriate safeguards. I am sure it could
be worked out.
Dave, do you have anything to add on that?
Mr. THOMAS. My view is that we could put in safeguards that would

guarantee recovery of Federal funds. For example, if we consider a
runway to last for 20 years, we could prorate the life of the runway,
and recover on a prorated basis.
I, too, would rather see public airports, but I would much rather

see some support of private airports and retain those private airports
than to see them disappearing at the present rate.
As noted in the statement, there have been about 50 which ceased

operation in the Los Angeles area in the past 20 years. There have
been quite a few in the Washington area over the past 10 or 20 years
that have disappeared.
I would like to see some provision for supportinq: private airports,

so long as they remain airports and open for public use.
Senator CANNON. What you are suggesting is that they be sup-

ported as public use airports, and then if they converted their use to
some other purpose, there would be a payback provision on the
depreciated costs?
Mr. THOMAS. Yes, sir, that is right.
Senator CANNON. It is a very serious problem to maintain these

privately owned fields with the value of land as it is today, and it is
just not economically feasible in many instances to maintain that
kind of a plan for the purpose of an airport, when a fellow can go
out and sell it and make 10 or 20 times as much money by converting
it to residential or some other use.
Let me ask you this: Is there authority under the present law or

under the proposed law for the public acquisition of these privately
owned fields?
Mr. STIMPSON. It exists under present authority, if they want to

become public fields, yes. Of course there is no authority for 
Senator CANNON. Yes, I understand that. But let's assume that a

State or county wants to and can acquire a privately owned field.
Is there authority under the act now for them to do that?
Mr. STIMPSON. Yes.
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Senator CANNON. And under the administration proposal?
Mr. THOMAS. I think the authority is there, for the purchase of the

land essentially, to make them public airports. Specific authority
would be needed to pave a runway, or put in some other things on a
private airport.
Senator CANNON. What is your view of the recommendations of

the airlines to reduce the passenger exise tax, the international de-
parture tax, and weighbill tax? Do you support that proposal or
oppose it?
Mr. STIMPSON. I think they have made a good case for lowering

the tax rate, and particularly when you look at the trust fund, which
is bringing in substantial surpluses right now.
I suppose that question would be better resolved after you determine

what the levels of expenditure are going to be for this new program.
But in view of the fact that airline passenger fares have gone up some
25 percent over the years, inflationary impact, and they are contribut-
ing 90 percent of the trust fund right now, I think they have got a
pretty good case for reducing it.
Senator CANNON. Some aviation interests have been particularly

critical of some of FAA's spending in this program. I would like to
ask if your organization has any recommendations for more efficient
utilization of funds and manpower by FAA, and I would particularly
like to have Mr. Thomas' views on that.
Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Chairman, GAMA and several other aviation

associations have joined in several programs looking toward reducing
costs.
I am not talking as much about capital costs as operating costs in

several programs, and the FAA has been very receptive to ideas and
suggestions.
A major program is the consolidation of flight service stations at

air traffic control center locations, which will give immensely better
weather service and significantly reduce costs.
As a matter of fact, about the only way we see to continue to pro-

vide weather information is by automation and concentration at a
few locations.

Another one I think most general aviation organizations are con-
cerned about is the excessive number and cost of control towers at
strictly general aviation airports. We think that criteria should be
changed significantly and changes are underway, now.
It is in the operating areas, because the FAA generally is a very

manpower-intensive organization, that we are looking for more auto-
mation and reduced operating costs, and not necessarily reduction of
capital costs, because in many cases the capital cost investments will
be cheaper in the long run because of reduction in manpower.
Senator CANNON. Elaborate on the control towers. I thought one of

the contentions was that we didn't have enough control towers. You
seem to indicate you think maybe we have too many, that the criteria
is too low.
Mr. THOMAS. Insofar as strictly general aviation airports are con-

cerned, we have no quarrel with the criteria for control towers at air
carrier airports. I really think that a passenger in a DC-8, 737, 727,
deserves the protection and the air carrier passengers are paying
enough that they can afford it.
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However, at the general aviation airports, or the lighter periods
at the air carrier airports, it is very expensive to pay $400,000 to $600,-
000 for a control tower, pay another $150,000 or $206,000 a year to oper-
ate it, for 50,000 general aviation operations.
We think it would be much more realistic, to consider something

around 200,000 operations.
The reason is that one simply cannot put a control tower at all

13,000 airports to avoid collisions. We have to rely on traffic patterns,
pilots being alert, and the pilots can handle their own traffic control
at the moderate or low density activity locations better than with a
tower.
Senator CANNON. Thank you very much, gentlemen.
[The statement follows:]

STATEMENT OF EDWARD W. STIMPSON, PRESIDENT, GENERAL AVIATION
MANUFACTURERS ASSOCIATION

I am Edward W. Stimpson, President of the General Aviation Manufacturers
Association (GAMA). With me is Mr. David D. Thomas, former FAA Deputy
Administrator from 1965 to 1970, and Acting Administrator in 1968 and 1969.
Mr. Thomas is now a consultant to GAMA.
The General Aviation Manufacturers Association is an independent trade or-

ganization representing 34 U.S. companies which manufacture over 99 percent
of the nation's airframes, engines, avionics and components. We appreciate the
opportunity to appear before this Committee on the proposed Airport and Airway
Development Act of 1975.
There is no question of the need for expansion and improvement of the nation's

airport and airway system and the need for legislation to continue programs
which were included in the Airport and Airway Development Act of 1970. The
Congress recognized these needs in 1970 when it passed the Airport and Airway
Development and Revenue Acts. This has proved to be good legislation. We should
work towards improving it and not discarding the basic framework.
Although we do not believe that S. 1455, as now written, will meet those needs,

we are confident that a good Bill will emerge from this Committee which will
accommodate the future needs of civil aviation, both air carrier and general
aviation.
We are gravely concerned over the policy declaration in the proposed Bill, with

its supporting provisions, that removes general aviation airports from any federal
interest after September 30, 1978. It is inconceivable that the Congress would fail
to recognize the important role played by general aviation in fulfilling the na-
tion's transportation needs and in promoting the national welfare and economy.
General aviation is rapidly increasing its large role in the transportation sys-

tem of this country.
In 1970 there were 11,620 airports in the United States and the scheduled

airlines were authorized to serve 532. There are now approximately 13,000
airports of which the scheduled airlines serve only 478. General aviation
serves and interconnects all 13,000 airports including those served by the
airlines.
One out of three intercity air passengers, approximately 90 million a year,

travel on a general aviation airplane.
General aviation serves as a partner with the scheduled airlines. Eighty-

five percent of all air taxi and commuter operations connect with the sched-
uled airlines. Surveys show that 40 percent of general aviation business
flights to airports served by airlines carry passengers to connect with a
scheduled carrier.
Cargo tonnage carried on general aviation airplanes has been increasing

at an annual rate of 30 percent, and mail by 27 percent.
If general aviation is to continue providing transportation and unique services,

we must have an airport/airway system that will handle this growth.
In 1970, the general aviation fleet numbered about 130.000 aircraft. At the

present time, there are 161,500 and the FAA estimates that there will be over
186,000 general aviation aircraft by 1980. This represents a 40 percent fleet
growth over the ten-year period.
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In 1970, general aviation flew about 25.5 million hours. In 1975, general
aviation hours flown is estimated to exceed 32 million, an increase of 25
percent. By 1980, general aviation hours are expected to exceed 38 million.
The biggest and fastest growing segment of general aviation is business
flying. Of the total hours flown in general aviation, 75 percent are for busi-
ness and commercial purposes.
In 1970, miles flown by general aviation aircraft totaled more than 3.2 bil-

lion miles. Currently, general aviation aircraft are flying more than 3.8
billion miles. By 1980, this figure is expected to exceed 4.8 billion miles.
In 1974, U.S. aircraft manufacturers produced over 14,000 airplanes. Ap-

proximately 30 percent, or 4,200, were exported. Consequently, about 10,000
new aircraft entered the U.S. fleet. Of this, the largest number, or about 80
percent, were single engine aircraft. However, increasing numbers of multi-
engine, turboprop and jet aircraft-are now being produced. The production
for 1975 will approximate 1974 in units produced but will exceed 1974 in
dollar value.

General aviation could not have made these contributions to the nation's
transportation system and economy without a basic national network of airports
from which to operate. The influence of past Federal Airport Development pro-
grams has been a prime factor in bringing our national airport system up to its
present status.
The United States Civil Airport System of 13,000 airports includes less than

5,000 publicly owned airports and over 8,000 privately owned airports of which
the majority are available for public use. Over 4,000 are paved, and 5,000 are
lighted. Two-thirds of the landing areas in this country has been supported solely
by private funds, while giving air access to our national air transportation
system.
The Airport Development Act of 1970 has done a good job. During the four-

year period, fiscal years 1971 through 1974, nearly one and one third billion
dollars in airport development funds have been allocated to over 2,400 projects.
Eighty-five new airports have been built. Of this number, three have been air
carrier, three reliever, and seventy-nine general aviation. During the same period,
178 new runways have been built, and most of these were at general aviation
or reliever airports. Hundreds of other airports have been upgraded by runway
extensions or improvements, taxiway and apron construction, installation or im-
provement of lighting and approach aids, and safety equipment.
The success of airport development under the Airport and Airway Development

Act of 1970, and predecessor Acts, may be attributed to several important prin-
ciples, such as:

The Acts considered the need for a national system of airports which
included both air carrier and general aviation airports.
A national plan was required to guide growth and determine eligibility for

federal funding.
National standards for configuration and construction were required.
Participation of local sponsors was required.

PROVISIONS OF S. 1455

S. 1455 would destroy all concepts of national planning and would limit the
federal interest in airports to less than 500 airports served by certificated
scheduled carriers and a few relievers. The federal role in air carrier aiports
would be limited to essentially that of passback of user charge revenues collected
from passengers. User charges paid by general aviation in the form of fuel
taxes would buy the users nothing after 1978 in the way of airport capacity,
new airports or improvements. Despite heavy fuel taxes which were designed to
pay the capital costs of both airport and airway improvements, S. 1455 would
abrogate all federal responsibility for general aviation development, but would
continue to assess and collect taxes from general aviation for services not
rendered.
We would like to comment briefly on certain other provisions of the proposed

Bill.
Section 6(a) (2) terminates appropriations for general aviation airports at the

end of fiscal year 1978. For reasons stated earlier, we recommend that the amount
of $50,000.000 be continued for each year through 1980.

Section 6(h) limits the amount of funds for airway facilities to $25.000,000.
Since $250.000,000 is now authorized, we presume this is a typographical error
and $250,000,000 is intended.
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Section 6(d) opens the Trust Fund to use for administrative and operational
expenses in addition to meeting capital needs. The current FAA Budget document
requests $431,00J,OU0 for these purposes in 1976.
The Airport/Airway Trust Fund was created primarily for capital improve-

ment of the airport/airway system. It was established in 1970, with the condi-
tions that after the capital improvement of the system had been met, the surplus
could lie utilized to pay for operational and maintenance costs of the system. in
1910, the Administration immediately attempted to divert large sums to operations
and maintenance at the expense of capital needs. Congress then amended the
Act to specify that the Trust Fund is strictly capital in nature and no funds are to
be used for operations and maintenance costs.
We oppose opening the Trust Fund for maintenance and other operations and

administrative expenses until capital needs of the system have been met and
questions involving cost allocation and public benefit have been resolved.

Section i (a) (1) (A) provides for the distribution of user taxes back to air
carrier airports. While the formula used is or more concern to the air carrier
industry and airport operators rather than to general aviation, we would like
to point out that those airports designated as "air carrier" by virtue of being
served by contract commuter airlines appear to have no source of federal
funding. These airports are excluded from the general aviation definition, but
cannot qualify for federal funds since they are served by commuters flying
aircraft that weigh less than 12,500 pounds. These airports must be provided
for in some manner.

Section 7(a) (1) (B) provides for any unused air carrier funds to be made
available to the Secretary to use at his discretion for air carrier and reliever
airports, for test and evaluation, and for planning.
In the past, the -discretionary funds" have been a most valuable tool in assur-

ing development of a national system of airports. The limitations on the sources
and use of the discretionary fund will severely handicapped efforts for orderly
national development.
The method of financing "Reliever Airports" is not clear. They are defined as

general aviation airports, but their funding is authorized in connection with
air carrier airports. The only source of funds seems to be from the discretionary
fund which is an unspecified amount, but at least ten percent of the air carrier
funds. It is suggested that a minimum amount, such as $30,000,000 be set aside
for reliever airports without competition with air carrier and other discretionary
fund projects.

Section 7(a) (2) (A) and (B) establishes new apportionment formulas foi
general aviation and introduces the concept of aircraft registrations as an ele-
ment of apportionment. The formula of 75 percent based on land area and popu-
lation and 25 percent on the Secretary's discretion has worked well, is under-
stood, is adequate and we see no advantage to changing it.

Section 7 (a ) 5) provides that the United "States costs of any project, withexceptions for public land states, may not exceed 75 percent of the project costs.A sliding scale of participation is desirable.
We recommend the following federal share of funding:

Percent
Safety Items  100Reliever Airports in Metropolitan Areas  90All Other Qualified Projects  75

Section 8(b), which terminates all federal interest in general aviation air-ports by turning all responsibility for design, construction and financing overto the various states, gives us the most concern over the future of general avia-tion airport development. Our concern is not over the capability of some statesto take on the total responsibility for general aviation airports, although thereare many that do not have the financial capability of doing so, but is ratherthe lack of uniform control and direction of an important element of our nationaltransportation system. The current federal/state/local relationships should beretained. If a state chooses to have airport development channeled through astate agency, as a number currently do, this can be accomplished. Also, provisionsshould be made for making grants to Port Authorities and Commissions whichare regional in nature.
The action contemplated under Section 8(b) implies that public benefit isderived only from the 400-odd airports served by the larger scheduled carriersand the vast transportation services provided by general aviation should besevered from the national air transportation system.
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The most often heard arguments for eliminating general aviation airports
from federal programs are:

1. The states can construct airports cheaper with less red tape.
2. General aviation airports are matters of local concern only.
Several states have demonstrated they have built airports with state funds

and with less procedural delays than if federal funds had been used. Some
states have done an excellent job in constructing a state system of airports.
However, closer examination reveals they were not built to the same standards
and did not have to comply with various federal laws, such as certain labor,
environmental and hearing requirements, that apply to all projects involving
federal funds. -
With regard to standards, we agree that federal construction standards have

created cost problems. The basic issue is whether there should be any minimum
federal standard which would apply to the design and construction of general
aviation airports or whether each state could establish its own standards with-
out regard to any federal or industry standards.
The arguments for separate and individual state standards are appealing

superficially. The climate in Montana or Minnesota requires more frost pro-
tection than in Florida or Louisiana; airport construction in deserts is different
from airport construction in swampy lands; local people know more about local

b conditions; and, above all, federal standards are too restrictive, too costly and
involve lengthy delays in inspection and approval.
The airplane knows no geographical boundaries and many things like pave-

ment strength, runway length, configuration, lighting and marking, and obstruc-
tion clearance require minimum national standards for various classes and
types of aircraft. Although there cannot be a single standard for pavementstrength for all aircraft from a two-place trainer to a four-engine jet transport,there should be minimum specifications for each category of airport based onthe type of aircraft to be served, and for local climatic and geographic conditions.There has been much comment to the effect that present federal design andconstruction standards are so expensive and unnecessarily rigid that airportscan be constructed at less cost to the sponsor if federal aid is not involved, andmany examples have been cited to support these charges. This is the result ofsome present specific standards rather than proof that there should be no uniformstandards of any kind. The cure is to correct any excessive and over-zealousfederal standards rather than abandon standards altogether.
An analogy is sometimes made to the highway system and it is stated thateach state has its own highway construction standards and airport construction

should be handled similarly. It would be difficult to conceive that the Interstate
Highway System grew out of 48 different standards governing gradients, lane-
width, median strip separation, limited access and other remarkably uniform
features of this safe and efficient highway system. The fact is that very rigid
national standards were applied, or a hodgepodge system would have resulted.
While it is true that the Federal Highway Administration in itself did not

develop and promulgate design and construction standards, it has adopted and
uses the standards developed by the American Association of State Highway
and Transportation Officials for all classes of roads from secondary to interstate.
These national standards are minimum standards and may be exceeded by the
various states, but uniformity is obtained by making the participation of the
federal government in highway costs contingent upon meeting industry developed
national standards.
We recommend that only minimum national design standards be retained for

any general 'aviation airport constructed with federal funds. These minimum
standards should apply to runway and taxiway dimensions, runway gradients and
markings, lighting configuration, obstruction clearance, runway gradients and
runway strength.
Paving materials, drainage, ground cover, lighting cable runs and other items

which have been both controversial and costly would be the responsibility of
the states or sponsors. The federal government would be assured of airports that
are functionally adequate without dictating those decisions that can best be
made locally.
With regard to the "red tape" involved in handling projects under federal

grants, it should be noted that many of the "steps" involve compliance with fed-
eral statutes that are not specifically related to airport construction, but involve
any project supported by federal funds. Among these are assurances concerning
environmental impact, labor practices, coordination with appropriate planning
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agencies, relocation or displacement of persons, public hearings, civil rights and
real property ownership.
Of all of the steps, the environmental impact studies and hearings are the

most time-consuming, expensive and generally nonproductive, especially for
general aviation airports outside of metropolitan areas.
We suggest environmental statements and hearings be limited to those airports

and projects having a significant environmental impact. We suggest that only
new airports, new runways or runway extensions beyond existing airport boun-
daries be subject to environmental analyses. This provision should greatly
simplify and accelerate the process for obtaining new airports.
Some simplification of the process would also result if the FAA would accept

sponsor assurances that all applicable federal laws have been or will be complied
with, and protect government interests by post-audit rather than by pre-audit.
Section 9 provides for the Secretary to make grants from the discretionary

fund for certain purposes including grants to planning agencies for "airport sys-
tem planning" which is defined as planning the "extent, type, nature, location,
and timing of airport development needed in a specific area to establish a viable
and balanced system of public airports." However, there is no requirement that
such planning be done as a prerequisite to obtaining federal funds, nor is there
any requirement for a National Airport System Plan.
The Airport and Airway Development Act of 1970 required the Secretary to

develop, publish, and revise as necessary, a national airport plan for the devel-
opment of public airports in the United States. The plan was to be made in
consultation with other agencies and was to reflect the product of local, state
and federal planning and participation. Authorization was given for the alloca-
tion of $15 million annually to planning agencies and public agencies for system
planning and airport master planning.
The National Airport System Plan has been beneficial in many respects. It

provided insight into future needs, it assisted in determining priorities, and it
influenced orderly growth. A national plan is the only means by which an inte-
grated national system may be achieved.

It is essential that the National Airport System Plan be continued and improved
and that it contain, at a minimum, all present and proposed paved and lighted
airports available to the public.
The National Airport System Plan should not be involved with planning

details, such as the number of lights, yards of perimeter fencing and other items
suitable for an airport master plan. The plan should be limited to the functional
role and broad category of each airport in the plan. Overall program needs could
be forecast from a plan listing function and category as accurately as from a
plan that attempts to keep detailed planning on a current basis.
Planning for specific airports at specific locations should proceed far enough

to determine if the project is feasible. If it is, and the airport is accepted in the
National Airport System Plan, the federal share of the planning project could
be included in the grant. If the project is not feasible, no federal planning funds
shou!d be allowed.
Up to this point, we have commented on some rather serious deficiencies we

found in the proposed Bill. Obviously, there are good elements and we strongly
support:

Extension of the concept of airport and airway development for at least
five additional years.
Examination of the feasibility of land-banking for future airport

development.
More recognition of commuter and reliever airport needs.
Funding level of $50,000,000 per year for general aviation airports, if the

termination date of 1978 is eliminated.
Continuation of trust fund authorizations for capital improvements and

research and development.
There are issues which are associated with the airport and airway develop-

ment which are not addressed in the proposed Bill, but which merit the atten-
tion of this Committee and we would like to discuss some of these.

METROPOLITAN AIRPORT SITUATION

The current program has been effective in producing additional airports in
areas outside of the major metropolitan areas where land is more available and
the smaller communities recognize the value of becoming a part of the national
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air transportation system. The program has failed to provide reliever airports
in metropolitan areas.
General aviation's major airport needs are in the major metropolitan areas.

Increasing congestion at major airline airports, loss of existing airport facili-
ties in the metropolitan areas, and the failure to construct new reliever airport
facilities have created a major problem for the traveling public.
In places like Dallas, Houston and Kansas City, former airline airports have

been retained for general aviation transportation services. This has provided
first class facilities in close proximity to major downtown areas. This develop-
ment has been of significant importance.
The areas where major capacity problems exist are important. They include

Washington, D.C., Los Angeles, San Francisco, Chicago, Atlanta and New York.
Unless bold action is taken to provide increased capacity in metropolitan areas
for general aviation, an increasing problem will occur in the years ahead, at
the existing locations as well as at additional locations.
We have several recommendations:
1. Pro-vision of Separate Runway Facitities at Major Airports to Accommodate

General Aviation: A number of airport planners have already recognized the
fact that general aviation does not need the long runways designed for airline
requirements and have installed separate general aviation runways which operate
on a noninterference basis with airline operations. Indianapolis, Phoenix, and
Nashville are good examples, as well as the separate general aviation runway
planned for the new Dallas/Fort Worth airport. We urge that increased efforts
and funding be directed in this area.
2. Development of New Reliever Facilities and Retention of Existing General

Aviation Airports in Metropolitan Areas: Despite the fact that 85 new air-
ports have been built since 1970, only three reliever airports have been con-
structed. In addition to lack of new airport facilities, many airports have been
Or are being lost. In the Los Angeles area, over 50 airports have been lost in
the past 20 years, and several more are threatened. The reason for the loss of
many private airports is the inability to compete with other land uses such as
shopping centers or apartment buildings. In many locations, the taxes have
become so high that the airport operator can no longer afford to keep the air-
port and he sells it for other uses. Some states, like Illinois, have passed con-
structive legislation which allows the airport to be taxed at lower than the
commercial rates for the land surrounding the airport.
It is imperative that we keep good airports in public use. One avenue that

would assist in this regard is public ownership in contrast to private ownership.
Two recent examples can be cited where a public authority is taking over a
privately owned airport in a metropolitan area: Caldwell, Essex County, New
Jersey, and Glen Martin Field, outside of Baltimore. Both of these airports are
important reliever facilities for their metropolitan areas. We recommend that
the new Act encourage public ownership of existing private airports in metro-
politan areas which are an important part of the national transportation system
and are in danger of being lost. Reliever airports should also be a high priority
item in funding.

3. Improved Utilization of Military Airfields by Civil Users: Section 12 of the
current Act requires that "the Department of Defense shall make military air-
ports and airport facilities available for civil use to the extent possible." In
advising the Secretary of Transportation of national defense requirements for
the national airport system plan, the Secretary of Defense is required to indi-
cate the extent to which military airports and facilities will be available for
civil use.
The Department of Defense operates about 240 airfields in the continental

United States. The President's Aviation Advisory Commission analyzed the sub-
ject in some detail in 1971 and identified 70 airfields which could provide addi-
tional capacity for the civil system. We would like to submit the comments of the
Department of Defense on their 70 fields for the record and review by the
Committee.
Because of security requirements and types of operation, some military fields

do not lend themselves to joint use with civil operations. In other cases, types of
civil activity may have to be restricted. However, in the future a number of
these fields could be used to alleviate traffic at high and medium density hubs
as well as provide airport capacity at minimum expense and, in most cases,
minimal environmental impact.
We recommend that the new Act require a joint study to be conducted by the

Secretaries of Transportation and Defense and a report to the Congress at an
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early date as to what military fields could be utilized on a joint use basis and
what airports may be declared surplus to military requirements in the future.
State and local governments should be made aware of such information for their
total transportation planning purposes.

DOT COST ALLOCATION STUDY AND PUBLIC BENEFIT

While users are willing to pay a share of the costs of a necessary airport/
airway system efficiently operated, neither the users or the general public should
pay for facilities or services that are not required by them. We firmly recom-
mend that cost control and reduction in federal aviation expenditures are much
more in order than increased new taxes. Examples of excess costs are found in
establishing and operating control towers at low activity airports; outdated
flight service station systems; study contracts that lack a real purpose or dupli-
cate information already available; high overhead caused by an excessive num-
ber of FAA regions; and costly delays created by procurement practices.

Concentrated efforts should be directed towards cost reduction before changes
are made in the methods or the amounts of user charge collection.

DOT Cost Allocation Report
The Airport and Airway Development and Revenue Acts of 1970 directed the

Secretary of Transportation to conduct a study, and report the results to the
Congress by May 1972, respecting the appropriate method for allocating the cost
of the airport and airway system among the various users and to identify the
cost that should be charged to the federal government for public benefit. The
Secretary of Transportation submitted a "Part I Report" in September 1973.
This report has been widely rejected for use as a valid guide to cost allocation,
but the Department of Transportation continues to base its cost recovery and
taxation proposals upon conclusions in it. The DOT Report has many defects,
such as:

1. It placed no "value" on the substantial and widespread public benefit it
found. The report stated it was unable to place specific quantifiable values on
the major social and economic benefits aviation brings to the nation, and that
the existence of these benefits did not prove the desirability of taxpayer support.

2. No consideration was given to the requirements of each class of user for
elements of the system. The "long-run marginal costs" system was used which
measures use of a facility regardless of need for the facility.
3. The DOT Report recommended including a ten percent "discount rate" to

amortize capital costs. Since the users are paying in funds to purchase equip-
ment well in advance of procurement, this system makes the users pay ten per-
cent instead of their own funds.

4. The DOT Report provided no suggested mechanism for giving users any voice
in controlling costs of the system. The present system is manpower intensive. The
costs could and should be reduced by more automation and reduction of nones-
sential services.

5. The DOT Report lost sight of the basic objectives of the Federal Aviation
Act of 1958 and the Airport and Airway Development Acts of 1970 in developing
a system to meet the demands of interstate commerce, the postal service, na-
tional defense, and the general public.
The DOT Report has served only to generate controversy rather than to con-

tribute to constructing an efficient and effective airport and airway system. The
final resolution must be the Congress. We know the Committee will consider all
of the issues in reaching its conclusions, but we suggest the following factors
be examined.

Public Benefit
The 1973 DOT Report cited a number of public benefits of aviation including

contributions to Gross National Product, employment, export and balance of
trade, technical development, social and cultural advantages, and national
security.
However, incredibly, the DOT finally brushed off the public benefit from avia-

tion by saying:
"The issue is by no means clear, although on purely intuitive grounds the

hypotheses can be made that there would have been some loss in the overall
efficiency of the economy without Airport and Airway System expenilitures. The
released expenditures could have been made either by the government in other
public programs or funds released to the private sector via tax cuts. The prob-
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able loss in GN is not very large, however, since less than 1 percent of the
nation's total GNP originates in the aviation sector and this loss pertains not
to the entire aviation sector, but just to impacts due to the lack of Airport and

Airway System expenditures."
A more realistic view of aviation was taken by the Aviation Advisory Com-

mission, established by Public Law 92-258, 1970, in its January 3, 1973 report

to the Congress on "The Long Range Needs of Aviation." In considering what

would happen if all civil aviation were to be grounded, the Commission predicted:

"Many small, widely scattered communities in our western and mountain

states would find themselves stripped of the services of physicians, engineers,

pathologists, and certainly businessmen, for whom the private plane alone over-

comes the economic disadvantages of dispersion."
"Management would have to revert to old-style plant centralization, for today's

2,600 scheduled transport planes, 6800 corporate aircraft, 3,800 air taxis, 690

commuters, and 102,000 personal planes would no longer be able to supply the

mobility on which the burgeoning movement to economic decentralization was

founded."
"Inventory costs on expensive items would mount, for they would have to be

stockpiled rather than ordered on a morning and air delivered the next day."

"Errors in scheduling, mistakes in procurement, failure of critical parts,

would exact a rising tool on assembly lines for, again, they could not be quickly

rectified by air-freight, air-taxi, or business plane."
". . . Agriculture and forestry would suffer as 5,400 planes engaged in seed-

ing and pesticide dusting and spraying failed to take to the air; more forest

fires would roar out of control for lack of smoke jumpers, spotters and equ
ip-

. ment ; . . ."
Other examples relating to foreign relations, crime control, mail and amenities

were mentioned, and the Commission concluded:
"Civil aviation's absence would clip the nation's pocketbook, reduce its stand

ard

of living, circumscribe its horizons, narrow its options, and severely inhibit t
he

nation's defense capabilities."
These substantial public benefits, which can be judged to contribute a 

minimum

of 50 percent of the cost of the system, should be included in cost
 allocation

determinations.
The DOT assessed the entire "public benefit" as being 20 percent of

 the total

costs based on proportional use of the system by military aircraft
.

A "military public benefit" should be charged for the provisi
on of facilities

that would not otherwise be employed in the civil system. Se
veral significant

accommodations of the common system have been made to adapt 
it for military

use. These accommodations were necessary to meet the objecti
ves of a common

civil-military system. Certain costs caused by the military sho
uld be borne by

the general taxpayer rather than the civil user. Specific e
xamples include ex-

pensive long range radar, separate UHF communication f
requencies at FAA

facilities for communication with military aircraft, use 
of STACAN to pro-

vide a separate navigational system, and provision of la
rge blocks of airspace

reserved for military operations.
Another category of "military public benefit" is provisi

on of facilities that

serve as military "standby." Usually, the standby valu
e is dismissed on the

theory that everything in the country—highways, 
manufacturing plants, tele-

phone systems, etc,.—are "standby" and are not necess
arily supported by public

funds. The airway system should not be brushed asid
e so casually. The airway

system contains elements that would not exist without a
 military requirement

and should be assessed on the basis of whether 
the military would require the

continuance of the facilities in the absence of a civil 
requirement.

Obviously, facilities established at military bases, 
such as approach control

and navgational facilities, TACAN and long-rang
e radar, would not be included

in standby costs as they should be accounted for
 in the special military facility

category. Standby value should be assigned to an
y other types of facilities, such

as Air Route Traffic Control Centers, which 
the military requires to be in exist-

ence and operational in the event of military n
eed or which are used for training

military personnel.
In the final analyses, pure judgment of equity 

must decide the fair share to be

paid by the general taxpayer and the air travell
er.

As noted earlier, the general taxpayer should
 support:

a. Military use of the system.

b. System components added to accommo
date military flight operations.

c. Standby value for contingent military p
riority use and for training.
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d. Civil economic public benefits derived from the airport/airway system.
The value of military "use" has been estimated by the FAA as 20 percent of

system costs. The value of system components to be installed and operated because
the system is truly a common civil/military system (such as long range radar,
TACAN, ATC at military bases, etc.) can be estimated, and five percent of total
costs is a conservative figure. The "standby" value is less susceptible to estima-
tion, but 5 percent to 10 percent would be a minimum consideration.

ALLOCATION OF COSTS

An initial concept of user charges considered in the development of the 1970
Airport and Airway and Revenue Acts was to charge a uniform tax on all aviation
fuels, whether used in airline or general aviation aircraft. It was reasoned that
fuel use provides a fair measure of the use of the airport and airway systems,
the tax is easy to collect, and there was an excellent precedent in the highway
fuel tax system.

It was decided to use a passenger ticket instead of fuel taxes for air carrier
operations. An excise tax on tickets was in existence, the administrative ma-
chinery for collection was in process, and the passenger had to be the ultimate
source of revenue. The ticket tax could be set at a figure which would produce
revenue equivalent to the fuel tax. The ticket tax was set at 8 percent of the
fare which was calculated to produce the same revenue as would seven cents a
gallon fuel tax. We agree with the very practical aspect of using ticket taxes as
the vehicle to collect revenues from the airlines and are not suggesting that they
pay fuel taxes. Rather, we suggest that parity between ticket taxes and fuel
taxes be maintained.

Parity between ticket taxes and fuel taxes has now become distorted. Ticket
tax revenues rose because of an increased fare structure, elimination of many
discount fare arrangements, and increased passenger traffic.
We are suggesting that the use of fuel is a fair measure of use of, and bene-

fit from the airport and airway system and the ticket taxes should maintain parity
with fuel taxes. If the ticket taxes are set to produce revenue equivalent to fuel
taxes, air carrier segments should pay approximately ten times the amount
paid by all general aviation segments as the airlines burn at least ten times as
much fuel.
The airlines use less than 500 of the 13,000 airports in the system, but:

Eighty-eight percent of all airport funds since 1970 were spent on these
air carrier and reliever airports;

Ninety percent of all FAA control towers are at these air carrier airports;
Over 90 percent of all instrument landing systems are at these air carrier

airports;
All airport radar facilities are either at these air carrier airports or

military airports.
GAMA does not object to the concentration of funding for the primary pur-

pose of serving and protecting airline passengers and we acknowledge that we
use the airports and facilities served by the air carriers. However, general
aviation should not be charged for a tower it neither needs nor wants, nor a
10,000 foot runway built for an air carrier, simply because it has no practical
alternative to the use of these facilities.
The division of costs for civil aviation and air carriers would be equitable

if the concept of fuel tax parity is used.
The administration acted wisely in recognizing the deficiencies of, and with-

drawing the proposal for, a federal departure fee of $5.00 and $10.00 at FAA
control tower airports. GAMA continues to believe that the fuel tax is the proper
means for general aviation to make its contribution to the support of the air-
port/airway system. However, an increase in the present fuel tax of 7 cents to
15 cents which amounts to an increase of 114 percent would have a severe impact
upon the economic health of the entire industry, including the 200,000 people
that are employed in general aviation. An increase in fuel taxes from 7 cents
to 15 cents a gallon would increase fuel costs by $72.5 million, or an average
tax increase of $459 per airplane, which is both inequitable and unnecessary.

Although not a part of the Bills being considered here, an integral part of
the Department of Transportation user charge scheme is their proposal to re-
move the legislative prohibitions against imposing administrn five user champs
for certification activities, which are basically for the protection of the public.
This was the language that was inserted in the DOT Appropriations Bill for
the last two years, and we are gratified that the Appropriations Committee has
again retained this language.
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SUM MARY

In summary, we recommend:
Extension of the Airport and Airway System Programs for at least five years;
Continuation of an effective and improved National Airport System Plan;
Special attention be given to the provisions of general aviation facilities in

metropolitan areas including reliever airports, separate general aviation runways
at major airports, and joint use of military airfields;
The trust fund be limited to capital expenditures and research and develop-

ment until capital needs are met and questions of public benefit and cost alloca-
tion resolved;
Emphasis be placed on cost reduction rather than on cost recovery by the De-

partment of Transportation;
That the Congress recognize the "public benefit" value of the system to be at

least 50 percent of the costs and finally resolve the controversial Department
of Transportation Report;
That the civil users share of the costs be allocated on a basis proportional to

fuel use. The airline passenger share should be paid in the form of ticket taxes,
but the ticket tax revenues should approximate the revenues that would have
been received if airline fuel was taxed at the same rate as general aviation fuel.
No justification exists for eliminating federal aid for general aviation airports
and continuing the imposition of fuel taxes for airport and airway development;
That the level of expenditures for general aviation airports be maintained at

$50 million throughout the life Of the Act of 1975;
That the current formula for apportionment of general aviation funds remain

in effect;
That the basic federal share of airport project costs of 75 percent be adopted

except that funding of reliever airports be at 90 percent, and safety items be at
100 percent;
That the federal/state/local relationships which existed in the Act of 1970

be maintained;
That only minimum national design standards be retained for general aviation

airports constructed with federal funds;
That provisions for limiting environmental statements and hearings to projects

of real significance be adopted;
That procedures for handling airport development funds be streamlined by the

FAA, accepting sponsor assurance of compliance with applicable federal laws
and making post-audits rather than pre-audits of assurances.
Thank you for the opportunity to appear before this Committee.

Senator CANNON. The next witness is Mr. Guy F. LeMieux, presi-
dent, Board of Levee Commissioners of the Orleans Levee District.

STATEMENT OF GUY F. LeMIEUX, PRESIDENT OF THE BOARD OF

LEVEE COMMISSIONS OF THE ORLEANS LEVEE DISTRICT, NEW
ORLEANS, LA.; ACCOMPANIED BY 0. KELLY WELD, AIRPORT

MANAGER, NEW ORLEANS LAKEFRONT AIRPORT; AND KENDALL
K. HOYT, MANAGER, LEAGUE OF AMERICAN AIRPORTS, WASH-

INGTON, D.C.

Mr. LEMIEux. Mr. Chairman, I am accompanied this morning by
Mr. Kelly Weld, the manager of the Lakefront Airport and Mr. Ken-
dall Hoyt, manager of the League of American Airports.
Senator CANNON. All right, sir.
Mr. LEMIEux. Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee: My

name is Guy F. LeMieux. I am president of the Board of Levee Com-
missioners of the Orleans Levee District. The board owns and oper-
ates the New Orleans Lakefront Airport, a general aviation airport.
Although New Orleans Lakefront is a general aviation airport, it

has been designated a reliever airport and has been given a high
priority by the FAA. Lakefront was the 37th busiest airport in the
United States last year in movement of airplanes.
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We have spent close to $1 million in master planning and engineering
planning for critically needed expansion of our airport. Our expansion
was to be funded under the Airport Development Act that ended in
June however, our environmental impact statement did not clear the
DOT in time for funding to be included in the budget before the act
died.
Mr. Chairman, if I may, I would like to take only excerpts from my

statement, just the parts that I would like to emphasize, if that is all
right.
We consider that this airfield is a dynamic force in the economic life

of our area. It brings key businessmen, important Government officials,
and priority cargo in and out of New Orleans, considerably faster than
it would be possible to bring it in and out by and other means.
It takes a considerable amount of air traffic away from New Orleans

International Airport, where congestion will continue to increase in
the years ahead.
Because it relieves the air hub airport of a considerable amount of

air traffic it was given the title reliever airport. Such is the function of
some 200 airports throughout the country, recognized as relievers
by the FAA in the National Aviation Plan. Their dual purpose is to
afford close entry by air to the major cities and thus to route most
of the light plane general aviation traffic away from airline jetports.
There are 200 fields in the country that are classified as reliever

airports.
We have just recently started to organize our reliever group as

a self-governing 'division of the League of American Airports, an
organization formed earlier this year as a nonprofit association to
advance such aims.
Already our group includes reliever airports serving Dallas, Detroit,

Los Angeles, St. Louis, and other large cities.
In my report, Mr. Chairman, I have listed all of the airports that are

designated as reliever airports, and for brevity I will not read their
names, although I have shown a number of airports that are in the
cities and States that members of your committee represent, and I am'
sure they are very aware of these airports.

Mr. Chairman, we have come to your committee today to ask the
following: First, that the funding formula, the funding formula that
existed in the Airport Development Act that ended in June be
continued in the new act as it was in the old one.
It provided the flexibility necessary to expedite urgent projects. It

allowed the FAA to make a decision from their discretionary funding
as to which airports urgently needed work, and it gave the flexibility to
put the money where the need was.
We felt this was a very excellent plan, and that it should be con-

tinued. We hope that the annual sum for airports will not be less than
$500 million, including not less than $425 million for air carrier fields.
And one of the most important things to us is that in the existing act,
or the act that ended in June, reliever airports, alth ough they were
considered to be general aviation airports, were funded from the air
carrier fund as well as from the discretionary fund. They did not re-
ceive money from the general aviation portion of it, but from the
other two-thirds the way the money was funded. And we ask that
relievers be allowed to continue to draw from the air carrier funds,
since one of their prime purposes is to relieve air carrier airports.
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We also feel that the general aviation airports should at least be
funded to the amount of $75 million. We would like to ask that the
funding be changed for reliever airports from the existing 75 percent-
25 percent that now exists, where the local sponsor puts up the 25
percent, to a 90 percent-10 percent, where the local sponsor would
put up 10 percent of the funds.
We are also a little bit afraid that some of the costly FAA require,.

ments for safety and security at air hub airports may be brought over
to reliever airports. We would like to have some type of exemption
from such costly requirements for security and safety and such.

Senator CANNON. What sort of things are you talking about there?
Mr. LEMIEux. Well, for example, for an airport to be certificated,

the FAA is requiring now certain types of rescue equipment, certain
types of fire and safety equipment, so many people to man this equip-
ment, and while it may serve some useful purpose at the air carrier air-
ports, although I question its usefulness, we would hate to see the same
formula brought over to reliever or general aviation airports.
I think that this is something that has been perhaps pushed very

heavily by the Airline Pilots Association, and we feel that we were
just a little bit afraid that such security and such firefighting equip-
ment and capability may be pushed upon general aviation and upon
the reliever airports.
We certainly do feel there should be a study made, that the Senate or

Congress in its wisdom could study this particular problem, because
we do not believe that it is the answer at air carrier airports also.
Senator CANNON. Are you speaking for reliever airports generally,

or about your own situation?
Mr. LEMIEu-x. I am talking for reliever airports in general, as well

as my own.
Senator CANNON. How many operations do you have at your airport?
Mr. LEMIED-- x. Last year we had 267,000 operations at our airport.
Senator CANNON. What sizes of aircraft are involved?
Mr. LEMIEux. We have had everything in from—I don't believe

we got the 0-5-A, because of the problem in the Mideast. But we have
had BAC-111s—I think that is probably the largest that has come in.
Although our airport, if it is expanded under the present master plan
and under the priority that has been given to it by FAA, there will be
probably 727's coming into the airport as cargo aircraft, bringing in
product. There is a very big farmer's market being built near the air-
port, and it is in the plans to bring in produce from South America
and other places.
Senator CANNON. Do you have any 121 operators?
Mr. LEMIEux. We have one that is in the process of being certified

as a 121 operator.
One of the reasons why our airport is so busy, Mr. Chairman, is if you

look at other cities, Houston I believe has something like a total of 12
airports, Dallas-Fort Worth area has something like 15, Atlanta has
something in that neighborhood, Miami, has more than you can count,
I guess, but New Orleans only has two, New Orleans International
and Lakefront. And it is comparable in size to a number of those other
cities.
So all of the business aircraft that come into New Orleans prefer

Lakefront. Lakefront Airport is a very safe airport. It is designed—I
don't know if it was intentionally put there—but the corridors to land
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on the airport, you can either take off directly over the lake, or down
an industrial complex corridor if you take off to the south. So the air-
port takes traffic away from houses, and one of the big parts of our
expansion program, where we ended up with just a noncontroversial
public hearing, was the fact that the expansion of the airport will
move more traffic away from houses. It will put it out over the lake,
into an area where it will have less effect upon the environment.
There are a number of companies that base aircraft there. Large oil

companies, minerals, Freeport Sulphur keeps their planes there, J. Ray
McDermott, Chevron Oil Co., keeps a fleet of planes there.
Of course the new Super Bowl that is being completed on weekends

brings a lot of traffic in, the Super Dome, rather. The Mardi Gras and
other festivities that the city of New Orleans has bring a great amount
of traffic in.
Over half of our traffic last year was not local traffic, it was itinerant

aircraft. And it has increased this year.
In fact, it even went up during the time where the fuel shortage cut

down all general aviation movements.
To continue, Mr. Chairman, I heard Mr. Stimpson speak about the

privately owned airports. We agree with his comments, his previous
comments. We feel that they should be included in the National Air-
port System plan and should be made eligible for aid. We feel that
priority should be given to those airports that are threatened with clos-
ing, including, if necessary, public purchase of privately owned air-
ports, where perhaps the money could be at a low interest type loan
that would be paid back by the community.
We definitely believe that the program should be for 5 years, instead

of 2. To give an example of why we feel that the program should be
extended for 5 years, Lakefront Airport is a beautiful example of that.
We had a noncontroversial public hearing, with an airport that

could be expanded into the lake, which required dredging and filling,
and we didn't have the Sierra Club or Audubon Society or any of those
appear against the program, yet it took us 2 years to get our environ-
mental impact program out of and approved by the Department of
Transportation.
I understand this is not an unusual thing, to have the Department

of Transportation take so long to approve an environmental impact
statement.

Consequently we put up into the process something like a million
dollars of our own money in planning, consultants planning, for bah
the master plan and what was necessary to ask for Federal aid, Federal
participation. And yet in 2 years, the act died. So we are sitting down
here with a million dollars invested in it; it took 2 years to get the
environmental impact statement through DOT and we don't know yet,
until you in your wisdom come up with a new bill, whether we will
even be able to participate in it.
So to us it is very important—not so much to us now, because if we

are included in your bill, we are ready to go ahead—but there are a
number of airports that the 2-year length of time is just not enough,
because the planning process takes longer than 2 years.
So we feel perhaps 5 years would be a more appropriate time.
Mr. Chairman and members of the committee I appreciate being

given the opportunity of addressing you, and I know that we will be
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given consideration by your committee as an airport, Lakefront Air-
port, as a group reliever airports also will be given consideration.
I might say that the present act as it existed, the act that existed

through June, was one that we felt was a very good act. It had taken
a lot of thought and in your wisdom you developed 'a very good act.
An act similar to that One, without any major changes but with

perhaps some streamlining of the processes that the FAA or DOT
must take, would certainly be hard to beat. It would be an act that I
think you put in a considerable amount of time on before, and I think
it would be hard to come up with a better one.
I would like to thank you for the opportunity of addressing you.
Senator CANNON. Thank you very much.
Do you have any thoughts with respect to the proposals that the

administration made for a change in the imposition of taxes?
Mr. LEMIEux. Yes, sir, in the sense of taking. general aviation out of

the Federal Government responsibility and putting it into the States,
where the States then would take the funding on the taxes and run
general 'aviation? Is that the question?

Senator CANNON. That, and also makeup of the funds that go into
the trust fund.
Mr. LEMIEux. The makeup of what, sir? I am having trouble hear-

ing you.
Senator CANNON. The funds that go into the trust fund. Reducing

the weigh bill taxes and so on.
Mr. LEMIEux. I think both would be a mistake. To start off with,

I am very involved in our State government in the job that I have,
and I would feel that, taking our State legislature for example, we
would end up with a State aviation plan, but every State senator
would want a little airport in his city, whether it was for the benefit
of the State or not.
I have seen this happen again and again. I think we would then get

away from a national airport system plan. I do not believe such a
plan would be to the best benefit of the public.
I think the FAA has done a magnificent job in determining airports

that have priority status, and take our district, for example, our dis-
trict FAA office is in Dallas, but we work very closely with them in
Louisiana, and they have done a very good job in setting priority air-
ports in Louisiana.
I would hate to see our State legislature get that responsibility.
On the other part, I feel that—I just don't think the DOT is an

organization that can or has shown itself to be an organization or a
department that can handle the aviation system of this country. I
think they were more set up for highways and railroads, and I think
that the administration's policy of reducing funds into the airport
system is just the opposite from what we should do.
We should start increasing it, we should start working on decentral-

izing people instead of putting all of the money into large hub air-
ports, we should start helping develop smaller towns and cities, get-
ting businesses there and getting people to move there, rather than
concentrating them in the large cities.
In order to do that, I think we have to put more into the system plan,

put more money into small airports in smaller cities, and induce busi-

61-350 0 - 75 - 14
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nesses to go to those cities and start getting people away from the large
cities such as New Orleans, New York, Detroit.
I don't think that that has been the aim of the administration. I

think it has been more into mass transit, into putting money into keep-
ing the people where they are. I think that is a mistake.
Senator CANNON. Senator Hartke ?
Senator HARTKE. I have no questions.
Senator CANNON. Thank you very much, gentlemen.
[The statement follows:]

STATEMENT OF GUY F. LEMTEUX

Mr. Chairman and members, my name is Guy F. LeMieux. I am the President
of the Board of Levee Commissioners of the Orleans Levee District. The Board
owns and operates the New Orleans Lakefront Airport, a general aviation air-
port. Although New Orleans Lakefront is a general aviation airport it has
been designated a reliever airport and has been given a high priority by the
F.A.A. Lakefront was the 37th busiest airport in the United States last year
in movements of airplanes.
We have spent close to $1,000,000.00 in master planning and engineering plan-

ning for critically needed expansion at our airport. Our expansion was to be
funded under the Airport Development Act that ended in June, however our
environmental impact statement did not clear the Department of Transporta-
tion in time for funding to be included in the budget before the act died.
We consider this airfield a dynamic force in the economic life of our area. It

brings key businessmen, important government officials and priority cargo in
and out of the city faster than is possible by any other means. It takes a lot
of traffic away from New Orleans International where congestion will increase
in the years ahead. It relieves the air hub airport of a considerable amount of
air traffic. Because of this fact Lakefront is given the priority title of "Reliever
Airport".
Such is the function of some 200 airports throughout the country, recognized

as relievers by the Federal Aviation Administration and in the National Aviation
• Plan. Their dual purpose is to afford close entry by air of the major cities and
thus to route much of the light-plane general aviation traffic away from the
airline jetports.
These 200 fields are a class apart from the 425 airline airports on the one hand

and from the thousands of general aviation fields on the other. They have their
own problems with rising costs and the pressure of urban population.

It is time to reassert their identity as a sub-industry with a vital role in the
nation's transportation system and in the progress and welfare of the cities they
serve. We therefore are organizing our Reliever Group as a self-governing divi-
sion of the League of American Airports, formed early this year as a non-profit
association to advance such aims.
Already our group includes reliever airports serving Dallas, Detroit, Los

Angeles, St. Louis and other large cities.
Our League also has a private airport group including some of our relievers,

with parallel aims. To list just a few Reliever Airports that are familar to you
Mr. Chairman, and to the members of your Committee, I have included the
names of the following Relievers.
In the State of Nevada there is: North Las Vegas Air Terminal.
In the State of Washington there are:
King County Airport.
Renton Municipal Airport.
Felts Field Airport.

In Indiana there are:
Eagle Creek Airpark.
Gary Municipal Airport.

In Michigan there are:
Oakland—Pontiac Airport.
Detroit City Airport.
Detroit Willow-Run Airport.
Mettetal Airport.
Berg-Macomb Airport.
Big River Airport.
Grand Prix Airport.
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In Illinois there are:
Du Page County Airport.
Pal-Waukee Airport.
Civic Memorial Airport.
Bi-State Park Airport.
Meigs Field.
Waukegan Memorial Airport.
Joilet Municipal.
Chicagoland Airport.
Aurora Municipal Airport.

In Kansas there are:
Fairfax Municipal Airport.
Piper Airpark.
Augusta Municipal Airport.
Cook Airfield.
Johnson County Airport.
Kansas City Suburban Airport.

In Arkansas there is:
West Memphis Municipal Airport.

In Maryland there are:
College Park Airport.
Laurel Suburban Airport.
Martin Marietta Airport.
Montgomery County Airpark.

In South Carolina there is:
Charleston Municipal.

In California there are:
Van Nuys Airport.
Torrance Municipal Airport.
San Jose Municipal Airport.
Hayward Air Terminal.
Buchaman Field.
Reid Hillview Airport.
Santa Monica Municipal Airport.
Gillespie Field.
Fullerton Municipal Airport.
San Carlos Airport.
Napa County Airport.
Brackett Field.
Fresno Chandler Downtown.
Brown Field.
Brown Field Municipal Airport.
El Monte Airport.
Palo Alto Airport of Santa Clara County.
Hawthorne Municipal Airport.
Livermore Municipal Airport.
China Airport.
Whiteman Airpark.
Compton Airport.
San Fernando Airport.
Corona Municipal Airport.
Riolts Municipal Airport.
Cable Airport.
Half Moon Bay Airport.
Tr-City Airport.
South County Airport of Santa Clara County.
Fremont Airport.

Mr. Chairman. I have included in my written testimony the full list of the
200 Reliever Airports in our country but for the purpose of brevity with your per-
mission I will not read them into the record.
We have come to your committee to ask the following:
1. Funding Formula.—Keep the present fair deal distribution that you, in your

wisdom and experience, established in the Airport & Airway Development Act
of 1970. It provides the flexibility necessary to expedite urgent projects. Many
relievers are hard pressed. Any change that would limit discretionary funding
would be a hard blow to all relievers and a disaster to some.

2. Air carrier class.—We hope the annual sum for airports will not be less
than $500 million, including not less than $425 million for carrier fields. We ask
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that the relievers be allowed to continue to draw from the carrier funds where
most of the money will be. If relievers were put under general aviation, as some
propose, they would compete with thousands of other fields, plus new airports,
for the spending of some $75 million. This would mean years of delay for many
projects that must go forward now if the relievers are to do their job.
3. Safeguards against FAA rules.—Costly FAA requirements for safety and

security at airline fields would be an undue burden; the law should clearly and
fully exempt relievers.

4. Private fields.—Some 400 privately owned airports, open to public use and
in the NASP, should be made eligible for aid on the same basis as publicly
owned airports. This includes many relievers and these should be funded in the
reliever class as above.

5. Endangered airports.—Where reliever airports are threatened with closing,
priority should be given to saving them, including public purchase of privately
owned airports in whole or part.

6. The new aid program should be for a period of five years to allow for the
long planning process necessary to prevent what occurred at New Orleans Lake-
front where, with a non-controversial public hearing, it took two years to obtain
the Department of Transportation's approval of our Environmental Statement.
In general, the Reliever Group supports the points previously made by the

League of American Airports. If your hearing schedule was less crowded there
is much we could say and would like to say about the crucial role of the reliever
airports and their urgent problems, however, I am sure the needs will be evident
to your experienced committee. We know that you will do what is right for
aviation, our great cities and our nation.
Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee I appreciate being given the

opportunity of addressing you on this matter which is of such importance to
our airport group and for your consideration of the requests for aid for Reliever
Airports which I have discussed here today.

Senator HARI'KE. Mr. Chairman, I especially welcome these two
gentlemen. They represent an area of the Midwest which is very vital
not alone to the State of Indiana, but to Michigan, Illinois, and Chi-
cago as well.
Mr. Frick has been one of the outstanding community leaders in

that area, making sure that not alone the city itself has developed,
but the whole area has been developed.
He is a dedicated public servant.

STATEMENT OF JOHN J. PRICK, PRESIDENT, MICHIANA REGIONAL
AIRPORT, ST. JOSEPH COUNTY AIRPORT AUTHORITY, SOUTH
BEND, IND. ; ACCOMPANIED BY ROGER BIRDSELL, EXECUTIVE
DIRECTOR, MICHIANA ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT FOUNDATION,
INC.

Mr. FRICK. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and Senator Hartke.
My name is John J. Frick, and I am president of the St. Joseph

County Airport Authority Board which operates the Michiana Re-
gional Airport at South Bend, Ind.
I am here today to testify in support of amendment 833 to S. 1455,

the Airport and Airway Development Act of 1975, and particularly
the intermodal airport demonstration project amendment sponsored
by Senator Hartke.
Airport officials in an age of energy conservation and environ-

mental protection demands, must plan and test new methods of devel-
opment. We no longer can simply rely on huge new jetports to meet
this Nation's transportation needs.
The intermodal airport demonstration project offers an opportunityto plan and test. It authorizes for the first time Federal airport devel-
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opment funds which by law must tie together our major modes of mass
transportation—air, bus, and rail. Airport officials recognize that one
of our major problems is connecting ground and air transportation
modes,
This proposal is particularly relevant to our large urbanized areas

with populations running in the millions. These are areas, often cover-
ing more than one State which no longer can or should rely primarily
on the private automobile.
For a minute or two I would like to address your attention to one

of these very large urbanized areas, Chicago.
You have before you a map-showing the relationship of South Bend

and the Michiana area to the greater Chicago area. Most of our Mich-
iana residents now travel to Chicago by private car, using 1-94, the
northern Indiana toll road, and U.S. 30.

Relatively few ride buses or the remnants of rail passenger service
via Amtrak or the South Shore Railroad electrified interurban line
from South Bend to Chicago.

Relatively larger numbers fly from the regional airport at South
Bend or smaller nearby airports. However, most of these passengers
must change airplanes at Chicago's O'Hare Airport or at Cleveland
or Detroit.
A recent South Bend Chamber of Commerce survey indicated that

20 to 30 percent drive to O'Hare to connect with commercial flights.
The other map before you shows a plan for a new terminal facility

at the Michiana Regional Airport in South Bend.
At this time, Mr. Chairman and Senator Hartke, if you have the

booklets that I have here, and would turn to where the paper clip is,
it will give you, I think, a better idea of what we are speaking to.
It shows a cutaway of a possibility of a multimodal terminal. It is

a multimodal airport. It is a terminal, and it is a terminal for South
Shore interurban trains to Chicago. It is a terminal for intercity buses
and for intracity buses. It is abterminal for improved air services,
capable of handling longer flights to more distant points with extended
airfield runways.
It is a terminal with easy access to the region's principal east-west

and north-south highways.
It is a terminal to which more than 1 million Michiana residents

who do not arrive by bus or rail can drive, park their cars, and board
ground or air mass-transportation vehicles safely and conveniently.

It is a terminal which emphasizes mass transportation, whether by
ground or by air. It is a terminal designed to conserve energy and our
environment.
I hope I have not dwelt too long on our particular project. I have

done so because I think the intermodal approach to airport develop-
ment which is being considered by Congress in S. 1455 can itself best
be demonstrated by reference to a particular transportation problem
and proposal.
We live in a period of scarce resources. This includes our transporta-

tion system. We cannot afford to scrap any part of this system. We
must take existing airports, existing rail lines, existing highways, ex-
isting mass transportation modes and use them more efficiently.
The intermodal or multimodal approach to airport development

in general and to terminal construction in particular is a method of
more efficiently using existing transportation resources.
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Wherever Federal funds are used under the proposed intermodal
airport demonstration project, the results will provide a model for
the entire Nation.
Mr. Chairman, I would like to submit a copy of my remarks and the

attached supporting documents for your record. We would be happy
to answer any questions the committee may have.
Senator HARTKE. John, how much local money have you used in

developing this plan so far, and in planning for this type of facility?
Mr. FRICK. I will have to guess at this, but it is in the order of $2 or

$3 million, including runway extension 1,100 feet.
Senator HARTKE. $2 or $3 million?
Mr. FRICK. Yes.
Senator HARTKE. And you have a master plan in this area, which

includes this facility, is that right?
Mr. FRICK. Yes, sir.
Senator HARTKE. You have tremendous community support for this

operation, do you not?
Mr. FRICK. We certainly have.
Senator HARTKE. Not alone the chamber of commerce the business,

the labor people, but the State of Indiana, and the State of Illinois,
including the Governors and the State legislatures?

Mr. FRICK. That is right.
Senator HARTKE. What date do you anticipate that the whole thing

will be in operation?
Mr. FRICK. With your help, hopefully we could start next year and

possibly finish within 2 years after that.
Senator HARTKE. Federal money is going to be necessary to get it

done, is that right?
Mr. FRICK. Yes, sir.
Sehator HARTKE. Let me say, Mr. Chairman, I just had a demon-

stration run on the South Shore Railroad to demonstrate what could
be done in this sort of situation. But what could be done with this type
of facility, for example, you could come in with the South Shore mov-
ing in there—and the right-of-way is there, all they have to do is move
forward with the equipment and urban mass transit funds at the
present time—and you would be able to land at this airport, and be in
downtown Chicago probably as quickly as you can if you landed at
O'Hare and went to downtown Chicago. The reason for that is that
O'Hare is not that close, nor are any of the airports that close to the
center of the city.
But this would provide an access for traffic and utilization of a type

which really is, I think, a type that will serve as a model for not only
the Nation, but possibly for the world.
I have seen some intermodal facilities, but none that compares in

scope and expectations to this one. They have spent a lot of money
getting ready for it. It would be a shame if they were held back by the
lack of funds to go forward.

Senator CANNON. What do you estimate the cost will be to complete
the project?
Mr. FRICK. The total, including access road and so forth, about $30

million.
Senator CANNON. That is not very expensive when you look at some

other airport projects.
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Senator HARTKE. No, Mr. Chairman, they have done such a remark-
able job compared to other things. They have gotten the State of In-
diana to agree to bring the highway system in there. We have the coop-
eration of the railroads coming in; they have the cooperation of the
bus companies.

It is one of those situations where ordinarily you find somebody in
the community who wants to go ahead and put some type of obstacle
in the way of development. Here it is a case where it seems that every-
body has been doing everything they can to make it easier and the
expense involved, certainly with the type of response it would give to
a city like Chicago, is amazing.
I really think something can be done in other areas, but it would

require the cooperation frequently of competing operations. Take
New York. You have the difficulty of so many different ones; they
have a central authority, but they still have never put together a com-
plete intermodal concept.
Senator CANNON. How many operations do you have at your airport

now?
Mr. FRICK. It is around 118,770 a year-1974.
Senator CANNON. How Many scheduled carriers?
Mr. FRICK. Two now, sir, United and North Central.
Senator CANNON. How many airline passengers do you enplane in a

year?
Mr. FRICK. I think the last figures were around 250—and I am

guessing at that-181,196 verified, 1974.
Senator HARTKE. Mr. Chairman, one point I wanted to make is the

present idea is to move into what you would call a major hub and
try to develop an intermodal concept around that.
In this case these is no question but that they would be able to

relieve a lot of the congestion and give the same service as some of
the other concepts. It is certainly worth trying.
Mr. FRICK. Mr. Chairman, I would like to correct that figure. I have

looked it up. It is 181,196 actual 1974, projected for 1975.
Senator CANNON. I was about to say, you had a lot of aircraft

movements for that number of passengers.
Mr. FRICK. A lot of that is general aviation, of course.
Senator CANNON. What is the population of that metropolitan

area?
Mr. FRICK. In that area, between a million and a million and a

half, within 50 minutes driving time.
Senator CANNON. How far is Chicago, 90 miles?
Mr. FRICK. Yes, sir • 90 air-miles.
Senator CANNON. Thank you very much, gentlemen.
Mr. FRICK. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you, Mr. Hartke.
[The documents referred to follow:]

MICHIANA COMMITTEE FOR IMPROVED TRANSPORTATION,
South Bend, Ind., September 2, 1975.

Mr. JOHN J. FRICK,
President, St. Joseph County Airport Authority,
Michiancs Regional Airport, South Bend, Ind.

DEAR JOHN: Residents of North Central Indiana and Southwestern Michigan
are acutely aware of the need to improve mass transportation services for the

Michiana area. Rising energy costs and the need to do a better job of conserving

the environment require us to return to greater reliance on mass transportation

systems rather than the private automobile.
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The plans of the Michiana Regional Airport authority to build a multi-modal
terminal facility which will serve not only commercial airliners but also buses
and a rapid rail transit system to Chicago has the full support of the Michiana
Committee for Improved Transportation.
The new facility will help us solve several regional transportation problems.
1. It provides a central point at which travelers can connect easily and con-

veniently with all available mass transportation modes.
2. It offers a more adequate terminus for the South Shore Railroad as part of

an overall modernization program to preserve that fast electrified passenger rail
link to Chicago.

3. It brings inter-city and intra-city bus passengers within the region to a point
where they can obtain ground and air mass transportation connections to other
points within the region or outside the region.

4. With additional Michiana Regional Airport commercial flights, it can lessen
the region's dependence on O'Hare Field on the other side of Chicago.
The Michiana area, because of the advantageous location of its regional air-

port next to the intersection of the principal east-west and north-south highways
and close to the existing South Shore rail line, has a unique opportunity to
develop a multi-modal transportation center which could well serve as a model
for the rest of the nation.

Sincerely,
0. C. CARMICHAEL, Jr.

SOUTH BEND-MISHAWAKA AREA,
CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, INC.,

South Bend, Ind., September 3, 1975.
Mr. JOHN J. FRICK,
President, St. Joseph County Airport Authority,
Michiana Regional Airport, South Bend, Ind.
DEAR JOHN: The business community welcomes the rapid progress that has

been made toward construction of a multi-modal transportation center at the
Michiana Regional Airport.
Businessmen are keenly aware of rising energy prices as they affect trans-

portation costs both for employees and for goods, and our very serious need for
improved transportation facilities. They are cognizant of the need to conserve
scarce energy resources while at the same time protecting the environment.

All of these circumstances make the multi-modal approach to airport develop-
ment particularly attractive to the business community.
Frankly, our present reliance on O'Hare Field for many air services, which

business executives in our area often must reach by car in lieu of adequate air
connections, is wasteful of both time and energy.
The recently completed extension of the main runway, the decision to bring

ground as well as air mass transportation modes to the airport, and other long-
range development plans provide the most economical and efficient solutions
for our total transporation needs.
We need to do a better job, not only here but elsewhere in the country, of

building mass transportation systems which inter-connect in ways which gen-
uinely serve public convenience.
It may well be that the multi-modal transportation center here will serve as a

model for the rest of the country.
Sincerely,

RICHARD J. VAN MELE,
Chairman, Aviation and Transportation Comnvittees.

MICHIANA AREA COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS,
South Bend, Ind., September 5, 1975.

Mr. JOHN J. FRICK,
President, St. Joseph County Airport Authority,
Michiana Regional Airport, South Bend, Ind.
DEAR Mn. FRICK: The plans of the St. Joseph County Airport Authority Board

for the development of a multi-modal terminal facility at the Michiana Re-
gional Airport are within the scope of regional transportation planning for
the Michiana Region and the South Bend Urbanized Area. This project has
several exciting, innovative features which emphasize a greater reliance on
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mass transportation, both ground and by air. This approach fits into our
national policy of greater conservation of energy and concern for environmental
protection.
The possibility of a federal demonstration grant for projects of this type at

our nation's airports is now most appropriate. Such a grant for the multi-modal
terminal facility as proposed at the Michiana Regional Airport should be given
priority funding consideration as a demonstration project. I am sure that in the
future our urbanized areas will be turning more and more to this kind of Multi-
modal transoprtation development.

Sincerely,
GEORGE L. KRUSE, Jr.,

Ewecutive Director.

Senator CANNON. Mr. Robert Monroe, vice president for policy
and technical planning, Aircraft Owners and Pilots Association.

STATEMENT OF ROBERT MONROE, VICE PRESIDENT FOR POLICY
AND TECHNICAL PLANNING, AIRCRAFT OWNERS AND PILOTS
ASSOCIATION, WASHINGTON, D.C.

Mr. MoNrtoE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate this oppor-
tunity to present the views respecting the airport and airway pro-
gram in behalf of the AOPA's 180,000 members.
Five years of experience with the program has persuaded AOPA

that the airport-airway law should be repealed.
However

' 
if the ultimate decision is that the airport-airway pro-

gram must be continued, as seems likely, it should be modified to take
it more cost effective and likely to more nearly achieve the purposes
envisioned.
The airport development program needs a more specific objective.

That objective should be to make all communities and public recrea-
tional resources accessible by at least small aircraft. Many of the
places people want to visit simply do not have an airport at all, or
one that is available for public use.
The Nation has some 20,768 identified communities and a great num-

ber of public recreational resources. Yet there are only 7,099 public
use airports. Only 60 percent of these are in public ownership. Since
airlines have a difficult time maintaining scheduled service to the
approximately 500 places they now serve, resolution of the deficiency
is essentially a problem of preserving and building small airports
capable of handling small aircraft.
It is logical to reverse the present priorities for assistance so that

places which do not have an airport can get one before the money is all
used up in redeveloping existing airports.
The other remedy is to make private sponsors eligible for Federal

assistance under the same terms as public sponsors and to provide
property tax relief for the public use portions of their airports; that is,
the runways, taxiways, and public ramps but nothing else. This would
cost less and give private enterprise a viable and useful role in airport
provisioning.
There is little point in trying to preserve and encourage the building

of privately owned public use airports unless the State and local juris-
dictions will take the necessary stens resnecting property tax exemption
to make them viable and competitive. Hence. aid for public sponsors
should be conditioned upon the granting of tax relief to private
sponsors.
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Likewise, aggressive steps should be taken to open Federal airportsto public use. Several Government departments and agencies haveairports with little traffic which could be used by the public to advan-tage for both travel or recreational purposes. The Departments ofAgriculture and Interior have airports in national forests and otherrecreational resources.
NASA has airports in several locations. The Department of Defensehas granted little in the way of joint use unless it was for their ownadvantage.
Excess and surplus airports should be retained as public use airports

instead of being converted to other purposes as in the cases of SandPoint, Floyd Bennett, Oxnard, Bolling, and Anacostia.
The Federal Government is in a poor position to complain that

private owners give up and sell out when it makes little effort to
preserve and make available the airports it already has built with
public funds.
AOPA has considered and rejected the option of delegating the

federally aided airport development program to the States. Many
States have demonstrated the ability to build more airports in less
time at less cost than the Federal Government.
However, this was done by doing without Federal money and the

strings that go with it. It seems clear that the States would not be able
to do as well with Federal assistance and its strings as they have been
able to do without it.
On the other hand, there does appear valid cause for giving sponsors

the option of meeting State, in lieu of Federal, construction standards.
The National Airport System Plan should be converted into an in-

ventory and give detailed substance to the objective of making all
communities and recreational resources accessible by at least small
aircraft. Up to the present time, the airport master plan has served
only to describe the layout and construction intended for an airport.
Environmental considerations have created new problems and ham-
pered airport development as a consequence. Currently, each new air-
port project of any significance, even though called for in the master
plan, must suffer the rigors of environmental clearance procedure.
To eliminate repetitious procedures with their corresponding de-

days, the airport master plan should be made the vehicle for providing
environmental clearance and approval of all development contem-
plated by the airport master plan. Thereafter, any development proj-
ects in accordance with the master plan should not require individual
processing.
Planning and development have always been considered separately

as if they had no relationship. It seems timely to combine resources for
these activities so that planning becomes a part of the developmentprocess rather than an unrelated activity. If planning is necessary, it
should be done and there is no valid reason for separating its funding
from that for other development work. Hence, the resources should becombined.
Appointment, i.e., the rationing of available funds to State and ter-

ritorial sponsors, has given rise to many complaints. Initially it was
done on the basis of area and population and this still seems a validpart of a formula.
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Later, passenger enplanements was added and this seems less valid
for it gives greater assistance to airports which transfer passengers
than to those which originate them.

Origination should be substituted for it is more nearly a measure
of true demand. Enplanement is a reflection of airline routing and
scheduling deficiencies.
Two more factors should be added: (1) a measure of actual aircraft

traffic in the form of "aircraft operations," i.e., the takeoffs and land-
ings of aircraft, and (2) a measure of aviation development and util-
ity in the form of "based aircraft," i.e., the number of aircraft based
within the State.
With five equal bases for apportionment, no one of them will over-

whelm the formula and the resulting distribution is more likely to
respond to the needs within the various jurisdictions for developmen-
tal assistance.

Currently, a large fraction of the available money is placed in a
discretionary fund. The amounts apportioned by area and population
remain available to State sponsors for almost 2 years and then lapse
to the discretionary fund. Amounts apportioned on the basis of passen-
ger enplanements remain available to sponsors for almost 3 years and
then lapse likewise.

Actually, the entire amount available should be apportioned on the
five bases recommended, remain available for almost 3 years, and then
lapse to the discretionary.
There should be no direct apportionment to the discretionary; it

should be composed entirely of lapsed funds, if and when any occur.
A large discretionary fund has been justified on the basis that large
projects could not be funded from State apportionments. If more were
available in the State apportionments, this would not be true. More-

over, 
the likelihood of new large airport projects seems much less

probable in view of the opposition to such developments. The real need
is for more small airports.
As mentioned previously, the trust fund has a balance of $2 billion

with about half of it committed. Annual income now approximates $1.
billion. Therefore, it is appropriate to authorize $1 billion, to be avail-
able until expended, for airport planning and development projects.
This would make a substantial amount available for conversion of pri-
vate airports to public ownership and use and for the development of
new airports in places which now have no airport at all. It would not
decimate the fund and the money would be used for the purpose for
which collected. Since the money has already been collected, its ex-
penditure would not be inflationary.
The authorization of $250 million for capital investment in facili-

ties and equipment, F. & E., should be left at that level for fiscal year
1976 and should cover also the requirements of the interim quarter.
Thereafter, authorizations for this purpose should be made on an an-
nual basis 'and subjected to close and critical scrutiny.
There is a strong feeling on the part of a substantial portion of the

aviation community that past expenditures for F. & E. have been
excessive, produced little in increased air traffic capacity but produced
much in increased regulatory restriction. The safety record shows no
identifiable impact.
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Research, engineering and development should be removed from
trust fund financing. Much of this effort has turned out to be either
remedial work to compensate for poor capital investments or solutions
hunting for problems to solve. It also should be subjected to a search-
ing annual authorization process.

Heretofore, attention has focused on the categorization of airports
as to whether airline service was involved directly, indirectly, or not
at all. Hence the terms "air carrier," "reliever," and "general aviation"
were used as a basis for differing apportionments. Now there is pres-
sure for an additional category termed "commuter." Categorization
of this kind is unnecessary. It leads to discrimination and dodges the
real objective which should be to make all places people would like
to visit accessible by air.
Experience has demonstrated that a system of priorities for airport

development should be established in the law. Those priorities should
be based upon the extent to which airport aid has already been ren-
dered and the degree of sophistication of the development intended.
Similarly, the extent of Federal participation should vary. Initial and
elementary development should get a high priority and a high level of
assistance. Additions and improvements should have lesser priorities
and less assistance as the sophistication increases. It is appropriate
and logical to require that sponsors, which have received aid and found
the development beneficial enough to want more, bear a higher share
of the costs involved.

Applications for airport assistance should be handled on a semi-
annual cyclic basis. They would be received, categorized as to priority,
and at the end of the period, granted to the extent of the funds avail-
able. All priority one applications would be granted before any prior-
ity two applications and so on through the schedule.
There is ample evidence that repairs should not be eligible for assist-

ance. Maintenance has frequently been neglected to the extent that
repair become necessary. Therefore it seems necessary and appropriate
to eliminate repair and to disallow applications from sponsors which
have neglected maintenance. There is no point in giving more assist-
ance to sponsors which fail to maintain the facilities already provided.
Since miscellaneous items were incorporated in this law, recom-

mendations respecting them and two additions.] ones are included.
Airport certification has created an unjustified increase in airport de-

velopmental and operational costs. The requirement should be deleted
from the law.

Security measures to prevent hijacking incidents have created both
increased costs for airport development and great difficulties in the use
of private aircraft on the airports where they are in force. The problem
is real, but the solution is overkill. The requirements should be deleted
from the law, and the responsibility placed upon the airlines where it
belongs.
The requirement for any reimbursement by private aircraft and boat

operators of inspection personnel for entering the country should be
repealed.
The requirement for emergency locator transmitters on aircraft was

premature and has created great problems. At the very least, the re-
quirement should be modified in the manner suggested by Senator
Goldwater's bill, S. 910.



217

Present law does not permit aliens resident in the United States to
own aircraft of U.S. registry. This is a pointless restriction hanging
over from earlier years and should be removed. It does not apply to
surface vehicles and should not to aircraft.
Tax and trust fund matters have not been addressed in this proposal

for amendment. They will be given attention subsequently in the ap-
propriate forums.
Finally, the attached recommendations, for the most part, are not

presented in the form of a draft bill. We do hope they adequately dis-
play what parts of existing law are most desperately in need of modi-
fication and how that might be achieved. We will be happy to assist
in rlitting them in bill form. •
We would appreciate your favorable consideration. Thank you for

hearing us.
Senator CANNON. Thank you for a very comprehensive statement.
In advocating grants for privately owned airports, what assurances

do you believe should be provided so that the taxpayers would know
that the funds would be protected against future sale or closing of the
airport?
Mr. MONROE. We believe the private sponsor should sign and make

a contract in the same fashion in which public sponsors do, giving the
identical assurances.

Senator CANNON. Do you think it would be feasible to require a deed
restriction from the owner providing that it would be used for no other
purpose other than an airport?
Mr. MONROE. I don't know that that is precisely necessary. Actually

there is a similar restriction with respect to public sponsors at the pres-
ent time. That is, they cannot dispose of an airport without actually
coming back and getting a law through Congress, specially relieving
them of that requirement.
So I assume any requirement laid on a public sponsor would also be

applicable to a private sponsor.
Senator CANNON. Your organization in particular has been critical

of what you call FAA waste and extravagance. In what specific areas
do you believe Congress should limit FAA programs or funds?
Mr. MONROE. Certainly we think that the number cot toers could be

reduced. As a matter of fact, the criteria for tower establishment
ought to be doubled, and probably the distinction between those air-
ports served by carriers and those not served by carriers should be
eliminated from that criteria.
The number of ILS's provided at individual airports; if actual

instrument weather conditions prevail to the extent that an instrument
approach is necessary, then we think that unless you get a substan-
tially measurable improvement in landing minimums, so that per-
haps as much as 10 percent more or 10 percent of the people who
would like to land there but can't, because of the abcence of that
facility, some sort of a criteria of that nature would help to reduce the
number of ILS's. There are a number of ILS's going into airports
where there is actually no substantial weather problem.
Senator CANNON. Have you made any precise studies on those two

points, that is. 6ould you give us some examples as to towers and ILS
installations that you think could well have been left out?
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Mr. MONROE. Yes; I think we can give you some representative ex-
amples of what we are talking about. We will be glad to do so.'

Senator CANNON. I think that would be helpful if you could.
Excuse me for interrupting you.
Mr. MONROE. As far as the control of air traffic is concerned, it

seems to us that the drive for positive control in more of the air
space is one of those things that is simply an impossible solution.
We can't get radar coverage enough, the country can't afford enough

radar coverage to give us total positive control throughout the Nation.
So attempting to provide more and more of it, in more and more

of the air space is also adding to our costs.
We think maybe there ought to be a little realism in how much

positive control is imposed.
Certainly with respect to research and development, we have seen

many projects started up for which there is not actually an operational
requirement for the R. & D. project involved. That is, none has been
stated by the operational arm of the FAA. But nevertheless it has
been pursued as a matter of, well, it is a possibility, so let's look into
it and see if the state of the art will enable us to do it.
We think this is sort of wasteful in this type of thing. These are

some of the areas.
Senator CANNON. We would be glad to have you expand on those

examples for the record, because I think it would be very helpful.
Mr. MONROE. All right, sir, we would be happy to do so.2
Senator CANNON. Thank you very much, Mr. Monroe.
Senator Stevens?
Senator STEVENS. During the period of this act, Mr. Monroe, we

have substantially lost competition in Alaska as far as the interstate
carriers are concerned.
Has your organization done any studies to determine what the

effect of the act has been on reducing the number of carriers in inter-
state commerce?

Mr. MONROE. If I understand your question correctly, and I am not
sure I do—maybe you better repeat it, Senator.

Senator STEVENS. The CAB, primarily because of a statement as to
efficiency and costs, which relate back to the cost of operation, has
gliminated western from southeastern Alaska, Wien-Alaska from
northwestern Alaska, and Alaska Airlines from the central area, where
they competed with Wien, and we have substantially lost competition
between or within the State of Alaska as far as the airlines are con-
cerned.
I wondered if this had in any way come out

studies?
Mr. MONROE. No. sir. I think your Question lies

we do not address ourselves to particularly so far
and airline coverage is concerned.
Senator STEVENS. Thank you very much.
Senator CANNON. Thank you, Mr. Monroe.
[The attachments follow:]

I See p. 253.
2 See p. 253.

in terms of your

in an area which
as airline service
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EXPLANATION OF AMENDMENTS PROPOSED BY AIRCRAFT OWNERS AND PILOTS
'ASSOCIATION FOR THE AIRPORT AND AIRWAY ACT OF 1970, AS AMENDED

INTRODUCTION

AOPA holds that the Airport and Airway Development nad Revenue Acts of
1970 should be repealed However, there appears to be insufficient support for this
position. It seems likely the program will be continued in some modified way.
Therefore, the following amendments are proposed in lieu of repeal as a "second
best" solution to the many problems generated by the program in past years.
These amendments are designed to do several things: to establish an objective

for the program, to limit authorizations, to encourage the retention of existing
airports, to encourage the establishment of new airports in places which are not
now easily accessible by air, to establish priorities for airport development, to
give more aid proportionately to airports which have had none and less to those
which have had more, and to make the airport master plan the key to project
approval and environmental clearance.
These proposals would increase aircraft utility, avoid the difficulties of cate-

gorization of aviation segments, and simplify to some extent the administration
of a complex program.

SECTION BY SECTION ANALYSIS

Sec. 1. Provides an appropriate title.
Sec. 2. Deletes paragraphs respecting obligational authority which suggest

that the policy is merely to spend and substitutes a declaration that the goal is to
make all communities and public recreational resources accessible by air.

Sec. 3. No change.
Sec. 4. Deleted. The cost allocation study has been completed.
Sec. 11. Modifies definition of "airport development" to delete repairs, airport

certification and security equipment, and land for future airports. Changes
"public airports" to "public use airports."
Adds a defiBition to "community."
Adds a definition of "public recreational resource."
Changes "public airport" to "public use airport" and revises definition.
Adds definition of "small aircraft."
Changes definition of "sponsor" to include private persons and corporations.
Sec. 12. Modifies requirement for National Airport System Plan to include

making all communities and public recreational resources accessible by air.
Introduces cost effectiveness considerations in development contemplated.
Adds provision for public use of government airports.
Changes civil use of DOD airports from "extent feasible" to "fullest extent

possible."
Changes "feasible" to "necessary" for environmental recommendations.
Deletes Aviation Advisory Commission which has completed its task.
Sec. 13. Changes "public agencies" to "sponsors" and relates authorizations to

priorities established in section 17. Deletes amount and apportionment provisions
since these are transferred to section 15.

Sec. 14. Changes authorization to a ceiling rather than a floor. Provides one
billion dollars with no termination date since the amount is to be available until
used up or modified by subsequent legislation in the light of ne'd and experience.
Deletes subsections categorizing authority for airports served by air carriers,
relievers and general aviation.

Modifies obligational authority to make entire amount available and limits
obligations to one per airport per year.
Changes airway authority to a ceiling and extends annual authorization to

include the interim quarter in 1976.
Deletes authority for research and development activities which should be

funded by the general fund.
Sec. 15. Changed to make all ADAP funds available to sponsors in the states

and territories with the total apportioned in fifths on the basis of population,
area, aircraft operations, based aircraft, and passenger originations.
Adds airport master and system planning as eligible items and makes funds

available for approximately three years.
Adds passengers of commuter carriers in calculating passenger originations.
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Deletes direct apportionment to discretionary fund so that it is composed
solely of unobligated funds lapsing from the state apportionment.

Sec. 16. Modifies subsection (a) to conform with changes in definition of
"sponsor" and inclusion of planning. Provides alternative of meeting state
standards.
Adds new subsection requiring property tax exemption for runways, taxi-

ways and public ramps and improvements thereto. The purpose is to encourage
retention and provision of public use airports by private sponsors.
Adds new subsection to prevent applications by sponsors which have failed

to adequately maintain facilities provided by previous grants.
Makes master plan the vehicle of environmental clearance.
Deletes subsection relating to site selection by the Secretary.
Sec. 17. Deletes existing subsections except one relating to public land states.

substitutes a table of priorities for types of projects with varying matching
shares based upon the type and sophistication of the development involved.

Sec. 18. Deletes sponsors assurances relating to fiscal items covered by sub-
sequent contract requirements, fee schedules, and exemption land costs of fed-
eral facilities. The latter item is discriminatory since it applies only to certain
airports and results in an understatement of the cost of the facilities and serv-
ices concerned.

Sec. 19. No change.
Sec. 20. Editorial change that combines the sense of two similar paragraphs.

Deletes "Costs Not Allowed" as covered by other provisions.
Sec. 21. No change.
Sec. 22. No change.
Sec. 23. Conforming changes. Deletes exemption for certain lands since the pur-

pose is to make public recreational resources accessible by air.
Sec. 24. Adds requirement for accumulated progress report.
Sec. 25. Conforming change.
Sec. 26. No change.
See. 27. No change.
Sec. 51 (b ). Deletes requirement for airport certification. This program is un-

justified on a cost/benefit basis.
Sec. 52. No change.
Sec. 53. Changed to delete requirement for reimbursement for border crossing

processing costs. This would put aircraft on an equal footing with the
automobile.

Sec. 54. New section to allow aircraft to operate while emergency locator
equipment is being repaired.

Sec. 55. New section to allow aliens to own and register aircraft.

a
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TITLE I - AIRPORT AND AIRWAY DEVELOPMENT

ACT OF 1970

Act of May 21, 1970 (Public Law 91-258, 91st Congress,
2nd Session, 84 Stat. 219; 49 U. S. Code 1701).

AN ACT to provide for the expansion and improvement of the
Nation's airport and airway system, for the imposition
of airport and airway user charges, and for other pur-
poses.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of
the United States of America in Congress assembled,

PART I - SHORT TITLE, ETC.

SHORT TITLE

Sec. 1. This title maybe cited as the "Airport and
Airway Development Act of-1940 Amendments of 1975."

DECLARATION OF POLICY

Sec. 2 (49 U. S. Code 1701). The Congress hereby finds
and declares -

That the Nation's airport and airway system is inadequate
to meet the current and projected growth in aviation.

That substantial expansion and improvement of the airport
and airway system is required to meet the demands of interstate
commerce, the postal service, and the national defense.

That-the-annttai-ebligatienal-autherity-during-the-pered
July-17-19q87-thredgh-Jtine-307-19807-fer-the-aequstien,
establmhment7-and-mprevement-ef--air-ftavgatenal-faetes
under-the-Federal-Aviaten-Aet-ef-1958-i49-UT-ST-e7-130I-et
seq7)-7-should-be-ne-less-than-$25878887880T

That-the-ebligatienaI-auther4ty-during-the-peried-July-17
19787-threugh-Jeme-397-19887-fer-arpeft-assistamee-under-ths
tit+e-sheuid-be-$27500788870087

That it is the objective to make every community and public 
recreational resource accessible by air.

61-350 0 - 75 - 15
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NATIONAL TRANSPORTATION POLICY

Formulation of Policy

Sec. 3 (49 U. S. Code 1702). (a) Within one year after
the date of enactment of this title, the Secretary of Trans-
portation shall formulate and recommend to the Congress for
approval a national transportation policy. In the formulation
of such policy, the Secretary shall take into consideration,
among other things -

(1) the coordinated development and improvement of all
modes of transportation, together with the priority
which shall be assigned to the development and improve-
ment of each mode of transportation; and

(2) the coordination of recommendations made under
this title relating to airport and airway development
with all other recommendations to the Congress for the
development and improvement of our national transporta-
tion system.

Annual Report

(b) The Secretary shall submit an annual report to the
Congress on the implementation of the national transportation
policy formulated under subsection (a) of this section. Such
report shall include the specific actions taken by the Secre-
tary with respect to (1) the coordination of the development
and improvement of all modes of transportation, (2) the estab-
lishment of priorities with respect to the development and
improvement of each mode of transportation, and (3) the coordi-
nation of recommendations under this title relating to airport
and airway development with all other recommendations to the
Congress for the development and improvement of our national
transportation system.

EAST-ALEAEATI8N-STUBY

See7-4--(49-UT-ST-eede-1763}7--The-Seeretary-ef-Transperta-
tem-shall-eeneldet-a-study-respeetng-the-apprepr4ate-methed
er-aileeattig-the-ee5t-e-the-airpert-and-airway-eystem-dmeng
the-varous-user57-amd-shaii-dent4fy-the-eest-to-the-Federal
Gevernment-that-should-approprately-be-eharged-te-the-system
amel-the-vaIrle-te-be-essgned-to-any-generai-pubiie-beneft,
rieluding-mtary7-whieh-may-be-determned-te-exist--in-eon-

diletrig-the-study-the-Seeretary-shall-eensult-fuliy-with-and
give-eareftl-eensdereten-te-the-views-of-the-users-ef-the
system7--The-Seeretary-shall-repert-the-resdits-of-the-study-te
eengress-we-twe-years-from-the-aate-ef-enftetment-e-this

2
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PART II - AIRPORT AND AIRWAY DEVELOPMENT

DEFINITIONS

Sec. 11 (49 U. S. Code 1711). As used in this part -

(1) "Airport" means any area of land or water which is
used, or intended for use, for the landing and takeoff of
aircraft, and any appurtenant areas which are used, or intended
for use, for airport buildings or other airport facilities or
rights-of-way, together with all airport buildings and facili-
ties located thereon.

(2) "Airport development" means (A) any work involved in
een9trbetng7-mprevng7-or-repang constructing or improv-
ing a public use airport or portion thereof, including the
removal, lowering, relocation, and marking and lighting of air-
port hazards, and including navigation aids used by aircraft
landing at, or taking off from, a public use airport, --ad--n
eitteing-sefety-equpment-reellJired-by-ridle-or-regulaten-er
eerteaten-e-the-arport-under-seeten-612-eE-the-Feaeral
Aviaten-Aet-e-I987-anci-5eedrty-equpment-reepared-ef-the
apenser-by-the-Seet.etary-by-rttle-er-reguIaten-er-the-safety
ana-seeurty-e-per8on9-and-property-en-the-a4rpart, and (B)
any acquisition of land or of any interest therein, or of any
easement through or other interest in airspace, t'leitidng-Iama
fer-411ture-arper-deve+epment7 which is necessary to permit
any such work or to remove or mitigate or prevent or limit the
establishment of airport hazards.

(3) "Airport hazard" means any structure or object of
natural growth located on or in the vicinity of a public air-
port, or any use of land near such airport, which obstructs
the airspace required for the flight of aircraft in landing or
taking off at such airport or is otherwise hazardous to such
landing or taking off of aircraft.

(4) "Airport master planning" means the development for
planning purposes of information and guidance to determine the
extent, type, and nature of development needed at a specific
airport. It may include the preparation of an airport layout
plan and feasibility studies, and the conduct of such other
studies, surveys, and planning actions as may be necessary to
determine the short-, intermediate-, and long-range aeronautical
demands required to be met by a particular airport as a part of
a system of airports.

(5) "Airport system planning" means the development for
planning purposes of information and guidance to determine the
extent, type, nature, location, and timing of airport develop-
ment needed in a specific area to establish a viable and bal-
anced system of public airports. It includes identification of

3
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the specific aeronautical role of each airport within the sys-
tem, development of estimates of system-wide development costs,
and the conduct of such studies, surveys, and other planning
actions as may be necessary to determine the short-, inter-
mediate-, and long-range aeronautical demands required to be
met by a particular system of airports.

(6) "Community" means a body of people living in a local 
geographical area characterized by business and/or residential 
development.

(7) "Government aircraft" means aircraft owned and oper-
ated by the United States.

i6} (8) "Landing area" means that area used or intended
to be used for the landing, takeoff, or surface maneuvering
of aircraft.

ie* (9) "Planning agency" means any planning agency desig-
nated by the Secretary which is authorized by the laws of the
State or States (including the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico,
the Virgin Islands, American Samoa, the Trust Territory of the
Pacific Islands, and Guam) or political subdivisions concerned
to engage in areawide planning for the areas in which assistance
under this part is to be used.

-(9}. (10) "Project" means a project for the accomplishment
of airport development, airport master planning, or airport
system planning.

ii8+ (11) "Project costs" means any costs involved in ac-
complishing a project.

U* (12) "Public agency" means a State, the Commonwealth
of Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, American Samoa, the Trust
Territory of the Pacific Islands, or Guam or any agency of any
of them; a municipality or other political subdivision; or a
tax-supported organization; or an Indian tribe or pueblo.

'(13) "Public recreational resource" means any place avail-
able to the public for amusement, leisure or vacation purposes. 

412* (14) "Public use airport" means any airport which is
used-or-te-be-used-fer-publie-purpeses7-under-the-eentrei-ef-a
publie-ageney7-the-landmg-area-ef-whieh-is-pubiiely-ewned or
will be available for public use.

ila}(15) "Secretary" means the Secretary of Transportation.

(16) "Small aircraft" means aircraft with a gross weight
of not more than 12,500 pounds. 

4
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-(14} (17) "Sponsor" means any private person, corporation
or public agency or any combination thereof which7-ether
indvidually-er-iently-wtth-one-er-mere-ether-pable-agenees
submits to the Secretary, in accordance with this part, an
application for financial assistance.

-(1,5i- (18) "State" means a State of the United States or
the District of Columbia.

416* (19) "Terminal area" means that area used or intended
to be used for such facilities as terminal and cargo buildings,
gates, hangars, shops, and other service buildings; automobile
,parking, airport motels, and restaurants, and garages and auto-
mobile service facilities used in connection with the airport;
and entrance and service roads used by the public within the
boundaries of the airport.

ilq* (20) "United States share" means that portion of the
project costs of projects for airport development approved
pursuant to section 16 of this part which is to be paid from
funds made available for the purposes of this part.

NATIONAL AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN

Formulation of Plan

Sec. 12 (49 U. S. Code 1712). (a) The Secretary is direct-
ed to prepare and publish, within three one years after the
date of enactment of this part, and thereafter te-re,,4ew-and
revise as necessary, a national airport system plan for the
development of public use airports in the United States. The
plan shall set forth7-fer-at-least-a-ten-year-pet4ed7 the
number, general location, type and estimated total cost of
airport development eensidered-by-the-Seeretary-te-he necessary
to provide a-system-ef public use airports adequate to antici-
pate and meet the needs of civil aeronautics and make all com-
munities and public recreational resources accessible by air, 
to meet requirements in support of the national defense as
determined by the Secretary of Defense, and to meet the special
needs of the postal service. The plan shall include all types
of airport development'elig4ble-fer-Federal-ad-under-seetien-14

ef-this-part, and terminal area development considered necessary
to provide for the-effeient cost effective accommodation of
persons and goods at public use airports, and the conduct of
functions in operational support of the airport. Airport develop-

ment identified by the plan shall not be limited to the require-
ments of any classes or categories of public use airports. In

preparing the plan, the Secretary shall eensder be responsive to 

the needs of all segments of civil aviation.

5
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Consideration of Other Modes of Transportation

(b) In formulating and revising the plan, the Secretary
shall take into consideration, among other things, the relation-
ship of each airport to the rest of the transportation system
in the particular area, to the forecasted technological develop-
ments in aeronautics, and to developments forecasted in other
modes of intercity transportation.

Federal, State, and Other Agencies

(c) In developing the national airport system plan, the
Secretary shall to the extent feasible consult with the Civil
Aeronautics Board, the Post Office Department, the Department
of the Interior regarding conservation and natural resource
values, and other Federal agencies, as appropriate; with plan-
ning agencies, and airport operators; and with air carriers,
aircraft manufacturers, and others in the aviation industry.
The Secretary shall provide technical guidance to agencies en-
gaged in the conduct of airport system planning and airport
master planning to insure that the national airport system plan
reflects the product of interstate, State, and local airport
planning.

Cooperation With Federal Communications Commission

(d) The Secretary shall, to the extent possible, consult,
and give consideration to the views and recommendations of the
Federal Communications Commission, and shall make all reasonable
efforts to cooperate with that Commission for the purpose of
eliminating, preventing, or minimizing airport hazards caused by
the construction or operation of any radio or television station.
In carrying out this section, the Secretary may make any neces-
sary surveys, studies, examinations, and investigations.

Consultation With Department of Defense

(e) The Department of Defense shall make military airports
and airport facilities available for civil use to the fullest 
extent iease possible. In advising the Secretary of national
defense requirements pursuant to subsection (a) of this section,
the Secretary of Defense shall indicate the extent to which
military airports and airport facilities will be available for
civil use.

6
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Civil Airports Owned By Government Agencies 

(f) Departments and agencies of the Federal Government
shall make their airports and airport facilities available 
for public use to the fullest extent possible. 

Consultation Concerning Environmental Changes

(g) In carrying out this section, the Secretary shall
consult wIEH and consider the views and recommendations of the
Secretary of the Interior, the Secretary of Health, Education,
and Welfare, the Secretary of Agriculture, and the National
Council on Environmental Quality. The recommendations of the
Secretary of the Interior, the Secretary of Health, Education,
and Welfare, the Secretary of Agriculture, and the National
Council on Environmental Quality, with regard to the preserva-
tion of environmental quality, shall, to the extent that the
Secretary of Transportation determines to be easit,le necessary,
be incorporated in the national airport system plan.

Cooperation With The Federal Power Commission

(h) The Secretary shall, to the extent possible, con-
sult, and give consideration to the views and recommendations
of the Federal Power Commission, and shall make all reasonable
efforts to cooperate with that Commission for the purpose of
eliminating, preventing, or minimizing airport hazards caused
by the construction or operation of power facilities. In carry-
ing out this section, the Secretary may make any necessary sur-
veys, studies, examinations, and investigations.

Avaten-Aelvsery-eemmesen

-01}-iii—There-2-establ±sited-an-Aviatan-Advsery-eamms-
s4en-iheretafter-im-ths-subseeten-reEerred-to-as-the-neemms-
s4en.9,---The-eommsson-shetIl-be-eempesed-o-nne-members-ap-
peinted-by-the-Preselent-rem-prvate-iife-as-fellowst

4110--ene-persen-te-serve-as-eharmam-ef-the-eemmssen-whe
is-Bpeeally-qual4fed-te-serve-as-eharman-by-vrtue-ef-hs
eduetaten7-tranng7-er-experienee
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iB*-Eight-persann-whe-etre-speeftily-quft+fied-te-serne-on
saeh-eerrAmissan-frerft-ftmeng-representative -e -the-eemmereifti-ar

earriers7-generfti-aviatien7-aireraft-mtanufaeturefs7-arpert-spen-

sers7-State-aerenautes-ftgenees7-and-three-maer-ergammat-iens-
eoneerned-wth-eenservaten-er-regemaI-plannmej-,

Net-more-than-fve-members-ef-the-eemit4ssen-shal-ee- rem-the
same-poiitiefti-party,--Any-yeteaney- n-the-eemmss4.en- haIi-net
affeet-+ts-powers-but-5halI-be-I.led- n-the-same-mannet-in-wheh-
the-ernaI-elppentment-was-made7-tand-sub.j.eet-te-the-same-ita--

t ons-w4th-respeet-te-party-aatens--Fve-meffibers-shali-
een5t4tdte-e-quardm7

42)--t-shaii-be-the-duty-e-the-eemmssem--

iiki-te-fermuiate-reeemmendat+ens-eeneernmg-the-leng-range
needs-af-avraten7-neitleing-but-neted-te7-futttre-arpert
requrements-and-the-nationeti-a4rpert-systeffi-plam-de5ereed- n
subseeten-ita}-of-this-seeton7-and-reeeminendatens-eeneet-n4ng
strroundng-Iand-uses7-gretind-atess7-arways7-ar-sert4.ee7-anel-
et4rerat-eompat4bie-with-sueh-pian7

-03}-to-fttel4tette-eens4derat4en-ef-other-ffledes-o -transper-
tetten-and-eeoperaten-wth-ether-agenees-and-eeffimunty-and
Ilciustry-greups-as-preyded-n-subseetens-ib)--thretIgh-ig}-e -ths
9eet4en7

in-earry4rig-etit-ts-eitit4es-under-ths-subseeten7-the-eemmssen
sha+I-e,,_tah-ideh-task-ferees-as-are-neeessdry-Eb-meltitie
teehrn'ttril-repreentaten-Erem-the-ergan42atens-reerred-to- ft-ths
mub9eeten7-rem-Federeti-agenee57-ftmd-frem-sueh-ether-erganza--
t.ens-and-agenees-as-the-eemmisseft-eensders-appreptate7

i3)---Eaeh-merfiber-e-the-eemm5s4en-shet+.17-whIe-9ervng-en
the-busness-ef-the-eammssen7-15e-ented-te-reeeve-eaffipensa-
,t4en-at-a-ratemeel-by-the-Prestelent7-Inat-not.-exeed-$100-per
dely7-neludng-trave+-tme7-and7-whIe-se-5ert,4ng-away-rom-hs-
home-er-regu+ar-pIaee-ef-busness7-fflay-he-aewed-trave+-espenses7-
i.le+ed4ng-per-d4eltl-n-ela-e-sub5stenee7-as-authetEed-by-seet4em

5404-e-ttie-5-e-the-1511,:,ted-States-eede-fef-persen5-11-the-
6overnitent-5ervee-emp+eyed-n,termttenty7

i4HA}-The-eammissen-4s-auther4zed7-wtheut-±.egafd-te-the
prev4sons-ef-t4tie-57-bnted-States-Eeele7-gevermng-appentfflents-
in-the-eampet4t4ve-servee7-and-w4thetvt-regard-te-the-prevens--
ef-ehaptet-S+-and-stbehapter-III-e-ehapter-S3-ef-stieh-ttle-
reItatng-te-elaseaten-anti-Genera-Sehedu+e-pay-rates7-te
appe4nt-andx-the-eempensaten-e-stieh-persenneI-as-may-be-
meeessary-te-earry-eut-the-dftetens-ef-the-Cemyetssen7-but-ne-
ind4vdtia+-se-appented-shaI+-reeeve-eempensaten-4m-emeess-e-
the-rate-authefed-fer-GS-18-15y-seeten-53.32-ef-suelle7

iii)--The-eemmissien-is-autheried-to-ebtain-the-Berv4ees-ef
experts-and-eensultents-m-aceordanee-wi.th-the-prevens-ef
seeten-3184-e-ttle-57-i3nted-States-eede7-but-at-rates-er
ildivduals-net-te-exeeed-$199-per-diem
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ie}-Administratine-serniees-shall-be-previded-the-eemmss4en-
by-the-Generai-Serv4ees-Adminstraten-en-a-rembur5able-bass7

-03}—The-eemmssen-s-autherted-te-request-Erom-any-derart---
ment7-dgeney7-er-ndipendent-nstrumentaIty-e-the-Gevernment-any
infermat4en-and-assstanee-it-deems-neeessary-te-earry-eut-ts-
funetens-under-th4s-subseetenT-and-eaeh-sueh-department7-ageney7
land-instrumentalty-is-autherteci-te-eeoperate-wth-the-eemmsson
and7-te-the-extent-pernitted-by-Iaw7-te-fdrnsh-51,tenfermaten-
and-a5sstanee-te-the-eertimss4en-upen-request-maele-by-the-ehatman-,

45}-The-Gemm4ssen-sha+I-sdiamt-te-the-President-and-te-the
enngress7-en-er-before-January-+7-19437-a-fna-repart.-eentang
the-reeemmendatiens-ermuIetted-by-t-under-ths-subseetem7--Tke
eemmissien-shet+i-eease-te-ex4st-69-day5-ater-the-date-ei-the-sub-

i6}-There-ftre-autheritea-e-15e-appreprated-frem-the-A4rpet.t
and-A4rway-Trust-Fund-sueh-sums7-set-te-exeeed-$2799979997-as-may-
be-neeessary-te-earry-out-the-prev4sens-ef-th5-subseeten,-

PLANNING GRANTS

Authorization To Make Grants

Sec. 13 (49 U. S. Code 1713). (a) In order to promote the
effective location and development of airports and the develop-
ment of an adequate national airport system plan, the Secretary
may make grants of funds to planning agencies for airport sys-
tem planning, and to pubie-agene.ies sponsors for airport master
planning as provided in section 17.

Ametnt-and-Apportienment-ef-Grants

415)--The-award-of-grants-dnder-subseeten-4a}-ef-this-see-
tiem-is-subj.eet-te-the-feilewing-Itatien5T

il)--The-tetai-funeis-elnIigateEl-fer-grests-unele-this-eeeties
may-met-emeeeel-$700497+909-and-the-anieunt-oblated-in-any-ene
fsea+-year-may-met-exeeed-$157499879199

42)--Ne-grant-tinder-ths-seeten-may-exeeed-twe-threls-ef
the-eest-4meurrea-m-the-aeeempishment-ef-the-preeet-,

*9*-Ne-mere-than-4,5-per-eentriffl-of-thends-made-avai+al3Ie
lander-ths-seeten-im-any-imeal-year-may-be-aileeated-fer-pre-
ieets-within-a-smgle-State7-the-eemmenweaIth-ef-Puerte-Ree,
the-Virel4s-islan457-Amet4ean-Samea7-the-TrtIst-Terrtory-ef-the
Paefie-Isiands7-er-Gliam7.---Grants-fer-proeets-eneempassing-an
area-Ieeetted-in-twe-or-more-State5-shali-be-eharged-te-efteh
State-n-the-prepertien-whieh-the-ntimber-ef-square-mles-the
preeet-eneempasses-4n-eaeh-State-bears-te-the-squere-miles-es-
eempassed-by-the-emtre-preeetT

9
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Regulations; Coordination With Secretary of
Housing and Urban Development

is+ (b) The Secretary may prescribe such regulations as
he deems necessary governing the award and administration of
grants authorized by this section. The Secretary and the
Secretary of Housing and Urban Development shall develop jointly
procedures designed to preclude duplication of their respective
planning assistance activities and to ensure that such activities
are effectively coordinated.

AIRPORT AND AIRWAY DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM

Genera+ Airport Development Authority

Sec. 14 (49 U. S. Code 1714). (a) In order to bring about,
in conformity with the national airport system plan, the estab-
lishment of a nationwide system of public use airports adequate
to meet the present and future needs of civil aeronautics, the
Secretary is authorized to make grants for airport development,
airport master planning and airport system planning by grant
agreements with sponsors in an aggregate amounts not less more 
than the-fellewsgt $1,000,000,000. 

iI*-Fer-the-purpese-ef-develepleg-le-the-several-States,
the-eemmenweaIth-ef-Puerte-RleeT-Guam7-Amer4eas-Saffies7-te.e
Test-Terfltery-e-the-Paee-isIeteds7-and-the-Vlrgs-slands,
arparte-served-by-alr-earrlers-eertlfesteel-by-tiAe-elvI-Aee-
sastles-Bear47-and-arpets-the-plmary-purpese-ei-wliieS-4.s-te
seve-genefaI-avlaten-and-te-reIleve-eengestles-at-arperts
havlsg-ta-hlgh-4ensty-ef-trefle-serveg-ether-segments-ef-avia-
tien7-$249.7849876049-fer-eaeh-e-theseel-years-1941-thresgS
19437-and-$247804978849-fer-eseh-e-the-floeal-years-I94-and
1,94;

42)--Fer-the-purpese-e€-develel4ng-s-the-several-States,
the-eemmenwealth-ef-Puerte-Rlee7-esam7-Amereas-Sartlea7-the
T?fust-Terrltery-e€-the-Petee-Islands7-and-the-Vrgin-Islaseis7
aisperts-servaq-segments-e-sylaten-ether-than-alt—earrlers
eertlfeated-Sy-the-elvil-Aetenautles-Bear47-$3070ei97080-fer
eaeh-ef-the-fsea+-years-194I-thresgh-19.737-ena-$357004978049-fer
eseh-ef-the-fisesI-years-I944-and-19q5T

eibIgatienal-Autherity

-03)--Te-aelltate-erelerly-lemg-tere-plassleg-by-spessers,
the-Seeretary-is-astherlsedr-effeetive-en-the-date-ef-esset-
mest-ef-this-titIe7-te-setr-ebilgatens-te-make-grants-fer
airpe±4-develepment-irem-unds-made-avallabIe-ender-tliis-pert
fer-the-flseal-year-endlng-Juse-387-I9y-and-the-sueeeedlng

10
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feldr-f4sea+-years-n-a-teta+-ameunt-net-te-exeeed-$17460708070649T
No obligation shall be incurred under this subsection for a
period of more than three fiscal years, and-ne-sueh-egat+on
shail-be-ineurred-aEter-June-307-1995T The Secretary shall not
incur more than one obligation per year under this subsection
with respect to any single preieet for airport development.
8bligatens-ineurred-under-ths-sub5eeten-shaIi-not-be-lepAd-
ated-n-an-aggregate-ameunt-exeeeeing-$286780070498-prer-te
aune-307-197+7-en-aggregate-amount-exeeeding-$56e79007eee-prer-te
June-3e7-19727-an-aggregate-ametint-exeeeding-$840706078049-pfeE
te-Jdne-3(97-19437-an-aggrega+te-ametint-exceeding-$17+49749Ge749€49
prier-te-atme-4497-19447-ama-an-aggregate-ameunt-emeeeeling
+$174607043(974900-prer-te-June-3497-+.9

Airway Facilities

(b) For the purpose of acquiring, establishing, and im-
proving air navigation facilities under section 307(b) of the
Federal Aviation Act of 1958, the Secretary is authorized, with-
in the limits established in appropriations Acts, to obligate
for expenditure no€ less more than $250,000,000 for eaeh-ef-t14e
fseal-yeare-l97+-threngh-I94S the period July 1, 1975 through 
September 30, 1976.

Other Expenses

id} (c). The balance of the moneys available in the trust
fund may be allocated for the necessary administrative expenses
incident to the administration of programs for which funds are
to be allocated as set forth in subsections (a)7-05}7-and-4e}.
and (b) of this section, and-er-researelt-ana-develepffient-aetv -
ties-under-seeten-3+2ie}.-ias-t-re+tate5-te-safety-n-air-nav -
geten}-ef-the-Federal-Avleten-Aet-ef-I9SB-:.--The-intial
$5070887e(90-ef-eny-snme-tappropr4ftted-te-the-trnst-Ennd-pureuant
te-seen-id}-ef-seet4e11-208-ef-the-Airport-and-Arway
Revente-Aet-e-1978-shall-)5e-ai+eeated-te-sueh-researeh-ana
deveIepment-aetivities

Preservation of Funds and Priority
for Airport and Airway Programs

ie* (d) (1) Notwithstanding any other provision of law to
the contrary, no amounts may be appropriated from the trust fund

to carry out any program or activity under the Federal Aviation

Act of 1958, except programs or activities referred to in sub-
sections 4e* (b) and 4d* (c) of this section, as amended.

(2) Amounts equal to the Ittlmnm amounts authorized for
eaeh-fieeal-year by subsections (a) and ie* (b) of this section

shall remain available in the trust fund until appropriated for

the purposes described in such subsections.

11
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(3) No amounts transferred to the trust fund by subsection
(b) of section 208 of the Airport and Airway Revenue Act of
1970 (relating to aviation user taxes) may be appropriated for
any fiscal year to carry out administrative expenses of the
Department of Transportation or of any unit thereof except to
the extent authorized by subsection id)- (c).

DISTRIBUTION OF FUNDS; STATE APPORTIONMENT

Apportionment of Funds

Sec. 15 (49 U. S. Code 1715). (a) (1) As soon as possible
after July 1 ef-eash-fiseai-year-fer-whieh-amy , 1975, the 
amount is authorized to be obligated for the purposes of pare-
graph-i+}-ei section 14(a) of this part7-the-ameust-made-avai+-
able-far-that-year shall be apportioned by the Secretary am
fe+lewmt- for use by sponsors in the several states on the 
following basis: 

4/11}-eme-third-te-be-dimtribated-am-feliewst

ii}-97-per-mentam-of-mmeh-ene-third-fer-the-several=Statem,
ane-half-n-the-prepert+en-wheh-the-pepulaten-ef-eaeh-State
bears-te-the-tataI-pepuiatiem-ef-aii-the-Statem7-and-ene-half
in-the-prepertiea-wh+ea-the-area-ef-eaeh-State-bears-te-the
tatal-area-mf-aii-the-Statem:-

4i+}-g-per-memtam-ef-mmeh-eme-thrd-fer-Hawaii7-the-emmmem-
wealth-ef-Puerte-Riee7-Guatt7-amd-the-Virgia-IsIameis7-te-be-ds-
tributed-ia-shares-ef-35-per-mentliper-ematum7-1-per-ematum7
and-15-per-ematum7-respeetvein,

413)--eme-thire-te-be-distributed-te-spessers-ef-airpefts
served-by-air-earriers-eereated-by-the-e-Aeresauties
Beard-im-the-same-ratie-as-the-mumber-ef-passesgers-espIamed
at-eash-airpert-ef-the-spesser-)3ears-te-the-tetal-numeer-ef
passengers-enpIased-at-all-sueh-airpertsy

4e)--ene-threl-te-be-eAstmibuted-at-the-di5eretiem-ef-the
SeeretaryT

42)--As-seam-as-pessible-after-JuIy-1-ef-eamh-fsea+-year
fer-whieh-amy-amemat-s-autherieed-te-be-mbIigated-fer-the-pur-
peses-ef-paragraph-i2i—ef-seet+en-I4ia)--af-th4s-part7-the-amemmt
made-avalable-mr-that-year-shall-be-appertened-by-the-Seere-
tary-as-feilewst

4A*-Seventy-three-and-ene-half-per-mentam-for-the-severai
States7-eme-half-+a-the-prmperten-whea-the-pepalatien-of-eaeh
State-bears-ta-he-tetal-pepulatiam-ef-ali-the-Statem7-and-ene
half-+n-the-prepertea-whieh-the-area-mf-each-State-bears-te-the
tetai-area-ef-all-the-States7

12
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ifq-ene-and-ene-haIf-per-eentam-fer-Hawft+i7-the-eemmen-

weaIth-ef-Pderte-Ree7-6tam7-and-the-Vrgn-ielands7-te-be-dia-

tributed-n-shares-ef-.35-per-eentam7-35-per-eentum7-15-per-een-

tam7-and-l5-per-eentum7-respeetiveIy7

4e)--Twenty-fve-per-eentum-te-be-distributed-at-the-dis-

eretien-ef-the-Seeretary

(1) One-fifth to be distributed in the proportion which

the population of each state or territory bears to the total 

population of the United States. 

(2) One-fifth to be distributed in the proportion which 

the area of each state or territory bears to the total area 

of the United States. 

(3) One-fifth to be distributed in the proportion which 

the aircraft operations in each state or territory bears to 

the total operations in the United States. 

(4) One-fifth to be distributed in the proportion which 

based aircraft in each state or territory bears to the total 

based aircraft of the United States. 

(5) One-fifth to be distributed in the proportion which 

passenger originations in each state or territory bears to the 

total passenger originations in the United States. 

ia} (b) Each amount apportioned te for use by sponsors 

within a State or territory under paragraph

(a) of this subsection shall, during the fiscal year for which

FE-was first authorized to be obligated and the two fiscal

years immediately following, be available only for approved

airport development, airport master planning, and airport sys-

tem planning projects located in that State, or sponsored by

a sponsor of that State er-seme-publie-ageney-theteef but

located in an adjoining State. Eaeh-ameldnt-appertened-€e-a

spenser-ef-an-airpert-under-paragraph-iI}iB}-ef-ths-subeeetien

shal17-dtring-the-fiseal-year-fer-whien-lt-was-frst-autherimed

te-be-ebl4gated-and-the-twe-fiseal-years-immedately-elIewng,

be-available-enIy-fer-appreved-airpert-develepment-preeets

leeated-at-arperts-spensered-by-it Any amount apportioned as

described in this paragraph which has not been obligated by

grant agreement at the expiration of the period of time for

which it was so apportioned shall be added to the discretionar
y

fund established by subsection -023* (c) of this section.

(4) For the purposes of this section, the term "passengers

enplaned originated" shall include United States domestic,

territorial, and international revenue passenger enplanements

originations in scheduled and nonscheduled service of air

carriers, and foreign air carriers and commuter air carriers 

in intrastate and interstate commerce as shall be determined b
y

the Secretary pursuant to such regulations as he shall pres
cribe.

13
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Discretionary Fund

-05*0 (c) (1) The amounts authorited-by-subseeten-ia* not
obligated within the period specified in subsection (b) of
this section to be distributed at the discretion of the Secre-
tary shall constitute a discretionary fund.

(2) The discretionary fund shall be available for such
approved projects for airport development, airport master 
planning and airport system planning in the several States,
the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, American
,Samoa, the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands, and Guam.
as-the-Seeretary-eensders-mest-apprepriette-for-earrying-eu-i
the-setenal-arpeit-system-p+am regardless of the location of
the projects.--In-determ4fing-the-preieets-fer-wheh-the-fund
5-te-be-used7-the-Seeretary-51aftII-eensder-the-existng-air-
pert-iftetieB-m-the-severai-States7-the-CemmenweaIth-ef
Puerte-Riee7-the-V4rgin-Islands7-Amer4ean-Bamea7-the-Trust
Territery-ef-the-Paee-Islands7-and-Guam7-and-the-need-fer
er-leek-ef-deveiopment-5f-airp5rt-faeii4ties-n-the-severial
States7-the-eommenwealth-ef-Puerte-Riee7-the-V.irgin-IsIands7
Ameriettn-5amea7-the-Trd5t-Territery-ef-the-Paeie-islands7
and-Gdam,---Ametnts-plaeeel-4n-the-dseretionary-fund-pursuant
to-subseeten-ia}-ef-thim-seeten7-ineludng-amatints-added-te
the-dseretenary-fund-pursuant-te-paragraph-i3}-ef-sueh-stib-
seet+es-ia}7-may-be-used-en+y-in-aeeardanee-w4th-the-purpees
fer-wheh-ergnally-appreprated

Notice of Apportionment; Definition of Terms

ie* (d) Upon making an apportionment as provided in sub-
section (a) of this section, the Secretary shall inform the
executive head of each State, and any public agency which has
requested such information, as to the amounts apportioned to
each State. As used in this section, the term "population"
means the population according to the latest decennial census
of the United States and the term "area" includes both land
and water.

SUBMISSION AND APPROVAL OF PROJECTS FOR AIRPORT
DEVELOPMENT

Submission

Sec. 16 (49 U. S. Code 1716). (a) Subject to the pro-
visions of subsection (b) and (c) of this section, any pult4e
agettey7-er-twe-er-mere-puele-ageneies-detng-jcAntly sponsor 
may submit to the Secretary a project application in a form
and containing such information, as the Secretary may prescribe,

14
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setting forth the airport development, airport master planning 
or airport system planning proposed to be undertaken. No pro-
ject application shall propose airport development, airport 
master planning or airport system planning other than that in-

cluded in the them current revsen-eE-the national airport
system plan formulated by the Secretary under this part, and
all prepeeed-develepment projects shall be in accordance with
standards established by the Secretary7-4neit164ng-stendarde
for-site-leeetenr-arpert-Iayeet7-gradng7-dra±nage7-eeedng7
petvng7-iightrig7-anel-sh€ety-ef-eppreaehes or appropriate state 

aviation authority.

Public Agencies Whose Powers Are Limited
by State Law

(b) Nothing in this part shall authorize the submission of

a project application by any municipality or other public
agency which is subject to the law of any State if the submis-

sion of the project application by the municipality or other

public agency is prohibited by the law of that State.

(c) Nothing in this part shall authorize submission -jf  a

project application by any sponsor unless the appropriate state 

and local jurisdictions provide that land and improvements for 

all runways, taxiways and ramp areas available for public use 

within those jurisdictions are exempt from property taxes. '

(d) A sponsor which has failed to adequately maintain to 

the satisfaction of the Secretary the facilities provided by a 

previous grant shall not be authorized to submit an application 

for an additional project. 

4e* (e) (1) All airport development projects shall be sub-

ject to the approval of the Secretary, which approval may be

given only if he is satisfied that -

(A) the project is reasonably consistent with plans (exist-

ing at the time of approval of the project) of planning agencies

for the development of the area in which the airport is located

and will contribute to the accomplishment of the purposes of

this part;

(B) sufficient funds are available for that portion of the

project costs which are not to be paid by the United States

under this part;

(C) the project will be completed without undue delay;

(D) the publie-ageney-er-publie-ageneies sponsor which sub-

mitted'the project application have legal authority to engage in
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the airport development as proposed; and

(E) all project sponsorship requirements prescribed by
or under the authority of this part have been or will be met.

No airport development project may be approved by the Secretary
with respect to any airport unless a-publie-ageney-or-the
United-States-et—an-agency-thereof the sponsor holds good title,
satisfactory to the Secretary, to the landing area of the air-
port or the site therefor, or gives assurance satisfactory to
the Secretary that good title will be acquired.

(2) No airport development project may be approved by the
Secretary which does not include provision for installation of
the landing aids specified in subseetien-id}-of section 17 of
this part and determined by him to be required for the safe
and efficient use of the airport by aircraft taking into account
the eategery-e4-the-airport-and-the type and volume of traffic
utilizing the airport.

(3) No airport development project may be approved by the
Secretary unless he is satisfied that fair consideration has
been given to the interest of communities in or near which the
project may be located.

(4) It is declared to be national policy that airport
development projeets consonant with an approved airport master plan
and authorized pursuant to this part shall provide for the
protection and enhancement of the natural resources and the
quality of environment of the Nation. In implementing this
policy, the Secretary shall consult with the Secretaries of the
Interior and Health, Education, and Welfare with regard to the
effect that any procet-invelving-airpert-leeation7-a-major
runway-extensien7-er-3uftway-loeatien airport master plan may
have on natural resources including, but not limited to, fish
and wildlife, natural, scenic, and recreation assets, water
and air quality, and other factors affecting the environment
and shall authorize no such project airport master plan found
to have adverse effect unless the Secretary shall render a
finding, in writing, following a full and complete review, which
shall be a matter of public record, that no feasible and prudent
alternative exists and that all possible steps have been taken
to minimize such adverse effect.

Hearings

(d) (1) No airport develepment-preeet master plan involving
the-lecatien-of an airport7-an-airport-runway7-er-a-runway-ex-
tension may be approved by the Secretary unless the public-agency
sponsoring of the project certifies to the Secretary that there
has been afforded the opportunity •for public hearings for the
purpose of considering the economic, social, and environmental
effects of the airport location and its consistency with the
goals and objectives of such urban planning as has been carried
out by the community.

16.
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(2) When hearings are held under paragraph (1) of this sub-

section, the project sponsor shall, when requested by the Secretary
,

submit a copy of the transcript to the Secretary.

Air and Water Quality

(e) (1) The Secretary shall not approve any preieet-appeatAen

fer-a-preieet-nveIvng master plan of an airport leesten7-e-

maer-runway-extensen7-er-runway-leeaten unless the-Geverner-ef

the-State-n-whieh-steh-prejeet-may-he-leeated-eerti-fes-n-wrng
-

te-the-Seeretary-that there is reasonable assurance that the preiee
t

airport will be located, designed, constructed, and operated so

as to comply with applicable air and water quality standards. in

any-ease-where-sueh-standsreis-have-net-been-appreved-er-where-sueh-

standards-have-been-premulgetted-by-the-Seeretary-ef-the-4nterer

er-the-Seeretary-ef-Henith7-Eauesten7-and-Welfere7-eertesten

shall-be-ebta4ned-frem-the-apprepriate-Seeretary,--Netiee-ef-

eertfieatien-er-ef-refusai-te-eertfy-shaIl-he-prevdea-wthin-

s4mty-days-after-the-preieet-appleaten-s-reeeved-by-the-Seereta
ryT

(2) The Secretary shall condition approval of any sueh preeet

appieftten airport development on compliance during construction

and operation with applicable air and water quality standards.

Mrpert-Site-Seleeten

if}-iI)--Whenever-the-Seerettary-determ+nes-iA}.-that-a-met±.;-

pel4tan-tareft-eomprised-ef-mere-than-ene-unt-ef-State-er-Ieea.1-

gevernment-4-4n-need-of-etn-a8R4t4eaI-ft+rret.t-t-a,geeltifti.e+y-ffieet--

the-d4r-transpertaton-needs-e-sueh-afea7-ftnd-iB}-thftt-an-addien
a+

airpert-fer-sdelt-area-s-eons4stent-wth-the-natenE5A-arpert-

system-plan-prepared-by-the-Seeretary7-he-shaney7-n-wng7
--

the-gevernyvg-autheres-ef-the-area-eoneerned-ef-the-need-fer-Bue
h-

fteldt4entai-arpert-and-request-sueh-authores-te-etnet7-aq'ree-

tipen-a-site-€er-the-ioeaten-ef-sideh-ade4tionaI-arpert7-and-nety

the-Seeretary-of-ther-seleeten-,--+n-arder-te-faetate-the-se-

eet4em-eE-a-s4te-fer-an-addenal-a+rpert-under-the-preeeelng---

sentenee7-the-Seeretary-shali-emerese-sueh-e.E-114s-autherity-ndet-
-

this-part-as-he-may-deem-appreprate-te-earry-eut-the-prov454ens---

ef-this-paragraph,---Fer-the-purposes-e-th4s-sueseeten7-the-teryti

limetrepeltan-area-means-a-stanaarel-metrepeltan-5tatstedi-area-

as-estabI4shed-l5y-the-Bureau-e-the-Budget7-subieet-hewevet-te-5tieh
--

medifeaten5-and-extensens-as-the-Seeretary-ffiay-determine-te-be

eppropt4ate-fer-the-pdrpeses-e-the-subseeten-

i2}-in-the-case-of-ft-propesed-new-ftirport-serv4ns-any-area7

whieh-does-net-inelude-a-metrepeitan-areft7-the-Seeretary-shftli

net-appreve-any-ftirpert-deveiepment-preieet-wth-respeet-te-any

prepesed-a4rport-ste-net-apprevea-by-the-eemitunty-er-eemmune5-

in-whieh-the-arpert-is-prepesea-te-be-Ieeated.:-

17

61-350 0 - 75 - 16



238

Grant Obligation Approval Procedure 

(f) The Secretary shall, on a six month cycle, accept 
project applications, categorize them as to priority in 
accordance with the table set forth in section 17, and make 
grant obligations as a consequence thereof as soon as possible. 

PROJECT PRIORITIES AND 
UNITED STATES SHARE OF PROJECT COSTS

General Provision

Sec. 17 (49 U. S. Code 1717). (a) Exeept-a5-etherwee
previded-in-the-seetien7-the-Unted-Stectes-shere-e.f-allewaele
preeet-eeete-payaele-en-aeeetint-e-eny-appreved-arpert-develep-
ment-prej.eet-stibmtted-tinder-eeetien-I6-ef-tli4s-part-may-met
exeeed--

ii}-50-per-eentum-er-spenserx-whese-arperts-expIane-net
less-than-l-per-eentem-ef-the-tetel-anneel-passengers-exp+amed
by-eireart4ere-eerteated-by-the-evl-Aerenettes-Beardt-and

42}-45-per-eentum-fer-spensere-whese-arperts-enpiene-lese
theol-+-per-eentum-e-the-tetai-annuai-paeeengers-expiened-15y
air-earr4ers-eertieated-by-the-evi-AerematIt4es-Beard-axd
fer-spensers-eE-general-avaten-er-reliever-etrperte7

Applications for airport development, airport master plan-
ning and airport system planning projects submitted under sec-
tion 16 of this part shall be approved and the United States 
share of project costs shall be funded as set forth in the 
following table: 

Priority Type of Project U.S. Share 

1 Convert privately owned airport to public 90%_
ownership. 

2 Convert government owned limited use airport 90%_
to public use. 

3 Establish new airport adequate for small air- 90%_
craft in community or public recreational 
resource which has no airport. (Includes 
master plan; land; paving of one runway, 
taxiway and public ramp; field lighting, low 
intensity runway lighting; wind tee or sock.) 
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4 Establish new airport adequate for small 80% 

aircraft in a community or public recrea-

tional resource which already has an air-

port. (Includes master plan; land; paving 

of one runway, taxiway and public ramp; 

field lighting, low intensity runway light-

ing; wind tee or sock.) 

5 Establish new airport adequate for transport 75% 

type aircraft. (Inclusions scaled to type 

of service appropriate for the community 

to be served.) 

6 Improve existing airport to meet minimum 75%

federal or state standards. 
•

7 Add nonprecision instrument approach capa- 75% 

bility. 

8 Add initial Category I precision instrument 60%

approach aid. (Includes air easements, 

requisite land and site preparation.) 

9 Add short parallel runway adequate for small 70% 

aircraft at airport served by transport 

type aircraft. 

10 Add land and construct additional runway and 60% 

associated taxiways. 

11 Improve existing airport facilities. (In- 50% 

cludes revision of master plan; extension 

or strengthening runways, taxiways or ramps; 

upgrading of lighting, additional navaids 

except those in priority 15.) 

12 Meet airport security requirements and air- 90% 

port certification requirements (if these 

are retained in the law.)

13 Establish or 'improve public use areas of 25%

terminal buildings, access roads and 

related facilities. 

14 Formulate airport system plan. 20%

15 Add Category II or III precision instru- 10%

ment approach capability. 

19
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Projects in Public Land States

(b) In the case of any State containing unappropriated
and unreserved public lands and nontaxable Indian lands (individual
and tribal) exceeding 5 per centum of the total area of all lands
therein, the United States share under subsection (a) shall be
increased by whichever is the smaller of the following percentages
thereof: (1) 25 per centum, or (2) a percentage equal to one-half
of the percentage that the area of all such lands in that State
is of its total area.

Proj.eetm-in-the-Vrgin-Isiands7-1umerean-Samea7
and-the-Trust-Territery-e€-the-Paee-Isiands

ie}--The-United-States-share-payab+e-es-eleeount-ef-any
approyed-preet-fer-airpart-develeplilent-n-the-Vvin-ameis7
American-Samea7-er-the-Trust-Terr4tery-e-the-Paee-5.1ands-
shail-be-any-perten-ef-the-al+awable-preieet-eests-ef-the-pe.jeet7
net-te-exeeed-45-per-eentnm7-fts-the-Seeretary-eansaers-appreprate
fer-earn4ng-eut-the-prev4sens-ef-th5-part

-Landing-A4ds-

id}-Te-the-extent-that-the-preieet-eests-eE-an-appfeved-pre-
eet-fer-arpert-development-repre5ent-the-eest-e€-4I)--+and
requred-Eor-the-nstailaten-ef-appreaeh-ght-systems7-42}-teideh-
down-mone,-and-eertene-ridnway-Ightng7-er-i3*-hgh-ntensity
runway-Ightng7-the-Unted-States-share-shall-15e-net-te-emeeed
82-per-eentum-ef-the-ailewabie-easts-thereef7

Safety-eerteaten-and-Seetarty-Equipment-

ie}i4}-Te-the-extent-that-the-preeet-eest-ef-an-appyeved
preeet-fer-arpert-deveIepment-represents-the-eest-e-sefety
eeltipment-required-by-rule-er-reguIaten-er-eerteaten-e#
an-arpert-under-seetion-612-e€-the-Federa+-Avateft-Aet-e-1958
the-Unted-State5-share-may-net-exeeed-82-per-eentum-e•E-the-alew-
ab+e-eest-theree€-wth-respee-te-arpert-deveIepment-preieet-grant
agreements-entered-inte-after-May-I07-194I

i2}-Te-the-extent-that-the-preieet-eest-ef-aft-appreved-pre-
.jeet-fer-atpert-deve+epment-represents-the-east-ef-seehrty
equpment-reeltred-by-the-5eeretary-by-fule-er-regulaten7-the
United-States-share-may-set-exeeed-82-per-eentum-e.f-the-allewab.le-
eest-theree.E-t4th-respeet-te-arpert-deveIerment-preeet-gt,amt
agreements-entered-nte-after-September-287-I9417
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PROJECT SPONSORSHIP

Sec. 18 (49 U.S. Code 1718). As a condition precedent to his

approval of an airport development project under this part, the

Secretary shall receive assurances in writing, satisfactory to

him, that -

(1) the airport to which the project for airport development

relates will be available for public use on fair and reasona
ble

terms and without unjust discrimination;

(2) the airport and all facilities thereon or connected

therewith will be suitably operated and maintained, with due

regard to climatic and flood conditions;

(3) the aerial approaches to the airport will be adequately

cleared and protected by removing, lowering, relocating, mar
king,

or lighting or otherwise mitigating existing airport hazards an
d

by preventing the establishment or creation of future airpor
t

hazards;

(4) appropriate action, including the adoption of zoning law
s,

has been or will be taken, to the extent reasonable, to rest
rict

the use of land adjacent to or in the immediate vicinity 
of the

airport to activities and purposes compatible with normal ai
rport

operations, including landing and takeoff of aircraft;

(5) all of the facilities of the airport developed with

Federal financial assistance and all those usable for lan
ding

and takeoff of aircraft will be available to the United Stat
es

for use by Government aircraft in common with other aircr
aft at

all times without charge, except, if the use by Governmen
t aircraft

is substantial, a charge may be made for a reasonable share,

proportional to such use, of the cost of operating and maint
aining

the facilities used-p.

46*-the-arpert-eperater-er-owner-w11-furmish-wtheut-ea
st

te-the-FeaeraI-Gevernment-fer-use-n-eenmeetien-wth-any-a
ir

trae-eentrei-aetves7-er-weetther-repertng-and-eemm
dmea-

t,i,en-ftet4vties-reiated-te-a4r-traffe-eentrei7-any-areas
-e€-

land-er-water7-er-e5tate-there4n7-er-t4qhts-n-buldngs-e
f-the

spenser-as-the-Seeretary-eensdere-neeessary-er-desrdbIe-
fet'

eenstrldeten-at-Federal-expen9e-ef-spaee-er-faes-fer
-sueh-

purpeses7

i7}-all-preeet-fteeetnts-and-reeerds-w4ii-be-kept-n-fteee
rdanee

with-a-5tandard-system-ef-deeetintmg-preserbed-by-the-See
retary-

efter-eensultaten-wth-appreprate-puble-agemees,-

-03}-the-airport-operater-er-ewner-w11-mant.an-a-fee-anel
-

rental-sraettre-for-the-faelities-and-servees-beng-pr
evded-

the-a4rpart-users-whieh-will-make-the-arport-as-seIf-s
ustang-

aa-poss4bie-under-the-erecimstdnees-exstng-at-theit-part
euIar

eirpert7-taking-inte-cteeeunt-sueh-faeters-as-the-ve+dme-
e-traffie

and-eeenemy-ef-eelieetAen,
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i9}-the-airport-eperator-ar-awner-wiii-submit-te-the-Seere-
tan,-Bueh-annual-er-speeai-arpert-imaneal-and-eperat.4ene
reperts-as-the-Seeretary-may-reasonably-request7-tan4

il0}-the-arpert-and-ftli-e4rpert-reeerds-wiI-be-avaiI-
able-fer-nspeetien-by-any-duly-autherzed-agent-ef-the-Seere-
tary-upen-reasenable-regtiest

To insure compliance with this section, the Secretary shall pre-
scribe such project sponsorship requirements, consistent with
the terms of this part, as he considers necessary. Among other
steps to insure such compliance the Secretary is authorized to
enter into contracts with pubie-agene4es sponsors on behalf of
the United States. Whenever-the-Seeretary-obtans-€rem-e-spenser
any-afea-o-Ianci-er-water7-er-estate-theren7-or-rghts-n-btld-
ings-eE-the-spenser-and-eonstruets-spaee-er-faetes-thereen
at-Fedefai-expenser-he-s-tatitherEed-te-reieve-the-spenser-frem
any-eentfaettal-eblgaten-entereei-nte-under-th+s-part-or-the
Feeieral-Arpert-Aet-te-preveie-ree-spaee-n-arport-builtins
te-the-FeeieraI-Government-te-the-extent-hend-thet-spftee-ne
lenger-required-fer-the-ptirpe5es-set-ferth-n-pftragraph-i6}-e€
this-seeten7

GRANT AGREEMENTS

Sec. 19 (49 U. S. Code 1719). Upon approving a project
application for airport development, the Secretary, on behalf
of the United States, shall transmit to the sponsor or sponsors
of the project application an offer to make a grant for the
United States share of allowable project costs. An offer shall
be made upon such terms and conditions as the Secretary considers
necessary to meet the requirements of this part and the regula-
tions prescribed thereunder. Each offer shall state a definite
amount as the maximum obligation of the United States payable
from funds authorized by this part, and shall stipulate the
obligations to be assumed by the sponsor or sponsors. If and
when an offer is accepted in writing by the sponsor, the offer
and acceptance shall comprise an agreement constituting an obli-
gation of the United States and of the sponsor. Thereafter, the
amount stated in the accepted offer as the maximum obligation of
the United States may not be increased by more than 10 per centum.
Unless and until an agreement has been executed, the United States
may not pay, nor be obligated to pay, any portion of the costs
which have been or may be incurred.
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PROJECT COSTS

Allowable Project Costs

Sec. 20 (49 U.S. Code 1720). (a) Except as provided in
section 21 of this part, the United States may not pay, or be
obligated to pay, from amounts appropriated to carry out the
provisions of this part, any portion of a project cost incurred
in carrying out a project for airport development unless the
Secretary has first determined that the cost is allowable. A
project cost is allowable if -

(1) it was a reasonable and necessary cost incurred in accom-
plishing airport development in conformity with approved plans
and specifications for an approved airport development project
and with the terms and conditions of the grant agreement entered
into in connection with the project;

(2) it was incurred subsequent to the execution of the grant
agreement with respect to the project, and in connection with air-
port development accomplished under the project after the execu-
tion of the agreement. However, the allowable costs of a project
may include any necessary costs of formulating the project (includ-
ing the costs of field surveys and the preparation of plans and
specifications, the acquisition of land or interests therein or
easements through or other interests in airspace, and any necessary
administrative or other incidental costs incurred by the sponsor
specifically in connection with the accomplishment of the project
for airport development, which would not have been incurrcd other-
wise) which were incurred subsequent to May 13, 1946; and 

ia)-4n-the-en+n+en-ef-the-Seereary-+t-4s-reasenabIe-n-affietant7
and-4f-the-Seeretary-determ+nes-that-a-proieet-eost-5-unreasen--
ftbie-+n-ftmetInt7-he-may-aliew-ets-an-ftIewabIe-preieet-ee9t-emly
se-mueh-ef-31Aeh-peeeet-eest-as-he-deterfflnes-te-be-fedonable7--
exeept-thEvh-+n-ne-event-may-he-aliew-preeet-eests-4n-emeess-ef-
the-den+te-amount-stated-in-the-grant-a(greement,-and-

i4} (3) it has not been included in any project authorized
under section 13 of this part.

The Secretary is authorized to prescribe such regulations, includ-
ing regulations with respect to the auditing of project costs, as
he considers necessary to effectuate the purposes of this section.

eest5-Net-AIIewed

ib}.-The-ellewing-are-net-aIIewaele-preieet-eestsT---(1)--the-
ee9t-ef-eenstruet+en-ef-thd-part-ef-an-a+rpert-deve-lepment-pre-jeet
intended-fer-use-es-a-pubiie-parkng-€ae+++ty-fer-passenger-aute-
mob+les-7-er-i2*-the-east-ef-eanstrueten7-aiterat4en7-er-repar-
ef-a-hangar-er-of-any-part-ef-.en-a4rpert-buiIdng-exeept-sueh-e.f-
these-buId+ngs-er-parts-of-bud+mgs-+ntented-te-heuse-€ftees
er-ftet+ves-d+reetiy-related-te-the-safety-ef-persens-at-the
ftirpert7
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PAYMENTS UNDER GRANT AGREEMENTS

Sec. 21 (49 U. S. Code 1721). The Secretary, after con-
sultation with the sponsor with which a grant agreement has
been entered into, may determine the times and amounts in
which payments shall be made under the terms of a grant agree-
ment for airport development. Payments in an aggregate amount
not to exceed 90 per centum of the United States share of the
total estimated allowable project costs may be made from time
to time in advance of accomplishment of the airport development
to which the payments relate, if the sponsor certifies to the
Secretary that the aggregate expenditures to be made from the
advance payments will not at any time exceed the cost of the
airport development work which has been performed up to that
time. If the Secretary determines that the aggregate amount
of payments made under a grant agreement at any time exceeds
the United States share of the total allowable project costs,
the United States shall be entitled to recover the excess. If
the Secretary finds that the airport development to which the
advance payments relate has not been accomplished within a
reasonable time or the development is not completed, the United
States may recover any part of the advance payment for which
the United States received no benefit. Payments under a grant
agreement shall be made to the official or depository authorized
by law to receive public funds and designated by the sponsor.

PERFORMANCE OF CONSTRUCTION WORK

Regulations

Sec. 22 (49 U. S. Code 1722). (a) The construction work on
any project for airport development approved by the Secretary
pursuant to section 16 of this part shall be subject to inspec-
tion and approval by the Secretary and in accordance with regula-
tions prescribed by him. Such regulations shall require such
cost and progress reporting by the sponsor or sponsors of such
project as the Secretary shall deem necessary. No such regula-
tion shall have the effect of altering any contract in connection
•with any project entered into without actual notice of the regula-
tion.

Minimum Rates of Wages

(b) All contracts in excess of $2,000 for work on projects
for airport development approved under this part which involve
labor shall contain provisions establishing minimum rates of
wages, to be predetermined by the Secretary of Labor, in accord-
ance with the Davis-Bacon Act, as amended (40 U.S.C. 276a -
276a-5), which contractors shall pay to skilled and unskilled
labor, and such minimum rates shall be stated in the invitation
for bids and shall be included in proposals or bids for the work.
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Other Provisions as to Labor

(c) All contracts for work on projects for airport develop-

ment approved under this part which involve labor shall contain

such provisions as are necessary to insure (1) that no convict

labor shall be employed; and (2) that, in the employment of

labor (except in executive, administrative, and supervisory

positions), preference shall be given, where they are qualified,

to individuals who have served as persons in the military ser-

vice of the United States, as defined in section 101(1) of the

Soldiers' and Sailors' Civil Relief Act of 1940, as amended

(50 App. U.S.C. 511(1)), and who have been honorably discharged

from such service. However, this preference shall apply only

where the individuals are available and qualified to perform

the work to which the employment relates.

USE OF GOVERNMENT-OWNED LANDS

Requests for Use

Sec 23 (49 U. S. Code 1723). (a) Subeet-te-the-previeens

ef-subeeetien-ie}-e-this-secten, Whenever the Secretary deter-

mines that use of any lands owned or controlled by the United

States is reasonably necessary for carrying out a project for

airport development under this part, or for the operation of any

public use airport, including lands reasonably necessary to -

meet future development of an airport in accordance with the

national airport system plan, he shall file with the head of the

department or agency having control of the lands a request that

the necessary property interests therein be conveyed to the

pubi4e-ageney sponsorng of the project in question or owning or

controlling the airport. The property interest may consist of

the title to, or any other interest in, land or any easement

through or other interest in airspace.

Making of Conveyances

(b) Upon receipt of a request from the Secretary under this

section, the head of the department or agency having control of

the lands in question shall determine whether the requested

conveyance is inconsistent with the needs of the department or

agency, and shall notify the Secretary of his determination

within a period of four months after receipt of the Secretary's

request. If the department or agency head determines that the

requested conveyance is not inconsistent with the needs of that

department or agency, the department or agency head is hereby

authorized and directed, with the approval of the President and

the Attorney General of the United States, and without any

expense to the United States, to perform any acts and to execute

any instruments necessary to make the conveyance requested. A

conveyance may be made only om the condition that, at the option
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of the Secretary, the property interest conveyed shall revert
to the United States in the event that the lands in question
are not developed for airport purposes or used in a manner
consistent with the terms of the conveyance. If only a part
of the property interest conveyed is not developed for airport
purposes, or used in a manner consistent with the terms of the
conveyance, only that particular part shall at the option of
the Secretary, revert to the United States.

Exempten-ef-eertan-Lands

ie*-Unless-etherw4se-speef4eaIly-prev4ded-by-Iaw7-the
prevens-ettbseetens-ia}-elnd-ibi--ef-th5-seeten-shalI
net-apply-w4th-repeet-to-lands-ewne4-er-eentre4Ied-by-the
Unted-States-w4th4n-any-natena+-park7-natenal-mentment,
natenal-reereat4en-areft7-5r-siar-areft-tInder-the-admn4stra-
ten-aE.-the-Ntateneci-Park-Serviee7-within-any-tinit-ef-the
Natenai-W4fe-Reftige-System-er-s4milar-area-tinder-the-urs-
eleten-ef-the-Bureatt-ef-Spert-Psheres-and-WIdlEeT-er
withn-any-natenal-orest-er-Indan-reservatienT

REPORTS TO CONGRESS

Sec. 24 (49 U. S. Code 1724). On or before the third day
of January of each year the Secretary shall make a report to
the Congress describing his operations under this part during
the preceding fiscal year. The report shall include a detailed
statement of the airport development accomplished, the status
of each project undertaken, the allocation of appropriations, anti
an itemized statement of expenditures and receipts, and a recapit-
ulation of the accumulated total of the number of projects and 
federal funds granted to each airport in the National Airport 
System Plan.

FALSE STATEMENTS

Sec. 25 (49 U. S. Code 1725). Any officer, agent, or em-
ployee of the United States, or any officer, agent, or employee
of any 151,115+e-ageney sponsor, or any person, association, firm,
or corporation who, with intent to defraud the United States -

(1) knowingly makes any false statement, false rep-
resentation, or false report as to the character, quality,
quantity, or cost of the material used or to be used, or
the quantity or quality of the work performed or to be per-
formed, or the costs thereof, in connection with the sub-
mission of plans, maps, specifications, contracts, or esti-
mates of project costs for any project submitted to the
Secretary for approval under this part;

(2) knowingly makes any false statement, false repre-
sentation, or false report or claim for work or materials for
any project approved by the Secretary under this part; or
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(3) knowingly makes any false statement 
or false rep-

resentation in any report required to be m
ade under this

part;

shall, upon conviction thereof, be pun
ished by imprisonment

for not to exceed five years or by a fin
e of not to exceed

$10,000, or by both.

ACCESS TO RECORDS

Recordkeeping Requirements

Sec. 26 (49 U.S. Code 1726). (a) Each recipient of a grant

under this part shall keep such records as t
he Secretary may pre-

scribe, including records which fully disclo
se the amount and

the disposition by the recipient of the proc
eeds of the grant,

the total cost of the plan or program in con
nection with which

the grant is given or used, and the amount
 and nature of that

portion of the cost of the plan or program s
upplied by other

sources, and such other records as will faci
litate an effective

audit.

Audit and Examination

(b) The Secretary and the Comptroller Gene
ral of the United

States, or any of their duly authorized re
presentatives, shall

have access for the purpose of audit and e
xamination to any books,

documents, papers, and records of the reci
pient that are pertinent

to grants received under this part.

Audit Reports

(c) In any case in which an independent au
dit is made of the

accounts of a recipient of a grant under t
his part relating to

the disposition of the proceeds of such gr
ant or relating to the

plan or program in connection with which 
the grant was given or

used, the recipient shall file a certified
 copy of such audit with

the Comptroller General of the United States not
 later than six

months following the close of the fiscal year 
for which the audit

was made. On or before January 3 of each year the Comptrol
ler

General shall make a report to the Congress desc
ribing the results

of each audit conducted or reviewed by him under
 this section

during the preceeding fiscal year. The Comptroller General shall

prescribe such regulations as he may deem necess
ary to carry out

the provisions of this subsection.

Withholding Information

(d) Nothing in this section shall authorize th
e withholding

of information by the Secretary or the Comptroller
 General of the

United States, or any officer or employee under 
the control of

either of them, from the duly authorized committee
s of the Congress.
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GENERAL POWERS

Sec. 27 (49 U. S. Code 1727). The Secretary is empowered to
perform such acts, to conduct such investigations and public hear-
ings, to issue and amend such orders, and to make and amend such
regulations and procedures, pursuant to and consistent with the
provisions of this part, as he considers necessary to carry out
the provisions of, and to exercise and perform his powers and
duties under, this part.

PART III - MISCELLANEOUS

AMENDMENTS TO FEDERAL AVIATION ACT OF 1958

Procurement Procedures

Sec. 51. (a) (1) Section 303 of the Federal Aviation Act of
1958 (49 U.S.C. 1344) is amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new subsection:

"Negotiation of Purchases and Contracts

"(e) The Secretary of Transportation may negotiate without
advertising purchases of and contracts for technical or special
property related to, or in support of, air navigation that he deter-
mines to require a substantial initial investment or an extended
period of preparation for manufacture, and for which he determines
that formal advertising would be likely to result in additional cost
to the Government by reason of duplication of investment or would
result in duplication of necessary preparation which would unduly
delay the procurement of the property. The Secretary shall, at the
beginning of each fiscal year, report to the Committee on Interei!ate
and-Feregn-eemmeree Public Works and Transportation of the House
of Representatives and the Committee on Commerce of the Senate all
transactions negotiated under this subsection during the preceding
fiscal year."

(2) Table of Contents. - That portion of the table of con-
tents contained in the first section of the Federal Aviation Act
of 1958 which appears under the side heading "Sec. 303. Admin-
istration of the Agency." is amended by adding at the end thereof
the following:

"(e) Negotiation of purchases and contracts."

ikrpert-Eertifieaten

0}-41*-Title-VI-ef-the-Federal-Aviaten-Aet-ef-1968--(49
UTSTET-1421-1431}7-relating-te-safety-reguiatiem-ef-eivaere-
nauties7.45-amended-ey-adding-at-the-end-thereef-the-fe+lewing
new-seetieml

nMrpert-eperating-eertifieetes
flPewer-te-Issue

mgee,-.61-2,--4a4-The-AdwiR.istater-i-empowex'Qd-te-issue-air=
pert-opertating-eertifiefttes-te-airperts-sefAriftl-ai-eaers
certificated-by-the-eivii-AeroneutAes-Bead-aftel-te-estab44sh
minimum-snfety-stendards-fer-the-eperatiem-e€-seeh-ailTert.s,
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-u-ls-stlance

iLibi--Any-persen-de-airing-to-eperate-an-atrpert-servng-ar

earriers-eertifieated-hy-the-Rerenautes-Beard-may-f-ile

with-the-Admnistrater-an-applieation-fer-an-airpert-eperat-ing

eertifeate-,--if-the-Admin.istrater-finda7-after-investigattolvi

that-sneh-peraen-is-properIy-and-adegliateiy-eghipped-and-able

to-eordtet-a-safe-eperation-in-aeeordanee-with-the-regta-irements

ef-ths-Aet-and-the-ruies7-reguiations7-and-standards-preser4bed

thereunder7-he-hhaIi-istie-an-airport-operating-eertif4eate-te

theh-persen7--Each-airport-eperating-eertifieate-shaii-preser4he

such-terma7-eendit4on-57-andat4e115-as-are-reasenably-neees-

sary-te-as.sure-safety-411-ar-transpertation7-ineIadag-but-net

iimted-to7-term57-eonditons7-and-±imitatona-reiatng-to--

nii}-the-instaiiation7-aperatien7-and-ma4ntenanee-of

adequate-ar-havgaten-€aeilesi--and

-1142*--the-eperaten-and-maintenanee-e.E-adequate-eafety

equipment7-ineIladmg-fireightAng-anel-reaelde-eepdipfflent-eap-

ahIe-ef-rapid-aeeess-te-any-pertien-ef-the-airpert-tased-€er

the-landlig7-takeef,--er-suraee-maftetiverag-ef-ai.ret-ait7,,-

i2}-Tahie-of-eantents7---That-parttan-of-the-tah±e-of-een-

tents-eontained-in-the-f±rst-seetion-of-the-Federa±-Aviaten

Aet-of-1958-whieh-appears-ander-the-eenter-head4ng-uTt±e-VI--

Safety-Reguiaten-ef-eivil-Aeronant±em'i-ia-amended-hy-addag-at

the-end-thereof-the-foilewingl-

-uSee7-6I2,-Airpert-aperating-eertifieates7

nia}-Pewer-te-isaue7

uib}-±smaance727

ie*-Prehlaitens=--Section-6149ia}-of-sach-Aet-i49-1,37STE7

14e0ia}}7-re+ating-te-prehibitions7-is-amended--

iA}-hy-striking-out"andu-at-the-end-of-paragraph-i6}-7

-03}-hp-striking-eut-the-period-at-the-end-of-paragraph

iq}-and-insert+ng-in-lieu-thereof-n-randuTand

4e}-hy-adding-at-the-end-thereaf-the-foi±owing-new

paragraph:-

8}-For-any-person-to-operate-an-airport-serv±ng-air

earriera-eertifieated-by-the-eirsi-Aeronautics-Board-without-an

airpert-eperating-eertifieate7-or-in-riolation-of-the-terms-of

any-steh-eereateTu

i4}-Effective-Bate7---The-amendments-made-by-paragraph-i3}

of-thia-sabseetion-shaii-take-effect-apon-the-expiration-of-the

three-year-period-beginning-on-the-date-of-their-enactmentz
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REPEAL; CONFORMING AMENDMENTS; SAVING
PROVISIONS; AND SEPARABILITY

Repeal

Sec. 52 (a) The Federal Airport Act (49 U.S.C. 1101 et seq.)
is repealed as of the close of June 30, 1970.

'Conforming Amendments

(b)(1) The first section of the Act of March 18, 1950, relat-
ing to Department of the Interior Airports (16 U.S.C. 7a) is
amended by striking out "Administrator of the Federal Aviation
Agency" each place it appears and inserting in lieu thereof at
each such place "Secretary of Transportation".

(2) Section 509(c) of the Public Works and Economic Develop-
ment Act of 1965 (42 U.S.C. 3188a) is amended by inserting "Air-
port and Airway Development Act of 1970;" immediately after "Federal
Airport Act;".

(3) Section 208(2) of the Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan
Development Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 3338(2)) is amended by inserting
"section 19 of the Airport and Airway Development Act of 1970;"
immediately after "section 12 of the Federal Airport Act;".

(4) The Federal Aviation Act of 1958 (49 U.S.C. 1301 et seq.)
is amended -

(A) by striking out "or by the Federal Airport Act"
in section 313(c) and inserting in lieu thereof ", the Federal
Airport Act, or the Airport and Airway Development Act of
1970"; and

(B) by striking out "Federal Airport Act" in section
1109(e) and inserting in lieu thereof "Airport and Airway
Development Act of 1970".

(5) Section 214(c) of the Appalachian Regional Development
Act of 1965 (40 App. U.S.C. 214(c)) is amended by inserting
"Airport and Airway Development Act of 1970;" immediately after
"Federal Airport Act;".

(6) Section 13(g)(1) of the Surplus Property Act of 1944
(50 App. U.S.C. 1622(g)(1)) is amended by striking out "FederalAirport Act (60 Stat. 170)" and inserting in lieu thereof "Air-port and Airway Development Act of 1970".

(7), Reorganization Plan Numbered 14 of 1950 (64 Stat. 1267)
is amended by striking out "and (h)" and inserting in lieu thereof"(h) the Airport and Airway Development Act of 1970; and (i))".
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Saving Provisions

(c) All orders, determinations, rules, regulations, permits,

contracts, certificates, licenses, grants, rights, and privileges

which have been issued, made, granted, or allowed to become

effective by the President, the Secretary of Transportation, or

any court of competent jurisdiction under any provision of the

Federal Airport Act, as amended, which are in effect at the time

this section takes effect, are continued in effect according

to their terms until modified, terminated, superseded, set aside,

or repealed by the Secretary of Transportation or by any court of

competent jurisdiction, or by operation of law.

Separability

(d) If any provision of this title or the application thereof

to any person or circumstances is held invalid, the remainder

of the title and the application of the provision to other persons

or circumstances is not affected thereby.

MAXIMIiM CHARGES FOR CERTAIN
OVERTIME SERVICES

Sec. 53 (49 U. S. Code 1741). (a) Notwithstanding the .

provisions of section 451 of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C.

1451) of any other provisions of law, the-mam-ameun-payabIe

by no payment shall be required of the owner, operator, or agent

of any private aircraft or private vessel for services performed

on or after July-17-19q0-upen-the-request-ef-sueb-owner7-eperater7

er-agent7 thirty days following enactment of this section by

officers and employees of the Customs Service, by officers and

employees of the Immigration and Naturalization Service, by

officers and employees (including an independent contractor per-

forming inspectional services) of the Public Health Service, and

by officers and employees of the Department of Agriculture en-a-

5unday-er-beIday7-es-at-any-time-ater-5-e1eleek-pestmedan

es-befere-8-eleleek-antemeran-en-a-week-day7 in connection

with the arrival in or departure from the United States of such

private aircraft or vessel, shall-met-emeeed-$25,

ibi—Netwithstanding-any-ether-previs4en-o-Iaw7-ne-payment

shal+-be-reelsred-far-servees-deser4bed-n-subseeten-4a}-f-

Btleh-serv4ees-are-perfermed-en-a-week-day-and-en-efeer-er-

empleyee-statened-en-hs-reguIar-teur-eE-duty-at-the-piaee-e-

arrvai-er-departure-4s-avaiable-te-perferm-sueh-servees7

ie4--Affieunts-payable-fer-servees-deserbed-n-stibseeten

4e0.--sha.11-be-esIIeeted-by-the-Bepattnient-er-ageney-prevdng

the-servees-and-shell-be-depeted-nte-the-Treasury-e€-the

United-States-te-the-eredei-the-apprepr4atien-ef-that-ageney

eharged-wth-the-expense-ef-stieb-serv4ee57
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4d-Y (b) As used in this section -

(1) the term "private aircraft" means any civilian aircraftnot being used to transport persons or property for compensationor hire, and

(2) the term "private vessel" means any civilian vessel notbeing used (A) to transport persons or property for compensationor hire, or (B) in fishing operations or in processing of fish orfish products.

EMERGENCY LOCATOR TRANSMITTERS 

Sec. 54. Section 601(d)(2) of the Federal Aviation Act of 1958 (49 U.S.C. 1421(d)(2)) is amended by striking out "and" at the end of clause (H), striking out the period at the end of clause (I) and inserting in lieu thereof a semicolon and the word "and", and inserting at the end thereof a new clause to read as follows: 

"(J) Aircraft equipped with an emergency locatar-transmitter which has been temporarily removed for repair, modification or replacement.". 

AIRCRAFT REGISTRATION

Sec. 55. Section 501(b)(1) of the Federal Aviation Act of 1958 (49 U.S.C. 1401(b)(1)) is amended to read as follows: 

"(1) It is owned by a citizen of the United Statesor an individual citizen of a foreign contracting state to the Convention on International Civil Aviation who has been lawfully admitted for permanent residence in the United States and it is not registered under the laws of any foreign country;or".
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ar

[The following information was referred to on p. 218:]

AOPA has been critical of what it termed wasteful and excessive spending
on the part of the FAA. AOPA has expressed this concern for well over a decade,
long before the imposition of "user" taxes although they have precipitated a
sharp increase in the complaints we receive from members. Before "user" taxes,
our members were concerned about the drain on their pocket books as a result
of general taxation. With "user" taxes they have suffered not only the increases
in general taxation suffered by other taxpayers but the addition Of the special
"user" taxes as well.

Wasteful and excessive spending arises from decisions reflecting errors as to
what programs, facilities and services are necessary, reasonable, and adequate
for the purpose.
The following material gives indicative examples of the problem rather than

exhaustive.
An FAA contract study by Burns & McDonnell Company was completed this

year and is available from the FAA. It documents, through a study of airports
developed with and without federal aid, that adequate airports can be developed
without the excessive costs generated by ADAP requirements. On the average,
airports developed without FAA assistance cost 32.5% less than those with
such assistance.

Criteria established by the FAA permit the establishment of a tower at any
airport served by an air carrier if itinerant operations amount to 24,000 and
at airports not so served if itinerant operations amount to 50,000. We contend
the differential is not justified and that in both cases the level should be set at
100,000 itinerant operations. (Itinerant operations constitute approximtely 63.9%
of total operations; therefore 24,000 itinerant is equivalent to 37,558 total; 50,000
is equivalent to 8,246;7 and 100,000 is equivalent to 156,494 total operations.)
If the criteria were raised as we recommend, 255 of the existing 402 towers

could be decommissioned and approximately $200 million would be saved in
annual operating costs. Proportional savings would be achieved in maintenance
and capital costs.
A reduction of this magnitude in the number of towers would still leave 147

in existence, enough to cover requirements at all large, medium and small hubs
which account for the enplanement of 95.5% of air carrier passengers.
Over half the existing towers operate 24 hours per day yet few if any have

sufficient traffic during the hours from 11 pm to 7 am to warrant traffic control
service. Tower operation during these hours is a waste of manpower and energy
resources.
During the course of the DOT cost allocation study, a study by DOT staff

compared the cost of operation of 22 FAA and non-FAA towers. The results were
never released or published—despite our request—but we understand that non-
federal tower operational costs were significantly lower—something in the order
of one half.
GAO Report B-164497, Costly Requirements for Certain Control Towers, Navi-

gation Aids, and Airport Lights, issued December 10, 1974, indicated that "the
least expensive FAA low-activity airport traffic control tower GAO reviewed cost
$189,000 while costs ranged from $32,000 to $128,000 for five non-FAA towers
GAO reviewed."
In one of the cases reviewed by GAO, the tower at Beverly, Mass., the total

construction cost under the FAA program was $199,700 in contrast to a state
proposal for modernization at a cost of only $52,000.
Only 3% of the airports in the nation have towers. Hence it cannot reasonably

be contended that a tower is essential to the operation of an airport. Similarly,
20% of the airports served by air carriers are without towers and it cannot be
contended logically that a tower is essential to the operation of such an airport
for reasons of either safety or efficiency. Otherwise, the FAA would not permit
air carrier operation, nor would the carriers engage in operation, nor would the
airline pilots consent to fly into, nor would passengers eons-nt to he fhwn into
airports without towers. The decision on whether to provide a tower must be
based upon a determination of the volume of traffic and the runway layout which
necessitates a tower. Thus, for instance, an airport with two pa rall el runways
of differing lengths with contrarotating traffic patterns could handle a much
higher volume of small and large aircraft traffic without a tower than could an
airport with three intersecting runways. The FAA has not promoted this solution
to airport capacity.

61-350 0-75-17
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The FAA seeks an exceptionally high degree of reliability in the electronic
equipment it procures. Reliabilities in the order of 95% to 98% to 99% are
achieved only at exceptional costs. At the same time, the FAA pursues a program
of "system redundancy", i.e., providing identical backup electronic (or electrical)
systems. On the other hand, equipment with reliabilities in the range of 80%
to 90% can be achieved at much more reasonable costs. Therefore, where
redundant equipment is provided, lower component reliability can be accepted
and lower total costs will be incurred.
Until recently, the FAA has relied upon its own resources to establish and

commission new facilities rather than employ "turnkey" contracts with suppliers.
This resulted in costs 50% to 100% higher than necessary. Now the FAA is
making some use of turnkey contracts. As a result, where the average FAA
installation of a VOR-DME exceeds $400,000 a turnkey contract provided one
at Sandusky, Ohio, for less than $150,000.
FAA specifications and procedures have other impacts. VOR-DMES installed

on a turnkey basis for local authorities at Hayward, Wis., and Robinson, Ill.
rather than the FAA, cost half as much as the one at Sandusky.
Relocation of FAA facilities and equipment costs considerably more than

establishment of new facilities. Installation of a new VORTAC can cost $350,000
to P00.000 aq a general thing but relocation will cost something in the order of
$500,000 to $700,000. Similar relationships occur in connection with towers and
other items. It would be cheaper to scrap or abandon the old facility than to
reit:ea te it.
Instrument landing system (ILS) criteria call for establishment of an ILS

at any airport served by air carrier turbojet aircraft regardless of whether an
instrument weather problem is likely to be encountered. Thus, an ILS was
installed at a cost of $191,815, plus annual maintenance costs in the order of
$20,000, at St. Croix, V.I., a location that does not have instrument weather
conditions half a day per year.
Expensive precision approach facilities are frequently established at airports

which already have a non-precision approach. Unless the more expensive system
results in a much higher percentage of landings during adverse weather condi-
tions than would be achieved by the non-precision system, it is a waste. This is
often the case.

Currently there is considerable agitation on the part of airline pilots for the
provision of visual approach slope indicators (VASI) on the ends of all runways
used by air carriers. So far, the FAA has not generally allowed a VAST on a
runway equipped with an electronic glide slope but there are indications the
FAA may yield on their present policy. If it does, this will result in needless
expenditures.

Expenditures for radar have led to wasteful extensions of positive control both
in terminal areas in the form of terminal control areas (TCA) and at altitudes
above 12,500 feet. This has forced aircraft owners to buy transponders and
altitude encoders in order to fly in such airspace or to crowd more closely to-
gether in the remaining airspace not positively controlled. Thus, FAA required
more equipment and more people and aircraft owners suffered a substantial loss
in aircraft utility.
The GAO report mentioned previously also indicated excessive costs related

to air navigation aids and airport lights caused by excessive specifications and
requirements.

Airport security requirements have caused the replacement of four foot fences
with six foot fences, which means the trespasser may have to pole vault instead
of high jump. At Rockford, Ill., this resulted in an unjustified expenditure of
$220,000.
FAA airport beacons cost about $26,000 while an Ohio company makes adequate

ones for $800. FAA specifies runway light bulbs with an 800 hour life that cost
$7 while a state uses traffic light bulbs with the same candlepower and a 20,000
hour life that cost 67¢ each.
House Government Operations Committee hearings last year revealed that

the FAA had contracted for an electronic voice switching system for which no
operational requirement had been stated by the Air Traffic Service and despite
a previous adverse recommendation by Mitre in 1968. The project was suffering
cost overruns of 28% and was three years behind schedule when it was cancelled
last year at a total loss of $13 million.
The FAA has spent in excess of $50 million to develop a microwave landing

system (MLS) and still pursues the project despite the fact that an alternate
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system is now available off the shelf at much less cost and is adequate for all
verified requirements. The only thing the interim system MLS (ISMLS ) does
not do is provide curved and variable glide slopes. We have yet to learn of a pilot,
air carrier or general aviation, who wants to fly these kind of glide slopes since
the essence of a safe approach is a stabilized flight path.

Utter waste is probably best represented by the $57,000 FAA study of "anthro-
pometry of Airline Stewardesses" to ascertain their measurements since the
standards employed by the airlines for hiring these women could have been
obtained for the asking.
The FAA continues to pursue development of self-briefing cathode ray terminals

for the Flight Service Station system. We contend that industry is fully able
to develop these terminals and should market them directly to the potential
customers. They should not be included in the FAA program to modernize the
FSS system.

Earlier in the year we completed the following review of the FAA's proposed
Engineering and Development program for FY-76. It shows how, where and why
we believe these costs could be reduced by 80%.

Program

AO PA
FAA recommen-

estimate dation

1. System  5.8  
Research direction, included in the FAA operations appropriation, provides

;17,900,000 for activities related to "overall system engineering and guidance."
That is more than ample to cover the guidance required in this program.

2. Radar 
3. Beacon  10.0 5. 0

A decision is required whether ATCRBS should be improved or DABS should
be developed for the future system. Work should proceed on one but not both.

4. Navigation  3.5 1.0
Reduce to this level pending a decision on which way to go for the national

navigation system. RNAV R. & D. efforts should be drastically curtailed. The
equipment is available but the controllers are reluctant to let pilots use it in the
low altitude structure.

5. Airborne separation assurance  .9  
Equipment is available and more is becoming available from private develop-

ers. The need is for a national standard, not R. &
6. Communications  3.4  

Off-the-shelf procurement is available and private R. & D. is available to fill
remaining needs.

7. Approach and Landing Systems  17.0  
Interim MLS is available off the shelf and serves all needs expresseJ by the

pilots who will use it. There is no verified or verifiable advantage to continuation
of the national MLS development program.

8. Airport/airside   4.5 .5
These problems are largely site specific and should be left to local solution.

The amount recommended is for airport surface traffic control development.
9. Airport/landside  .5  

These problems also are site specific and involve local planning and coordina-
tion of implementation rather than engineerirg and uevelopment.

10. Oceanic   .9 .9
11. ATC systems command center automation  1.7  

The functions are al reaHv being performed and working relatively satisfactor-
ily. Further automation I as not in the past and is not likely in the uture to im-
prove systr m capacity.

12. En roLte control  9.4 2.3
A large amount involves NAFEC which ye recommend be closed. The UG3RD

does not give promise of being a worthwhile investment.
13. Flight service stations (FSS)  4.3 2.0

The DOT report on FSS modernization was rejected by the users and FAA has
agreed to a different plan which involves operational testing. 1 his will require a
substantially smaller amount of R. & D. for this program. The self-briefing termi-
nal element can be undertaken by private enterprise without Federal financial
assistance.

14. Terminal/tower control  7.6 2.0
Additional work is warranted on metering, spacing and conflict preciction.

Since tower and related criteria are being modified to provide for fewer towers,
there is no need for a family of equipments or great enhancement.

15. Weather  1.6  
This program should be the responsibility of NOAA in accordance with sec. 310

of the Federal Aviation Act.
16. Technology  .8  

The benefits of this program are doubtful. Any essential Federal activity
should be undertaken by NASA and the balance left to private sponsors.

17. Satellites  5.0 3.0
This program should be reduced to the amount needed to fulfill international

commitments for A EROSAT and the rest should be deferred pending completion
of that test program.
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Program

AOPA
FAA recommen-

esti mate dation

18. Aircraft safety  4.0  
NASA is already deeply involved in programs relating to crashworthiness, fire

prevention and control, aircraft controlability and man-machine relationships.
Duplication and dual funding is unnecessary. Security problems should be left to
the airlines.

19. Aviation medicine  2.7  
There is no evidence that R. & D. along these lines has produced a useful out-

put or that medical factors are a significant problem to aviation safety.
20. Environment  6.8  

Efforts along these lines should be left entirely to NASA and private enterprise.
21. Support  2.6 1.6

Amount recommended is for wake vortex work. Essentially, performance as-
surance is remote monitoring and has already been developed for ISMLS. Private
enterprise is able to provide the adaptations necessary.

Program total 93.4 18.3

Senator CANNON. The next witness is Mr. Richard I. Hornbeck,
treasurer, National Business Aircraft Association, Inc.

STATEMENT OF RICHARD I. HORNBECK, TREASURER, NATIONAL
BUSINESS AIRCRAFT ASSOCIATION, INC., WASHINGTON, D.C.,
AND MANAGER OF THE AIR TRANSPORT OPERATION OF GEN-
ERAL ELECTRIC CO.; ACCOMPANIED BY JOHN H. WINANT, PRESI-
DENT; FREDERICK B. McINTOSH, DIRECTOR OF OPERATIONAL
SERVICES; AND ROBERT A. COOKE, MANAGER OF AIRPORT
SERVICES, NBAA

Mr. HORNBECK. Mr. Chairman, members of the subcommittee, let me
introduce myself and the others who are here to present the view of
the National Business Aircraft Association.
I am Richard Hornbeck, an elected officer of NBAA, serving cur-

rently as its treasurer. I have also been a member of the board of
directors since 1971. My principal occupation is that of manager of
the Air Transport Operation of the General Electric Co. That opera-
tion is based at the Westchester County Airport in White Plains, N.Y.
With me this morning are John H. Winant, who is the appointive

president of NBAA and its chief operating officer; Frederick B. Mc-
Intosh, staff director of operational services; and Robert A. Cooke,
staff manager of airport services.
NBAA has been in existence since 1947, with principal purposes

of promoting and protecting the best interests of business aviation
in the United States. Its membership consists of some 1,200 American
companies and individual businessmen who own or operate aircraft
as a business tool; that is, in furtherance of the fundamental business
purposes of their companies.
Of the 155,000 civil aircraft in this country, approximately 45,000

are used principally for business purposes. Ours is the largest element
in general aviation in terms of hours and miles flown, and it is also
the most diverse in terms of the kinds of aircraft used. The business
fleet includes thousands of single-engine piston aircraft and spans
the entire spectrum of other types of fixed- and rotary-wing equipment,
up to and including turbojet aircraft with intercontinental range
capabilities.
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Adding further to the diversity of business aviation is the fact that
its aircraft are piloted in many cases by businessmen pilots whose
principal occupations may be in the company's marketing, engineering,
executive, or other "line" functions; and in many thousands of other
cases by company employees who are full-time pilots with experience
and credentials of the highest professional degree.
I stress the broad base and nature of business aviation because its

diversity makes it unique in the aviation world. Its very nature gives
it points of common interest with every other segment of aviation,
from those whose primary interests encompass private flying only,
to those whose principal concerns involve commercial and certificated
aviation. Our aircraft utilize every type of airport, from the smallest
sod strip to the largest intercontinental hub airport. We present our
views, then, on the basis that the diversity of our interests makes
NBAA's positions ones which are thoughtfully predicated, balanced,
and reasoned.
I shall not comment on each and every item of the legislative pro-

posals which have been put forth with respect to eytensiorl and amend-
ment of the Airport and Airways Development Act of 1970. There
are a number of items which we feel merit explicit comment, however,
and it is to these that I address NBAA's views. If the subcommittee
members have auestions on items not expressly covered in these
remarks, we shall, of course, be pleased to comment on them.

EXTENSION OF LEGISLATION

NBAA feels that the act, and the airport program contained in it,
should be extended for a 5-year period. T1ij, we believe, is consonant
with Congress intent as expressed in 1970 when this subcommittee
took the leadership in developing a program which would extend over
the subsequent decade. It is our view that the review currently taking
place was intended to be an overview of how well the act's principal
purposes were fulfilled during the first 5 years of the decade, and not
as a trigger point for shifting basic emphasis or policy. We believe
Congress judgment was sound in envisioning the need for a 10-year
Federal airport and airway development program, and we support
continuation for the programs established by the act for the full term
of that decade.
We wish to make note here that there appears to be divergence of

opinion, at least on the House side, as to whether the act should be
extended for 5 years, or for the relatively short span of 2 years. We
can understand some of the basic reasons for reluctance to go beyond
2 years, but we wish to emphasize that there are necessities for longer
range planning, and for reasonable leadtimes, which convince us that
a 5-year plan is preferable. As a compromise approach, we would be
agreeable to a 5-year program, set out in positive and firm snecifica-
tions, which would be subject to a review at the end of 2 years. But
we would not favor a program under which vital, long-range needs
would be subject to elemental restructuring only 2 years from now.
We also wish to state most emphatically, with respect to extension

of the act, that we oppose the administration's proposal, as stated in
the bill which it presented to this subcommittee in the spring, to totally
sever general aviation airport development from the Federal program
after fiscal 1978. Such a concept implies a policy which would recognize
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two airport systems, one of "Federal" and interstate nature, the other
of "local," intrastate dimension. The entire history of Federal statutory
leadership in aviation clearly tells us that all airports are part of. one
national system which binds the States and the individual communities
together because they collectively make possible an air transportation
system which is interstate in nature. We feel most positively that a
strong Federal presence is necessary to the orderly development of
general aviation airports, on the basis that there is strong national
public benefit in our airport system.
With respect to the question of general aviation development, we also

wish to comment on other proposals which have been made to test
the ability of the individual States to assume responsibility for admin-
istering the Federal program. One such proposal calls for a "demon-
stration" project involving a small number of States which would be
given such authority over the next 2 to 3 years. The aim of such a proj-
e,ct would be to provide a test bed, and if the results were deemed sat-
isfactory, then presumably the same kind of authority could be given
to other States, or perhaps to all States. We are extremely skeptical
about this concept, for the same reasons that we are opposed to the
severance of the entire general aviation development program from
Federal overview and leadership.
NBAA feels that a much more realistic approach would involve

greater Federal utilization of State resources and management where
available. If a federally approved ADAP project involved an airport
which was contained in that State's aviation system plan, it would
appear sound that the State could utilize its own management and
standards to the good mutual advantage of all concerned. An airport
which was included in both the NASP and the State system plan
could conceivably receive additional support from State resources.
In 1970 Congress clearly stated that it would take a minimum of 10

years to revitalize the airport and airway system of this country. This
declaration set forth aviation's high priority in unmistakable terms.
We should encourage the States to support this national goal in any
manner possible, and we firmly resist any relaxation that might lead
to untenable pressures to convert aviation funding to discretionary use
by States for other forms of transportation.
We would add, as a footnote, that there are implications bearing on

safety of operations which merit serious thought when consideration
is given to the general aviation airport program. There are a number
of States which work effectively and well in the promotion of airport
development. But there are also States which have no constituted State
agency dealing with the matter. There would be great divergence of
performance, then, State by State, and we feel this could lead to
gaps of serious proportions in the maintenance of requisite safety
standards.

FUNDING LEVELS

I might interject here, Mr. Chairman, that the act described certain
airports as those "served by air carriers."
While I shall use the act's terminology, I wish to note that there are

no airports which are exclusively air carrier airports.
Airports so termed are actually used by all segments of aviation.

There is cogent evidence that the existing annual funding levels for
the airport development are not sufficient to produce a satisfactory
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national system of airports by the end of the 1970's. NBAA frankly
does not have a specific level to recommend with respect to air carrier
and reliever airport development, and believes that the Congress
should make a "best judgment" decision which satisfies two criteria:

First, the total should be in that realm which lies between the $300
million for air carrier reliever airports recommended by the Admin-
istration and the higher level ranges recommended by spokesmen for
the airport community.
Second, the funding level for these types of airports—and for all

other funding levels as well—should aim at a balance between expendi-
ture and revenue which is predicated on taxes which are not higher in
rate than those existing today.
NBAA, then, asks for a "balance sheet" approach between expendi-

tures and revenue, on the basis that such an approach constitutes re-
sponsible, sound fiscal policy during what is, and will continue to be,
a difficult period in constructing the Federal budget.
NBAA feels that the funding level for general aviation airports

should be increased above the existing $35 million per year, to the
extent that current, or even less, user taxes can be retained. If achiev-
ing that objective implies a funding level of $50 million a year, for
example, we shall be satisfied with such level. If the funding level
could reach $75 million a year under such a caveat, we would welcome
that figure.

APPORTIONMENT FORMULAS

NBAA believes that the amount of apportionment permitted in the
discretion of the Secretary of Transportation should remain at or
near the existing level, rather than be lowered substantially as is pro-
posed by the Administration. We feel that the discretionary appor-
tionment is vitally important to development of reliever airports,
which we believe should take on a role of increasing importance to the
national aviation system in future years.
With respect to the general aviation airport program, we believe

the present State distribution formula, based on land and population
with 25 percent of funds subject to the Secretary's discretion, is ac-
ceptable. We are not convinced of the soundness of the Administra-
tion's proposal to utilize the number of general aviation aircraft that
are principally flown within the State of registration. Our experience
tells us empirically that business aircraft are interstate vehicels by
nature and purpose.

PROJECT ELIGIBILITY

NBAA believes that the current ground rules which govern project
eligibility should not be substantially changed. We note that there are
thoughtful proposals which would include use of aviation trust fund
moneys for certain limited portions of airport terminal corstruction.
We would note that at general aviation airports, construction of termi-
nal facilities is, in our view, a problem of minor proportions. The need
for extensive terminal facilities simply does not exist. We would much
prefer to see available trust fund moneys applied to runways, taxi-
ways, navigational aids, and safety equipment. The Administration
proposes to change the definition of "airport development" to include
only visual landing aids and to exclude electronic navigational aids.
We do not concur with that change. Landing aids, both visual and elec.



260

tronic, have always been needed for airport safety, particularly dur-
ing periods of reduced visibility and inclement weather. Environmen-
tal considerations, particularly in the area of noise abatement, now
make any type of landing aid an important part of an airport's equip-
ment. The safety of airports will be best served if all these types of
landing aids, both visual and electronic, are included in ADAP
eligibility.
With respect to eligibility, NBAA wishes also to state its support

of proposals to grant ADAP project eligibility to those many air-
ports which are privately owned, but open for public use, provided
that such airports are named as part of the national airport system
plan. We shall speak later in this statement about the urgent need to
retain a strong NASP. We shall also speak about the need to retain
good general aviation airports. There are many such airports which
are privately owned, and they are in many cases potentially vulner-
able to transformation into shopping centers or residential develop-
ments. We feel these airports have unique funding problems, and that
they should be granted access to ADAP funding in recognition of the
fact that they are vital links in our public air transportation system.
In addition, because of local and jurisdictional political pressures,

these airports may be denied inclusion in their State's aviation plan,
suel-1 dcril h.vin.o- no relationship to their true value or need in the
national aviation system.

FEDERAL SHARE OF PROJECT COSTS

We would underscore our comments with the firm belief that the
sponsor of a project receiving funds under the act should have a finan-
cial stake in it, as a means of demonstrating good faith in the project
itself and as a testimony to the sponsor's intention of maintaining the
facility on a permanent basis.
Within that context we find that the current level of 75 percent

Federal sharing for general aviation airports is a sound one. The cur-
rent level of 82 percent Federal participation for landing aids and for
security and safety equipment is worthy of upward review, perhaps
to a level of 90 percent. In any case, as we stated earlier, whatever
new and higher levels might be considered, both for general aviation
and for air carrier and reliever airports, should be tempered by a
balancing of anticipated expenditures versus anticipated tax revenues,
on a "balance sheet" basis at levels not higher than those now in effect.

CONSTRUCTION STANDARDS AND THE ROLE OF THE STATES

With regards to construction standards, there is a wide disparity
between various proposals, including those of segments of the aviation
community which have offered their views to the subcommittee. Some
feel that there should be adherence to a set of standards developed
wholly and exclusively by the Federal Government; others feel the
States should individually set standards for construction and configu-
ration.
NBAA believes there is great merit in allowing the States to in-

crease their beneficial involvement in helping to develop standards, but
not to the point that they could independently do so. Cost studies re-
cently circulated have shown that, in many instances, projects have been
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or could have been completed at general aviation airports at lower
costs under State direction than would have been the case under more
rigid Federal overview.
Our recommendation is that the Secretary of Transportation prop-

erly should be satisfied with and approve all standards of construction
and configuration. We do not believe, however, that he should set the
standards in the absence of participation and recommendation by the
States.
We would favor an orderly review of all Federal standards, with the

aim of developing a set of minimum standards for application in
projects involving aviation trust fund moneys. Such a review could
take into account differences in geography, climate, and weather pat-
terns as these relate to runway stressing and thickness, and the type of
and weight of aircraft which will use the airport.
The role of the States with respect to the distribution and manage-

ment of airport development funds is also a matter over which con-
siderable differences of opinion exist, as noted earlier in this state-
ment. We feel that the program must continue basically to be a Fed-
eral responsibility, including leadership and encouragement. Where
"channeling" acts exist in the various States, they can properly con-
tinue to be the conduit through which general aviation airport grants
can be applied. But we also feel that any potential airport develop-
ment grant sponsor should have direct access to the Federal authori-
ties who supervise the ADAP program, along with the appropriate
State agency.
We also feel that the number of check points involved in obtaining

and implementing an airport development grant should be minimized
to the essentials required to monitor the grant, and to insure compli-
ance with all applicable regulations, and more emphasis, for example,
could be placed on the use of an extensive post-audit, rather than
through a multiplicity of progress audits as the project is carried out.
The foregoing complete our specific comments on proposed legisla-

tion to extend and amend the 1970 act. The sum and substance of our
recommendations imply correctly that NBAA is in substantial dis-
agreement with the administration's proposed changes, both with re-
spect to the airport development program and proposed fuel tax levels.
We would now appreciate the opportunity of taking just a few

more minutes to present to the subcommittee some statements of broad
principle which are germane to review of this important public law,
and which we feel should undergird legislation to revise it.

THE NATION'S AIRPORT-AIRWAY SYSTEM: A VALUABLE RESOURCE WHICH

BENEFITS THE PUBLIC

NBAA considers the airport and airways systems as an integrated
national transportation system. National systems of any type, by defi-
nition, are for the benefit of the entire public.
The airport and airways system, like all other parts of the national

transportation system, was designed, built, operated, and maintained
exclusively with Federal general revenue funds for many years. NBAA
concurs with the principle developed in the late 1960's that users and
other beneficaries should pay a share of system costs in proportion to
the benefit received. Similarly, NBAA accepts the principles embodied
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in the Airport and Airways Development Act of 1970 by which such
contributions were determined.
In addition to the broad public benefits of the airport and airways

system, there is a specific benefit, which benefit varies only in degree,
to owners and operators of all aircraft, regardless of size or com-
plexity.
Taxes for support of the airport and airways system should begin

only after allowance for the value of the system to the public welfare,
economy, and national defense.
The existing tax structure established by the Airport and Airways

Development Act of 1970 has provided more than enough funds in its
first 4 years to provide capital equipment and construction for the na-
tional airport and airways system. Congress in 1970 established a sys-
tem of taxes which have produced revenues approximating 50 percent
of total system costs. The balance of system costs has properly been
covered by the Federal general revenue fund.
There is obviously a need to recognize and affirm the requirement

for an equitable tax base reflecting the benefits received from and
measuring the exposure to and use of a national airport and airways
system.
NBAA believes the existing legislation fixing taxes according to air-

craft gross weight and fuel used, amounting to the equivalent in com-
mercial air carrier ticket taxes and bill-of-lading excise taxes, is
basically equitable. This method recognized both the productivity of
the aircraft and its exposure to the national airport and airways sys-
tem. The weight tax, in particular, reflects the runway requirements
for airports from which a specific aircraft will operate.
NBAA has no Objection, therefore, to the levying of taxes on the

commercial air carriage of passengers or cargo, provided that the
taxation base is equitable with the benefits to both the commercial air
carrier and the passenger or shipper.
These principles were understood by the Congress in 1970 when, in

writing the law, it directed the Secretary to conduct an aviation cost
allocation study which would, and I quote, "Identify the cost to the
Federal Government that should appropriately be charged to the sys-
tem and the value to be assigned to any general public benefit."
As an attempt to determine the amount of public benefit and to

allocate fair costs among the users of the airport and airways system,
the DOT's Aviation Cost Allocation Study incorporates many errors
of methods, fact, and assumed conditions.

Despite these faults it did, perhaps inadevertently, document that
the national welfare is so well served by the 'airport and airways sys-
tem that the Federal Government has indeed been properly involved
in design, construction, and operation of that system as a means of
protecting and preserving public benefit.
In carrying out this task, however, DOT employed economists un-

der contract who worked along strictly academic guidelines. By adher-
ing to abstruse economic theory instead of the realities of the national'
transportation system, the economists chose to ignore the unique bene-
fits of this system which accrue to the Nation as a whole.
Unfortunately, the incorrect findings of the study have been ac-

cepted in some quarters, despite the lack of logic in many of the
conclusions.
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Administration spokesmen, including the Secretary of Transporta-
tion, have cited the aviation cost allocation study's findings as show-
ing a very large negative "gap" between general 'aviation tax revenues
and the costs of the system allocable to general aviation. It was on the
basis of this alleged gap" that the administration has proposed an
increase in the general aviation fuel tax rate from 7 cents to 15 cents
a gallon. We would emphasize that such a gap does not exist in the
real sense, since the cost allocation study reached the erroneous con-
clusion that there is no way in which a "specific quantifiable 'value'
can be determined" for measuring public benefit of the aviation
system.
The finding that there is no public benefit derived from the airport

and airways system is tantamount to stating that there is no public
benefit derived from a U.S. Navy aircraft carrier because the residents
of the American Midwestern States have never used one.
We would like to see this issue put to bed once and for all by this

Congress by the inclusion in the new legislation of a positive state-
ment of the public benefit of the Nation's air transportation system.
To supplement our views, I would commend to your reading chapter

2 of the January 1973 Report of the Aviation Advisory Commission
created by the 1970 act, in which the beneficial contribution of the
Nation's air transportation system to the U.S. economy is discussed
in very positive terms.
I would further commend a report issued in October 1974, by the

Subcommittee on Aeronautics and Space Technology of the then
House Committee on Science and Astronautics, which stated that
"General aviation is a benefit to the Nation and its continued vitality
should be promoted." The report further observed that "General avia-
tion makes a strong input to our economy by generating considerable
employment and revenue. It often is the key factor in opening up new
areas to commercial growth and prosperity.'"
We sincerely hope that, in assessing the future course of the airport

development program, and along with it, the several other principal
programs of the 1970 act, the Congress will continue, as it has in the
past, to affirm that the Nation's system of airports and airways is a
valuable public resource from which great public benefits derive.

THE VALUE OF THE AIRPORT NETWORK SHOULD BY VIEWED IN

FULL CONTEXT

This Nation depends upon a national air transportation system
which is an integration of air carrier and general aviation operations:
An air transportation system which depends upon an integrated sys-
tem of airports. In its proposed legislation the administration calls
for the elimination of the national airport system plan (NASP).
NBAA believes that such a step would be catastrophic to the main-
tenance and further development of a sound system. We fully endorse
continuation of NASP and urge that the entire airports system, in-
cluding those facilities not included in the plan. be viewed as an inte-
grated national network serving the entire United States.
We wish to call to your attention the fact that, for valid economic

and service reasons, there has been a continuing decline over the past
decade in the number of airports served by the certificated air carriers.
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We do not address this situation in an attempt to direct criticism at
those carriers. We do recognize that there are totally valid reasons for
the decline. But we also wish to point out that as such service declines,
the responsibility for providing service falls more and more on the
shoulders of general aviation.
We in business aviation has a strong dependence on the certificated

carriers and on other commercial air transportation segments. Almost
30 percent of all business flights serve those airports which are served
by carriers, and are for the sole purpose of interconnecting passengers
or cargo to and from the carriers.
But we also point out that those 30 percent of business blights prob-

ably originated from, or terminated at, airports not served by any
carrier.
The Secretary of Transportation, speaking for the administration,

recently has provided review of airport development under the first
5 years of ADAP. He indicated that 82 new airports, 3 of which are
served by air carriers, have been built, and there have been a multitude
of improvements to airports. We would like to show you the Nation's
airport system from a slightly different viewpoint.
A 14-year perspective on airports reveals that the number built to

provide air service for nonmetropolitan and rural America has risen
to 60 percent since 1960, while airports served by certificated air car-
riers declined 26 percent in the same period. In terms of points served,
U.S. airlines are now providing the lowest level of service in almost
25 years.

Senator Stevens, the statistics we are talking about here apply
somewhat, I think, to the service portion of the question you posed
to the previous witness.
Research by NBAA staff, using CAB statistics, shows that 1960 was

the peak year for passenger service by certificated air carriers. In that
year, 575 of 626 authorized points were actually served by the airlines.
By 1974, the number fell of 425 points actually served out of 489 points
authorized by CAB. Excluding 8 points in the Hawaiian Islands, that
means only 417 points in the continental United States received regu-
lar service by scheduled certificated route air carriers in 1974.
On the last day of 1973, the FAA recorded 12,700 airports used by

civil or joint civil-military aviation in the United States and its ter-
ritories. Despite reports of 353 abandonments during the year, the
total had grown by 295 airports (2.4 percent) from 1972.
These aircraft landing facilities are classified by type, ownership,

pavement and lighting. By type, there are 10,961 airports, 12,280
heliports and 459 seaplane bases. About 36 percent of all facilities are
publicly owned and 64 percent privately owned.
These statistics reemphasize the importance of general aviation:

General aviation aircraft are the sole means of air transportation
at over 95 percent of the Nation's airports.
We have appended to our statement as exhibits 1 and 2 specific

figures on airports and on service levels by air carriers for a number
of years. These detailed figures may be of interest to you as you
review statements furnished to the subcommittee.
The point which I want to emphasize here is that while the air

carriers are doing a gargantuan chore in carrying large numbers of
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passengers between major metropolitan centers, the task falls to
general aviation of providing air transportation which binds together
the remaining 12,000-plus community airports which are essential
parts of the air transportation network. The demand for air trans-
portation by citizens throughout this whole land is one of the reasons
for general aviation's splendid growth through the post-World War
II years. In fact, general aviation operations for the year 1973 con-
stituted nearly three-quarters of the aircraft operations recorded by
FAA control towers.

AIRCRAFT OPERATIONS AT AIRPORTS WITH FAA CONTROL TOWERS

1973 1963

Number Percent Number Percent

General aviation 41,363,042 73. 1 19,921,053 64. 3
Air carrier 9,922,044 17. 5 7,339,533 23.7
Military 3,040,922 5.4 3,716,187 12.0
Air taxi 

Total 

2,227,945 4.0

56,553,953  30,976,773  

I Not available.

Source: FAA, Office ot Management Systems.

The foregoing facts say to us in business aviation that it would be a
grave mistake to eliminate the national airport system plan. To do so
would be to abdicate the position that there is a national policy which
fosters and guides the development of airports. We do not feel that
the Congress will be willing to permit such abdication.

CONCLUSIONS

In summary, NBAA asks your consideration of these few principal
points:
(1) The airports and airways networks constitute an integrated

national transportation system which includes all of the airports in
the United States, both those which serve general aviation only and
those which also enjoy the benefits of certificated or other commercial
air carrier service.
(2) There is a very positive public benefit which derives from that

national air transportation system, and this benefit should be recog-
nized in the act.
(3) The airport development program, along with other principal

programs in the act, should be extended for the full decade which
Congress intended, subject to a possible review prior to that time.
(4) No new taxes, or higher taxes, are needed to carry out a lively

and sound program. Based on revenues accrued to date, expenditures
can be reasonably increased for airport development and associated
programs with existing or even lowered tax rates.
NBAA deeply appreciates the opportunity of appearing before the

subcommittee. All of us representing the association at this table will
be pleased to answer any questions you may have.
[The exhibits follow:]
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EXHIBIT 1

TOTAL AIRPORTS ON RECORD WITH FAA, 1961-73

Year
With runway With paved

Total lights runways

1961 7715 2,299 2,058
1962 8, 084 2, 481 2, 355
1963 8,814 2,672 2,451
1964 9, 490 2,773 2,620
1965 9,566 2,878 2,747
1966 9,673 2,988 2,859
1967 10, 126 3, 149 3, 109
1968 10,470 3,312 3,353
1969 11,050 3,430 3,650
1970 11,261 3,554 3,805
1971 12,070 3,759 4,176
1972 12,405 3,827 4,390
1973 12, 700 3, 880 4, 527

Source: FAA, Office of Management Systems.

POINTS AUTHORIZED FOR AIR CARRIER SERVICE BY TYPE OF AIRLINE, IN THE CONTINENTAL UNITED STATES,'
1953-54, 1963-64, AND 1973-74

Authorized for service by—

Year 2 Trunk airlines Local airlines Both types Total

1953 197 240 180 617
1954 205 236 181 622
1963 95 311 164 570
1964 92 305 163 560
1973 60 276 169 505
1974 57 273 159 489

'Includes 8 points in Hawaii.
2 on the last available date of each year.

Source: Civil Aeronautics Board.
EXHIBIT 2

POINTS RECEIVING PASSENGER SERVICE BY CERTIFIED AIR CARRIERS IN THE CONTINENTAL UNITED STATES,'
1954-74

Year 2
Points

authorized
Actual

points served Year 2
Points

authorized
Actual

points served

1954 622 550 1965 544 532
1955 591 547 1966 539 527
1956 583 548 1967 534 522
1957 587 554 1968 535 525
1958 589 555 1969 534 526
1959 618 566 1970 532 482
1960 626 575 1971 531 479
1961 609 569 1972 517 471
1962 607 569 1973 505 452
1963 570 551 1974 489 425
1964 560 547

1 Includes 8 points in Hawaii.
2 On the last available date of each year.

Source: Civil Aeronautics Board.

Senator CANNON. Thank you very much for a very comprehensive
statement.

Senator Stevens?
Senator STEVENS. I don't have any questions. I think you have docu-

mented a portion of our problem. I am interested in your recommen-
dation.
I would ask you one thing: You say you don't want any increase in

taxes. Some people don't want a decrease.
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Have you taken any position on decreasing the taxes?
Mr. HORNBECK. Our feeling is if we can get the desired program

within the portion of the taxes, this is fine. We would like to see, from
the general aviation point of view, an increase from the present $35
million ADAP funding.
John, do you have any comments?
Mr. WINANT. I would say NBAA has not taken the position that

the existing 7-cent tax should be reduced. We have as noted in our tes-
timony forcefully made the point that it should not be increased.

Senator STEVENS. Thank you very much. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Senator CANNON. Thank you very much, gentleman. We appreciate

your being here.
The committee will now stand-in recess until 10 o'clock tomorrow

morning.
[Thereupon, at 12 noon the hearing was recessed, to reconvene at

10 a.m. on September 9, 1975, in room 1114, Dirksen Senate Office
Building.]





EXTENSION OF THE AIRPORT DEVELOPMENT AID
PROGRAM

TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 9, 1975

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE,

AVIATION SUBCOMMITTEE,
Washington, D.0 .

The subcommittee met at 10:10 a.m. in room 1114, Dirksen Senate
Office Building, Hon. Howard W. Cannon (chairman of the subcom-
mittee) presiding.

Senator CANNON. The hearing will come to order.
The first witness today is Mr. John A. Nammack, executive vice

president, National Association of State Aviation Officials.

STATEMENT OF JOHN A. NAMMACK, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT,
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF STATE AVIATION OFFICIALS; AC-
COMPANIED BY FRITZ E. WOLF, ADMINISTRATOR OF THE WIS-
CONSIN DIVISION OF AERONAUTICS AND PRESIDENT OF NASA° ;
JAMES D. RAMSEY, DIRECTOR OF THE MICHIGAN AERONAUTICS
COMMISSION; ROBERT J. AARONSON, ADMINISTRATOR, MARY-
LAND STATE AVIATION ADMINISTRATION; WAYNE WHITHAM,
SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION, COMMONWEALTH OF VIR-
GINIA; CROCKER SNOW, DIRECTOR OF THE MASSACHUSETTS
AERONAUTICS COMMISSION; AND BUD THAR, REPRESENTING
THE NATIONAL GOVERNORS CONFERENCE

Mr. NAMMACK. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I'd like to begin at the left: Mr. Crocker Snow, Director of the

Massachusetts Aeronautics Commission; Mr. Bud Thar, representing
the National Governors Conference; Mr. Fritz Wolf, director of the
Wisconsin Division of A eronautics and president of NASAO; Mr.
J. Ramsey, director of the Michigan Aeronautics Commission; Mr.
Wayne Whitham, secretary of transportation for the Commonwealth
of Virginia and cochairman of the Conference of State Departments
of Transportation; and Robert Aaronson, director of the Maryland
Aviation Administration.
Before we begin. Mr. Chairman, I'd like to ask Mr. Thar to say a

few remarks on behalf of the Governors in support of the positions
you are about to hear.
Mr. THAR. Mr. Chairman, on behalf of the National Governors

Conference, as special assistant for transportation, I am here today
to assist in presenting the National Governors Conference position
of a continued strong State role in general aviation.

(269)
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The Governors have met and voted twice this year to maintain a
key role in ADAP because of the critical need for balanced State
transportation systems. States have a proven record of cost-effective
construction, maintenance, and management of airports. The views
you are about to hear are totally supported by the States and have
been developed in consultation with the National Governors
Conference.
Senator CANNON. Thank you, sir.
Mr. NAMMACK. And if you will, sir, Mr. Wayne Whitham,, on behalf

of all the State DOT secretaries, has just a few remarks for you.
Mr. WHITHAM. Mr. Chairman, it's a pleasure to be with you this

morning. I am Wayne Whitham, secretary of transportation for the
Commonwealth of Virginia. I am cochairman of the Conference of
State Departments of Transportation and chairman of its aviation
committee.
The State DOT Secretaries worked closely with NASA° and the

National Governors Conference in formulating a unified State position
on the proposed ADAP legislation and on recommendations to im-
prove this important program. The results of our combined efforts
form the contents of the remarks you will hear this morning.
I merely wish to add, Mr. Chairman, that the State DOT secretaries

take a very active and continuing interest in aviation matters which
form an important part of our statutory responsibilities to develop
coordinated and efficient transportation systems in our respective
States. This, of course, is consistent with our roles in highways and in
urban transportation systems.
We believe that maximum State participation is essential not only

to the creation of a true national airport system plan but also to the
administration of a truly efficient and effective airport developmentaid program.
Thank you, sir.
Senator CANNON. Thank you.
Mr. NAMMACK. I'm going to paraphrase these remarks, Mr. Chair-man, in the interest of saving your time and everybody else's.
Senator CANNON. All right.
Mr. NAMMACK. We are going to begin with the premise that we

think you agree with our basic view of the air transportation systemas a part of an overall national transportation system. We think thatCongress endorsed that view when it created the DOT 8 years agoto coordinate the different modes of transportation and give us onenational transportation system. I understand we will be seeing a newstatement of national transportation policy next week.
I think it only fair to say that we think your original ADAP bill

has done a very effective job during the first 5 years. We think DOT-FAA administration of that program has also been quite effective,given the constraints it must operate under. We will describe some ofthose constraints in just a moment.
We think that quite a record has been established. I don't have to gothrough the statistical information. It's there in our statement. Wehave gotten a lot of airport development these first 5 years.
We want that program to continue, Mr. Chairman, and we want itto be resumed as quickly as possible. The risk of losing another yearof construction is a risk nobody welcomes. We hope that nothing we say
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today is going to create further points of controversy that would delay
this program. We'd like to get on with the job.
We think that the ADAP bill must be modified and can be im-

proved, but it doesn't require drastic surgery. It does require some
change but nothing so fundamental that we have to rework the whole
bill.
I will skip over our basic State premises. It's philosophy pure and

simple
' 
and again it's there for the record.

Mr. Chairman, we recommend that the amended ADAP be con-

tinued for an additional 5 years. Any lesser period compromises plrm-
ning implementation and efficient management of phased development.

A 5-year program certainly doesn't preclude amending the act at any
time your subcommittee sees fit. It happened in 1973. It can happen
again.
The problem with short-term funding is that there's funding un-

certainty and you can lose an entire construction season, as we have

just seen happen this year. As far as annual funding level, NASA()
surveyed the 50 States about 9 months ago to try to get a handle on

what their airside development needs were for the next 5 years. We

came up with a figure of $4.7 billion in combined Federal, State, and
local funds.
We found that the air-carrier-served and reliever airports required

at least $3.4 billion in additional development funding. General avia-

tion airports needed $1.2 billion over the next 5 years.
State governments, Mr. Chairman, share with the Federal Govern-

ment the fiscal, economic
' 

and social problems created by inflation

and economic recession. We are engaged in the same efforts to try to

resolve some of these problems. We defer the issue of annual funding

levels to your better judgment. We 
believe, 

however, that the annual

funding level should not be less than $550 million per year with

about 75 percent of that amount going to the air carrier-served and
reliever airports and the other 25 percent to general aviation airport

development.
On the apportionment formula, we tried to study all of the various

proposals very carefully and we have yet to find a proposal that
in our view does a more effective job than the apportionment formula
you originally designed.
We have specific proposals. We think that air carrier and reliever

airport funds should continue to be apportioned in equal tbirds. We
have one modification. We think that one-third should continue to be
apportioned at the Secretary's discretion ; one-third should continue
to be apportioned on the basis of State area and population. The
modification we offer is that the final third should be apportioned
according to the ratio of total enplanements within each State to
the total national enplanement.

Unlike the original act, this final one-third of the a vailable funds
could then be used for any air carrier airport project within the
particular State rather than for the specific air carrier airport where
the ennl anements were Pen eratecl.
As far as general aviation airport funds, wQ recommenel confirma-

tion of the 75-percent distribution bssed on State area and nonnla-
ti on, 24 percent at the Secretary's discretion, and tbe remaining 1
percent reserved for the territories.
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On the Federal share of project costs, again we believe that the
original levels of Federal participation, namely, 50 percent for the
large hubs, 15 percent for all the other public airports, and 82 percent
for airport certification and security, have been tested by experience
and proven acceptable in almost all respects. We will have some
further remarks about the airport certification program itself which,
quite frankly, we have very serious reservations about.
Regarding project eligibility, there is widespread support in. the

aviation community for the concept of broadening ADAP eligibility
to include the public areas of passenger terminals and land acquisi-
tion to mitigate the elects of jet noise. We have anly two reserva-
tions here. We have stated that about $327 million worth of ADAP
requests could not be funded in the last fiscal year. We recommend
that top priority continue to be assigned to needed airside capacity
and safety projects. We further recommend that the public areas of
terminals and land acquisition for environmental compatibility be
made eligible ADAP items, but that their funding be limited to not
more than 50 percent of the State's one-third apportionment based on
originating passenger enplanements.
To assure tile greatest utility from our airports, we think it's im-

perative Mr. Chairman, that electronic navaids continue to be eligible
for ADAP funds, contrary to the administration position which would
make them eligible. As you know, many States have purchased, oper-
ated and maintained electronic navaids to supplement the Federal
navaid system. Frequently these supplementary navaids have been
purchased entirely with State funds. We believe, however, that to
make electronic navaids ineligible for ADAP funding would com-
promise efforts being made to improve airport safety through the
use of these navaids.
While land is currently eligible for ADAP funding, we do recom-

mend that the act provide that 90 percent of the Federal share be
advanced to sponsors at the time of the appraisal with the balance
paid on acceptance of title opinion.
We would also urge you to include in the definition of airport de-

velopment work planning for adequate ground access to airports
without which no airport can realize its full potential.
On the use of surplus funds, although every level of government

as well as the airport operators and airlines have taken significant
steps in recent years to reduce jet noise levels and ground exposure
to jet noise, the problem is still very much with us. It's more acute
in some States than it is in others, but there is a consensus of State
views which now recommends to you that trust fund surpluses up
to a maximum of $750 million be used for jet engine modification
programs aimed at reducing jet noise at its source.
. Also by consensus the States would not object to the Administra-
tion's proposal to use some of the remaining trust fund surpluses each
year to help pay the maintenance of ATC facilities installed only
under the ADAP program, not under the F. & E. program. Our
single reservation here is that first priority must continue to be given
to appropriating adequate funds each year to meet the primary pur-
pose of the Airport and Airway Development Act, which is airport
development and airway improvement.
As far as what's in the trust fund, there's always been some con-

fusion about that. People quote the Treasury report every month when
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it comes out and some people continue to confuse the excess assets over
liabilities figure with the uncommitted total. As of June 30, Mr.
Chairman, the uncommitted total of surplus funds in the trust fund
amounted to $1.327 billion. Since June 30 it's been growing and in-
creasing at the rate of about $90 million a month.
The Federal-State-local government partnership in airport devel-

opment is one of the major issues which Congress must decide. We
must determine once and for all what the appropriate roles are for
each level of government in the development of our national airport
system. You know better than anybody else, Senator Cannon, that
the issue isn't new. What is new is the quantity and quality of impar-
tial data and factual information that has been developed during the
past few years comparing the performance and results of State and
Federal airport development programs. This body of evidence has been
developed by three major studies; one by the DOT—FAA, another con-
ducted by the General Accounting Office, and the third by the inde-
pendent consulting firm of Burns & McDonnell under a DOT contract-.
The DOT—FAA conclusions seem to be reflected in the Administra-

tion's recommendations that the States administer the GA ADAP.
Later on, Mr. Chairman, we will go into that a litle bit more. We
do not agree with every stipulation of the Administration proposal
in that respect, specifically on increasing fuel taxes and having States
collect those taxes.
Copies of the conclusions of the GAO and Burns & McDonnell

studies are attached to your copy of our formal statement. We respect-
fully urge each member of this subcommittee to familiarize himself
with those conclusions. We think you will find compelling arguments
for strengthening the Federal-State-local partnership and for extend-
ing FAA's capability by authorizing qualified State agencies to ad-
minister the GA portion of the ADAP.
Every element of State government—the Governors, the State leg-

islatures, who are represented in this audience today by Mr. Charles
Whitmire, Council of State Governments. the State DOT Secretaries—
every level of State government, Mr. Chairman, supports this view.
FAA has proposed specific competence criteria—which are attached
to your copy of this statement—which would be required of each
State before it could participate in any expanded program for GA
ADAP. These are competence criteria, which each State would have
to satisfy before it could administer the GA ADAP program. We
thing these criteria are rather comprehensive. FAA would continue
to oversee and audit State performance, establish operating and report-
ing criteria, and continue to coordinate airport system development
in the national interest. It's not a case of the States or the FAA or the
States versus the Federal Government. It's a case of perfecting a
partnership.
The advantages of State GA ADAP administration I will skip

through, and just hit a few highlights. These are direct quotes, Mr.
Chairman, from the Burns & McDonnell report.
Of the 12 GA airports surveyed by this independent consulting

firm, the average cost for 10 of them that were federally aided was
$583.000. If you include the other two federally assisted GA airports
that were surveyed the average Federal cost went up to $1.2 million
per GA airport. In contrast, the average cost of a State-assisted GA
airport was only $394,000, a 40-percent difference.
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Point "d"—and this is the contractor speaking now—"This analysisnot only agreed with the States' contention that they can developgeneral aviation airports faster and at lower cost than the Federalprogram, but that they do so and maintain a comparable quality."Going down the list at random here, "No pattern was establishedthat would indicate either being of superior quality or durability.""The sites visited during this analysis did not show a trend towardproviding better or worse expansion potential than the Federal pro-gram sites." "State development programs generally have fewer over-all requirements than the Federal program." "The Federal programhas appeared to be quite rigid with respect to meeting requirementsin an established order prior to the continuation of processing of grantapplications." "Without exception, the total cost of the FAA-approved medium intensity runway lighting system exceeds the costof the nonapproved system of similar performance."
We could go on at length with these comparisons of the two pro-grams, but we think the conclusions cited above can certainly helpmake the point. That point, quite simply, is that State-administeredGA airport development programs appear to be far more cost effec-tive and less time consuming and generally more efficient than theFederal GA airport development program.
We therefore propose that this subcommittee carefully consider theconclusions of these studies and authorize suitably qualified Stateagencies to assume program responsibilities for the GA ADAP.We think it's important, Mr. Chairman, to again say that the FAAestablished an excellent record over the years with the airport pro-gram. It doesn't need an elaborate defense. We think they have donethe best possible job within the redundancies and bureaucratic redtapegenerally associated with Federal programs.
It's important to note that some of the problems—many of them,for the matter—the delays, the higher costs in recent years, are notthe FAA's fault. They are the direct result of requirements imposedby other Federal agencies and by certain acts of Congress.

THE NEED FOR PLANNING

When your subcommittee drafted the original ADAP in 1969-70,you wisely recognized that no airport development program could orshould be undertaken unless it was based on a carefully drawn andauthenticated national airport system plan. You stated your require-ments for such a plan with great precision in sections 3, 11, and 12of the original act. You went even further. You clearly recognizedthat airports do not exist in a vacuum, that they are only one elementin our overall national transportation system. You insisted that air-port planning be accomplished with a context that gave full con-sideration to the other transportation modes that coexist with andhave a direct impact on every airport.
The States are with you 100 percent on those concepts, Mr. Chair-man. Comprehensive and continuous transportation system planningforms the core of our whole ADAP position. We think it is the in-dispensable ingredient in the development of a national airport systemplan, and in the evolution of a national transportation system plan.We therefore urge this subcommittee to reiterate and strengthenits commitment to planning and to at last bring some semblance of
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logic and order to national aviation system development by adopting
the following proposals:

Establish a firm deadline for the creation of a national aviation
plan to serve as the blueprint for determining the types of air services
the United States requires and how those requirements can be met in
terms not only of airports but of aircraft, ground access, and airways;
much more on this subject was developed in the Aviation Advisory
Commission's final report submitted 2 years ago.
We think that you should require that the national aviation plan

be integrated with the national transportation plan to incorporate
all modes.
We ask that you require that responsibility for the development

of this plan be assigned to - not merely the DOT—FAA, but to the
CAB as well, working together with the DOT and FAA and in close
consultation with State and local government transportation offi-
cials and with aviation system users. We have had this paradox too
many years, Mr. Chairman, where the CAB awards the routes and
regulates the airlines; the DOT—FAA and State and local govern-
ments build the airports, but never the twain shall meet.
We ask that you continue to authorize at least $15 million per year

for the planning grant program but amend section 11, paragraph 5, of
the original act to read "airport system planning" means the continu-
ing development for planning and site selection, and add the words,
"and such planning actions as may kie required to relate to the airport
system to the overall transportation and development objectives of the
State or area."
We ask that you amend section 13, paragraph (a), of the original

act by adding these words:
All master planning for airports enplaning 0.05 percent or more of the total

annual passengers enplaned by air carriers certificated by the Civil Aeronautics
Board shall be accomplished in the context of and shall be consistent with State
and regional airport system plans and shall be based upon a comprehensive,
coordinated, and continuing planning process for the provision of all airport and
airport-related services required to meet the air transportation needs of the
public, giving consideration to factors affecting transportation needs such as
safety, economic and social objectives, energy, environment, and land use, in
order to achieve an efficient, balanced transportation system responsive to
National, State, regional, and community goals.

We ask that you require DOT—FAA to develop national framework
criteria for a national airport system plan so that the individual
State, metropolitan, and regional plans can be intelligently evaluated
and can be correlated and brought together to form finally an au-
thentic national airport system plan. There's nothing like that of the
kind at the moment, Mr. Chairman, beyond lipservice.
Finally, we ask that you increase the Federal share of planning

grant, program grants from the current two-thirds/one-third propor-
tion to 75 percent Federal share for consistency with ADAP project
grants.
We think that unless these, or at least similar, concepts are adopted,

we will continue to develop airports but not an airport system. Instead
of a coherent blueprint which clearly defines the system, we will relay
on an NASP document which FAA itself admits, in its March 1975
edition of the "National Aviation System Plan," page 10-2, provides
us merely with "a listing of projects eligible for Federal financial
assistance."
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I don't think that's what you requested in 1970, Mr. Chairman, and
I hope you're not going to settle for it now.

THE AIRPORT CERTIFICATION PROGRAM

We are very encouraged by your interest in this, Senator Cannon.
Your announced decision to review the program is more than timely,
and we'd like to cooperate with you and your staff on this effort.
We are submitting to you today two cost summaries and comments

by NASAO president Fritz Wolf, concerning the financial difficulties
experienced by Wisconsin air carrier airport operators resulting from
the certification requirements.
We understand that the AAAE has given you copies of a study they

prepared on the impact of crash-fire-rescue service requirements at
their member airports. We are very familiar with that study and
totally support its conclusions.
As an aside on this, Mr. Chairman, if you will, you probably saw

the recent GAO report on airport certification which concluded that
the program should be expanded to include entire new categories of
airports. GAO obviously has no safety expertise. Allegedly, they
have cost effectiveness expertise. They didn't apply those criteria. They
concerned themselves with safety. They made no effort to determine
the cost effectiveness or lack of same of the airport certification pro-
gram and we very much doubt if you find any cost effectiveness in
that program. Quite frankly, we'd like to see the program discontinued
forthwith.

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSTRAINTS

It's a matter of record where the States stand on legislation protect-
ing the environment. It's also a matter of record that certain Federal
requirements for environmental clearances have been the largest single
constraint on airport development since 1970. It's meant long process-
ing delays and increased costs. We could understand some of these
penalties and even accept them when major development projects were
being planned or undertaken if there was any realistic possibility that
those projects might have some impact on the environment. However,
we believe that implementation of national requirements for reviewing
environmental impact statements can be streamlined and made far
less onerous than they are right now.

Specifically, FAA Order 5050.2A, which was published just last
month in the Federal Register, August 20, offers a classic example of
excessive zeal and regulation in processing airport development actions
which allegedly affect the environment. We are now preparing a
detailed response to this order which will demonstrate our conclusion
that it is unreasonable and possibly unlawful and that it constitutes an
arbitrary and an unnecessary interference with State and local airport
planning and development and should be rescinded.
Again, we would like to work with this subcommittee and its staff to

try to develop some other proposal which would accomplish the same
environmental objectives without crippling airport development efforts
and without driving airport sponsors either into the poor house or
into a state of total despair.
For the past several days, Mr. Chairman, you have heard a number

of conflicting views on how to improve the ADAP. Sorting out those
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conflicting views is no easy task. The main point we want to stress
here today is that the program must be resumed as soon as possible.
The need is clearly still there. If you'd allow us to review our major
recommendations to you, we will conclude our formal statement.
Those major recommendations are: That we have a 5-year program

as soon as possible; that the minimum funding level be $550 million
a year, 75 percent for air carrier and reliever airports and 25 percent
for GA airports. We had only one modification to the original appor-
tionment formula, distributing the enplanements apportionment by
States rather than by single airports.
Mr. Chairman, the States wouldn't get the money. It would go into

a State account. Every air carrier airport in that State could draw on
that one-third but the money Would not go directly to the State, the
difference being that as it stands right now it's the airport that has the
enplanements that gets the money back.
Senator CANNON. Who would make the determination as to which

airports got the money?
Mr. NAMMACK. FAA, sir.
We recommend that the Federal share of project costs remain the

same except for the planning grant program which we would recom-
mend increasing to 75 percent, from 662/3 where it is now.
As far as eligibility, we said that 50 percent of that State en-

planement one-third should be authorized for use in the public areas
of passenger terminals and to acquire land for environmental compat-
ibility. We said that Federal funds should be advanced up to 90 per-
cent for land costs during the appraisal period. We ask that you con-
tinue to include electronic navaids as eligible items for ADAP.
On surplus funds, we said that up to $750 million could well be used

for jet engine modification programs. Any remaining surplus, once the
primary needs of the program had been met, could be used to help
fund the maintenance of federally developed navaids installed only
under the ADAP program and not the F. & E. program.
As far as the State role, we think that good program management

and development of a sound system require that the States be made
full partners in the development of this system.
On planning, we said that a master plan should be consistent with

State and regional plans; that we have got to at last define what we
mean by the national airport. system; and that there be national cri-
teria established to evaluate the individual State airport system plans
that are now being developed, many of which have already been com-
pleted. We don't have such criteria right now within the FAA to tell
you whether this is a good plan or a bad plan. They have no visible
impact whatsoever to the national system.
On certification, we fundamentally question the desirability of the

entire program and its cost effectiveness above all. We think any pro-
liferation of that program to other categories of airports should be
avoided at all costs. We think that accident and rescue evaluation as
proposed by AAAE several days ago based on historic accident rates
is a good proposal and we endorse it.

Finally, on environment, Mr. Chairman, while we certainly concur
with the basic needs for the environmental remilatinns, wn think
they should be realistic and that they can be streamlined. We are
particularly concerned with the FAA 5050.2A and ask that you allow
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us to submit for the record, as soon as we complete our final response
to that order, a copy of our comments.
Senator CANNON. All right. We will be happy to receive that for our

files.
Mr. NAMMACK. Finally, Mr. Chairman, we'd like to thank you and

the other members of the subcommittee for hearing us out this morn-
ing. Every member of this panel is at your disposal to at least try to
answer any of your questions.

Senator CANNON. It's been suggested earlier by some of the wit-
nesses that once an environmental impact statement is established
on the overall airport plan, individual parts of the plan need not be
considered separately.
Do you agree with that proposition?
Mr. RAMSEY. Mr. Chairman if I understand what you have said,

this would be an environmental assessment of the system plan as op-
posed to satisfying the requirements of the environmental considera-
tions, as opposed to the environmental consideration given at the
master plan stage. Is that your question?
Senator CANNON. No. I am speaking of the overall environmental

impact statement on the entire master plan for a particular airport.
Mr. RAMSEY. Well, the only problem with that is that when you

develop a master plan it's for a long-range period of time, generally
20 years or in that neighborhood. Obviously you're speculating beyond
the known period and if you hold the environmental hearing on the
total act from the standpoint of the airport I would say this would be
good, but whether or not that airport is actually developed to the
extent of the full master plan is still speculative at the point it's
developed.

Therefore, whether it would really be meaningful or not, I don't
know. I think unless we ran into serious problems because of the
expansion requirements of the airport based on a 20-year projection,
that it would be desirable, but I'm not sure it would be really meaning-
ful in the final analysis.

Senator CANNON. I wonder if Mr. Wolf could address himself to
the results of the impact of certification.
Mr. WOLF. We were very disturbed in Wisconsin about the cost

element of implementing the requirements under certification and we
have a very close relation with all of our air carrier airports. In fact,
we act as agent for all of them for all their projects and so we went to
them and said, "Let's figure out what your costs are going to be on
capital costs and what your costs are going to be for the operation of
the equipment required by the certification program, the crash and
rescue equipment primarily." We realize that the equipment itself
was eligible for 82 percent Federal aid but that's just part of the cost.
The main costs are the operating costs, keeping the crews out there
three shifts or maybe two-thirds of the 24-hour period.
So we went and got their costs and took their enplaned passengers

for 1974 to arrive at what was the actual cost fifzure for airport crash
and rescue services per enplaned passenger. We have 10 airports in
Wisconsin. Eau Claire enplanes 20,000 passengers with a cost of $16.63
per passenger for crash-rescue services. Rock County is going to do
it by volunteer personnel and they board about 6,000 passengers and
it's going to cost about $2 per passenger. Madison is $1.41 and Mani-
towoc is $2.56 and at Mosinee, which is the regional airport, $1.14 per
passenger, and then 41 cents for Oshkosh.
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But these are the figures that we arrived at based on enplanements.
We think it's too much. In some cases we know it's going to go up.
Inflation and everything else is going to cause greater costs to these
communities and they are already faced with quite a bit of cost in
operating their airport now. The only alternative is to seek some
recourse or some extra funds from the airlines and the airlines have
their own problems.
So we believe that certification should be based on real need. Crash-

rescue equipment requirements should be based on maybe the number
of enplanements per year, the exposure rate, like you have insurance
rating and so forth. We think there's a method that can be derived—
maybe the level should be 200,000 enplanements, then you can justify
some crash and rescue equipment.

Senator CANNON. You have indicated that one of the primary
reasons that general aviation airport development be turned over to
the State is that the development could be accomplished more quickly
and less expensively.
Now all witnesses seem to agree that some Federal standards of

procedures are much too rigid, thus increasing the cost of airport
development, but we hope to streamline the Federal program to reduce
the cost.
Now if that's done, would you agree that Federal administration

of ADAP programs would be just as thrifty and efficient as State
administered programs

' 
and if not, why not?

Mr. RAMSEY. I think one of the prime reasons for costs in the Fed-
eral program is the size and the fact that it's centralized in Washing-
ton and we have a time delay and time equates into money both at the
State and local levels. As Mr. Nammack has stated, we believe that
the FAA has done a fairly good job under the arrangements, but we
think it can be done more efficiently and at less cost if it's done at the
State level and it's just simply no matter what you do at the Federal
level, because of the necessary constraints, you're going to have to
build into this—with the centralized nature of this, it's just going to
cost more money; and I belive that the Burns and McDonnell report
pretty well bears this out.
Many States today build airports on their own, outside of the

Federal program, total projects from the standpoint of site selection
and design and construction supervision and the final inspection.
Senator CANNON. There aren't many States in that category.
Mr. RAMSEY. There are a significant number of them, sir.
Senator CANNON. Probably not more than a dozen, I wouldn't imag-

ine. If there are, I'd be glad to have you submit a list.
Mr. NAMMACK. Mr. Chairman, may I add to that a little bit?
As you no doubt know, sir, 48 States do have State aviation agencies.

Of that 48-State total, 45 of them put up State funds for airport
development and have been doing it in most cases for about 30 years.
I think the significant point is this; that for every airport sponsor

who applies for Federal funds for airport development, general avia-
tion development, at least two do not. They bypass the Federal pro-
gram. They have found it's too expensive and too time consuming.
And we'd be very happy to document that.
Senator CANNON. Well, I wish you would supply us documentation

on that. I'm sure, as you know, almost all of the witnesses appearing
before the committee, with the exception of yourselves and the ad-
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ministration, oppose turning over the general aviation airport devel-
opment program to the States.
Even the Administration, while recommending that change, con-

ceded to Senator Pearson last week that such a change would not on
an overall basis save money.
Now I recognize that maybe a dozen States have developed a sound

airport program, but the majority of the States have had little or no
experience in that field. Personally. I am fearful that with a Federal
mandate to run the general aviation program, that the States would
need to quickly establish the competence and expertise to do so; exper-
tise that already exists in the FAA.
I would agree that presently the Federal program may be cumber-

some, but I'm wondering if we wouldn't be more efficient if we tried
to streamline that system rather than create expertise statewide, which
would run the cost up to the user to develop that expertise.
[The following information was subsequently received for the

record.]

NUMBER OF STATE-LOCALLY FUNDED AIRPORT PROJECTS COMPARED WITH NUMBER OF FEDERAL-STATE-
LOCALLY FUNDED PROJECTS

State

1971 1972 1973 1974 1975

S-L F-S-L S-L F-S-L S-L F-S-L S-L F-S-L S-L F-S-L

Alabama' 29 8 18 6
Arizona 5 4 10 4 9 7 11 17 17 7
Arkansas 5 6 4 8 9 2 4 6 1 4
California 26 10 46 24 56 29 33 17 24 36
Florida a 4 11 12 14 10 17 15 33
Idaho 5 2 10 8 6 5 6 10
Illinois, 5 9 2 21 10 14
Iowa' 9 3 10 5 10 13 5 6 11 10
Michigan ° 17 12 16 19 4 8
Minnesota 43 3 43 10 53 19 41 12 35 23
North Dakota' 3, 5 10 4 8 7 9 6 6 7
New York' 5 23 15 23 15 31 2 33 1 28
Oklahoma 24 5 15 10 16 16 8 14 14 17
Oregon' g 20 '11
South Dakota 7 1 1 1 3 4 2 3 2 2
Tennessee 4 2 0 5 6 4 5 5 6 4
Texas 24 4 11 4 6 9 10 15 8 13
Washington 9 4 10 4 9 7 8 7 11 10

Total 142 71 146 94 242 205 206 227 174 199

I Alabama: While figures are not readily available for earlier years, upwards of 75 percent of all airport projects in
Alabama have been State/locally funded.
2 Florida: S-L columns do not include approximately 40 projects for runway improvement using State funds only.
Illinois: 46 State-local projects were in the design stages during 1975, but not placed under grant.

° Iowa: S-L columns do not include approximately 20 projects per year for State-locally funded NDB's, VOR's, REILS
etc.
5 Michigan: Large majority of federally funded projects were on air carrier airports.
North Dakota: Seven federally funded projects shown for 1975 had not yet been placed under grant due to lack ot

Federal funds.
7 New York: State-local funding is 75 percent State, 25 percent local. The 5 State-local projects shown for 1971 totaled

$70,734,000, and only one project had local funds made available. The 23 Federal-State-local projects shown for 1971
had a total dollar value of $31,234,000.

Following are comparative dollar amounts for the years 1972-74:

S-L F-S-L

1972 $18,320,000 $18,186,000
1973 10,205,000 12,605,000
1974 2,500,000 17,784,000

Oregon: Figures shown for total number of projects in 3-yr period 1973-75 are not reflected in totals.
9 For 3-yr period 1973-75
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Mr. WOLF. Well, Senator, if I could add to Mr. Ramsey's statement
I'm going to speak just for Wisconsin right now. We have 10 air car-
rier airports in Wisconsin and we do the entire airport development
program for them. We do everything from the very start to the very
end, including running the environmental impact statement, and we
have been doing this since 1949 and they rely on Us. We have been as
high as three times our apportionment share of funds by our ability to
go out and do these jobs for them. If the State was given the GA pro-
gram, it would bring some order to it.
Now the State departments of transportation handle all constructimi

for highways and for airports and in many cases they are involved
with railroads and mass transit and so forth. We have the ability to
bring these programs together. Right now in the State of Wisconsin
we are having a problem with environmental impact on putting in
asphalt mixing plants. Just by that alone we can save money by orga-
nizing and preparing a program for the next 2 years and we could
have a road project going on at the same time we've got an airport
project using the same mixing plant and reducing hauling cost.
On the Federal side where the contractor has a certain amount he

charges for the fact that he's got to go out and make short-term loans,
we can promise a county board or a city council that 2 years from now
your funds will be available for your program. We bring orderliness
into it which we don't have now. Now it's the last month of the year
and we rush like mad trying to get everything into order. We ask for a
special county board session. We ask for special city council meetings
in order to comply with the act, and this would be eliminated. We'd
have a sound, orderly program.
Senator CANNON. You do that in connection with your highway

program that you have now. It's precisely the same. You've got the
problem of obligating money before the end of the year runs, don't
you?
Mr. WOLF. Well, under the highway it's a little different. The States

own the highways and many of the States don't own the airports. We
work with the subdivisions of the State.
Senator CANNON. But isn't the problem of committing the money at

the end of the year exactly the same as it is in this type of program?
Mr. WOLF. It wouldn't have to be.
Senator CANNON. Well, it wouldn't have to be, but it is in the State

programs now as far as I know. I don't know why you think it would
change if this were made a State program.
Mr. RAMSEY. Mr. Chairman, I am very encouraged by your assess-

ment of this problem addressing yourself to cost first. That's all we're
after. Now if it can be shown that it can be done at a lower cost and
more efficiently by the Federal Government, then I think we ought
to be supporting that process. Based on all the studies that have beer,
made, it seems to be the reverse of that.
On the other hand if it could be shown that it can be done at a lower

cost and more efficiently at the State level, then that's the way it should
be done if you're interested in saving the public dollar, and I know you
gentlemen are. That's all we're asking. If you look at the Burns and
McDonnell study, is there any real validity in this question as to
whether or not it can be done at a lesser cost at the State level? I under-
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stand that Burns and McDonnell's job was to pick comparable airports
in comparable cities, not apples and oranges, and compare them. If we
accept what they found, we come up with a significantly lower dollar
cost and it would seem to provide some evidence that it is cheaper that
way. I'm not aware of any evidence that would support the other con-
tention: that we can do something about streamlining the program
that will actually make it less costly at the Federal level. I think that's
our position. We are really interested in getting this job done as rapidly
as we can and at the least cost.
Now whatever way that is, I will speak just for Michigan, that's

what we support and we believe it can be done better by a State-Federal
partnership than it can be in its present form.
Senator CANNON. Now let's suppose that Congress were to turn over

the general aviation program to the States, as you and the Administra-
tion was suggesting. If we did that, and provided that no State could
enact any charge on the users of the system, would you then support
such a program?
Mr. RAMSEY. I'm not sure how to answer that because if you're talk-

ing about the head tax type of thing, obviously Congress has already
eliminated this. Some States, of course, do presently have a fuel tax.
Would that be included in your condition? Others have a license and
registration fee on certain users of facilities within States. They have
to have some source of this, something reasonable.

Senator CANNON. What I'm really talking about is to freeze it so
the State couldn't add any additional charges by reason of taking over
the general aviation airports.
Mr. RAMSEY. Obviously this has to be considered and one of the

concepts that has been discussed in the past—and as a matter of fact
the Administration proposal was that they would reduce their tax in
aviation gasoline by 5 cents so that this could be taken up by the States.
This is not, in my opinion, politically practical or possible. However, I
believe that the Congress could earmark let's say 5 cents of that tax to
be distributed to the States for this purpose, for general aviation, at
the same time protect the user by saying in the event that they are pay-
ing a State or local tax on this product it would be deducted from their
charge at the Federal level. So they could control the total amount
that would be assessed to the user and yet I think would provide for
a balanced distribution of funds throughout the system to enable the
system to be developed.

Senator CANNON. Of course, the Congress is currently distributing a
portion of that tax back, through the ADAP program, for general
aviation. Are you suggesting that we ought to be distributing some-
thing more back?
Mr. RAMSEY. No. I'm suggesting that the general aviation portion

be turned over to the States as suggested by the Administration, that
the method of providing the financing locally be handled at the Fed-eral level with the Federal Government being the collection agencyrather than depending on 50 State legislatures to impose a 5-cent gas
tax on local gas. We will end up with the same to the user, but it wouldbe a uniform tax throughout.
Senator BEALL. On the point of the cost and how costly it is at theFederal and State level, are the additional costs associated with the

Federal projects safety related or are they plain redtape ?
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Mr. RAMSEY. Basically, redtape. I believe, again, the Burns and Mc-
Donnell report addressed itself to this and they state that they find no
evidence of lower quality construction, less design specifications, and
so forth in State jobs versus Federal jobs. It's obviously got to be 

Senator BEALL. Runway mending and all that business is the same
under State requirements as it is under Federal requirements?
Mr. RAMSEY. Most States pretty well adhere—and again, the Burns

and McDonnell report substantiates this—to the Federal standards
established by the FAA. I think we are comparing apples and apples
in this study. I would hope that the report is accepted as that because
they were hired by the Federal Government to come up with this re-
port. If anything, you would think they would lean toward the per-
son who hired them.

Senator BEALL. On a related point, Mr. Chairman, there's a lot of
talk about the Federal-State relationship. People obviously compare
everything we do with the highway trust fund because of the ideal
Federal-State relationship that's grown up around that. Of course,
with the State owning all the highways, it's very easy to establish that
kind of relationship, but I know in the State of Maryland the State
owns and operates the largest air carrier facility in the State in com-
petition with the Federal Government, I might say—which is a de-
sirable situation to be in. But are other States that are heavily involved
in the development of their air carrier airports? Is there a developing
uniformity among the way the States handle their airport development
problems?
Mr. NAMMACK. There are degrees of uniformity, Senator Beall, but

I have some figures here which I think will interest every member of
the subcommittee. There is a common impression that the State avia-
tion agencies only financially support general aviation airports. That
isn't true at all. We'd be happy to supply for the record a survey of
the States showing what percentage of State aviation funds, airport
development funds, in fact are given to the air carrier served airports,
not the general aviation airports. You will find such specific percent-
ages—Connecticut, 90 percent; Florida, 70 percent; Minnesota, 85 per-
cent; Montana, 89 percent—on through the list.
The point I'm making, of the $121 million that the States have put

up on the average for the last 5 years in State funds for airport de-
velopment, the bulk of that money has gone to the air carrier airports,
not the GA airports.
If I may add one point, Mr. Chairman, you said a moment ago that

during the Administration's testimony Mr. Dow stated that as far as
he could see there would be no cost saving if the States were to take
over the GA ADAP program. I can only surest to you, sir, that for
18 months, the period that FAA conducted this study with a couple
of part-time consultants, we tried to get the FAA to show us the cost
data they were using. We were never able to break the first fragment
of it loose.
I only ask you rhetorically, sir, if you think an agency is going to

admit that a lower level of government can do the same job more effec-
tively and cheaper.

Senator CANNON. Well, I'm not sure that your conclusion is correct,
other than if you were to say that the States can do it cheaper than
the Federal Government because the State wouldn't have to comply
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with the minimum wage law if it's not receiving Federal funds; that
it wouldn't have to comply with the Davis-Bacon Act; or that it
wouldnt' have to comply with the environmental statements. If you're
going to say the States would go their own way and not comply with
these minimum requirements which the Federal Government estab-
lishes, then you're going to risk Federal funding to perform those
responsibilities.

Currently, if you don't have the Federal Government involved fund-
wise, you don't have to meet those requirements. So that makes a dif-
ference in cost. There's no question about that. Some of the States pay
less than a minimum wage, and some States don't comply with the
provisions of the Davis-Bacon Act, and some. States don't comply
with the environmental requirements that the Federal Government
mandates.
So I think you must decide if you are going to meet all the stand-

ards that the Federal Government mandates in these areas, and if you
do are you really going to have any cost saving?
Mr. RAMSEY. Mr. Chairman, I'm not aware that this was ever the

basis for our contention that it would be cheaper because we wouldn't
have to comply with these Federal regulations.
Senator CANNON. I'm saying that's one of the reasons.
Mr. RAMSEY. It could be, but again, we feel that standards should

be set by the Federal Government. This should not be left to 50 dif-
ferent States to go with 50 different programs and 50 different stand-
ards. We should have a standard for each which we are going to build
our system toward and whatever the Federal Government deems to
be necessary that should be in ti' ere. We are not arguing that point.
I think more we are arguing the time element. For example, it takes

about 4 years from the time you think of a Federal project until you
consummate it. We can complete a similar project within a year at the
State level if you go through the various steps that you have to go
through, and even going through these other considerations that you
have enumerated.
Senator CANNON. The environmental impact statement alone would

take 2 years at the Federal level. Are you saying that the States simply
won't meet the environmental impact requirements?
Mr. RAMSEY. No. We would meet in many of these cases—and I'm

talking about negative environmental s'atements where there are
negative statements presented, not a full environmental hearing—
we are still involved with this long time period.
Now admittedly, when we get into a positive environmental pos-

ture, it stretches it out considerably longer and obviously the State
would be faced with that, also. But FAA si mnlv can't move that fast
and I don't say that critically of them. It's because of checks and
balances they need at the national Office, the regional office and the
district office. It has to go through a certain process and in order to
do this it simply takes time. If it were done at the State level under
Federal guidelines this could all be eliminated and this equates into
dollars in the final analysis.
If we can't prove that, sir, then I would support what you say;

let's do it the cheapest way we can do it, whatever way that is.
Senator CANNON. Well, I'm just a little concerned by the fact that

every witness that has appeared so far has been opposed to this con-
cept except the administration.
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Mr. RAMSEY. Have they presented facts, sir, to back up their con-
tention that refute these other facts?

Senator CANNON. I don't think you present facts that back it up
now.
Mr. RAMSEY. We presented copies of studies.
Senator CANNON. You said you could do it in a year, and I say you

can't do it in a year if you're going to meet the environmental impact
statement.
Mr. RAMSEY. No, we could not, if it was a positive environmental

statement.
• Senator CANNON. Those are not facts. Those are statements that
I don't think can be met necessarily.
Mr. RAMSEY. I agree with that. I'm talking about the 

• Senator CANNON. What I'm trying to determine is how we can best
do this job. Now I recognize that a lot of States—your State among
them—have a lot of expertise in this area, but there are a lot of States
that don't, and if they are going to have to build up a State aviation
authority, beef it up with all kinds of expertise to do a job that is
somewhat limited in scope in many of the smaller States, I seriously
qu6stion whether we are really going to save any money. I think we are
(roinc, to build up another level of bureaucracy rather than try to
whittle down on the one we have now.
Mr. RAMSEY. Mr. Chairman, I know you're familiar with the various

highway departments throughout the States. They are handling a pro-
gram that is not totally similar but there are many similarities to it.
I can't conceive that there would be any major problem for any State,
whether they have a State aviation agency identified as such or not
today, to gear themselves up to do this in a relatively short period of
time. I would say by next July 1, if necessary, and without a large
staff increase to do it. It could certainly be done through highway de-
partment activities because they deal in many of these same things.
Now you're going to need someone, true, that's in there that has

some knowledge of aviation, but it's not going to take a full-blown
complete staff all the way through to do this because the States have
this capability today.

Senator CANNON. What would be the source of funds to bring the
State agencies up to the competence required, for those that do not
have it at the present time?
Mr. RAMSEY. I think they ought to come from the States themselves.

In my opinion, many States have been derelict in supporting this pro-
gram. They have a vital stake in supporting an airport system within
their territory and they have not shouldered their part of the burden
and I think they should come up with them and should be made to.
Senator CANNON. If they should come up with funds, are you sug-

gesting a gas tax on aviation users?
Mr. RAMSEY. I'm not identifying where that would come from.

That would be up to the State legislature. But I do feel the States
have a financial responsibility in this program and where they haven't
been meeting that they should do so.
Senator CANNON. If I read your proposal correctly, you suggest

that the master plans of the air carrier hub airports be subject to
the approval of the States, and be consistent with State plans. Do
you think it's realistic to try to tell the large metropolitan airports

61-350-75-19
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that their master plan should or should not include things to make it
consistent with the State plan?
Mr. NAMMACK. May I ask Mr. Aaronson to address that?
Mr. AARONSON. Mr. Chairman, I don't think it would be correct

to say that the position we have recommended would require State
approval per se. What we are saying is that the master plan should
be consistent with the system plan which has been developed at the
State and regional level. I would submit that it would be up to FAA
to make the judgment as to whether they were consistent or not, but
it really doesn't make good sense in my view to try to do a planning
effort to develop aviation system plans which are tied in with the rest
of the transportation system in the State that consider highway ac-
cess to airports, that consider all kinds of other problems, and consider
the need for a total transportation system on a regional and State
level, and then to suggest or allow a gap in the system so that the de-
velopment of any given airport need not in any way be consistent with
that. It's not a good use of resources.

Senator CANNON. Well, I think in the development of the systems
that we have now that certainly those issues have been given some
consideration. Do you have any examples of situation,s where this
has not occurred?
Mr. AARONSON. I think our concern stems more from some of the

proposals that have been made to amend the existing legislation and
the direction in which that would move to automatically channel
funds without respect to the relationship with other plans that have
been developed.
As to whether there have been any examples to date of problems

that have been developed, let me defer to my colleagues and see if they
have any.
Mr. NAMMACK. The only addition there, Mr. Chairman, is that you,

yourself, stipulated very clearly in 1970 that you wanted a system
developed, and I would only ask you how can you have a system if
each of 3,000 local airports sponsors goes off in his own direction
developing his own plan with no relationship whatsoever not only
to the other airports within his metropolitan area or region, but with
no relationship whatsoever to the other transportation modes within
that region. That's no system.
Mr. WOLF. Senator, what you're talking about is being done right

now by the State of Minnesota, State of Wisconsin, State of South
Dakota, State of Illinois, because you have to have all these things
coordinated. If you don't you run into trouble. We failed to do so at
the General Mitchell Field. Now we have a turnoff from the express-
way that you have to either go north or south from the airport and
come back into the main entrance. Had this been under proper plan-
ning we would have had an expressway road and a leadoff from it
which would have been in accordance with the master plan develop-
ment of the airport. Now we're doing it. We're doing another master
plan on all the air carrier airports and its being coordinated with
all other modes of transportation. It has to be. Otherwise, we're caus-
ing ourselves a tremendous amount of cost if we make an error.
Ur. NAMMACK. Mr. Chairman, a moment ago you said that so far

the full parade of witnesses that have appeared before you have
opposed this concept. I wonder, sir, if you really meant to make such
a general statement. I know of three organizations that have opposed
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this concept. I know of about five who do not oppose it and, as a matter
of fact, to varying degrees, support it very strongly, and you're going
to hear from more today before this hearing is finished.
Just last week the Great Lakes Chapter of the American Association

of Airport Executives passed a formal resolution supporting the
transfer of the GA ADAP program to the States. I have back in my
office a file this thick [indicating] of individual letters from airport
operators supporting the concept. I think you heard the League of
American Airports testify the other day. I think there's an even split,
quite frankly.

Senator CANNON. Well, thank you very much, gentlemen. We,
appreciate your being here. -
[The attachment follows:]

RESULTS OF STUDY COMPARING FEDERAL AND STATE AIRPORT DEVELOPMENT

[This report was submitted to Federal Aviation Administration officials during a
briefing held June 6, 1975, by Burns & McDonnell.]

As some of you know, Burns & McDonnell was selected early last year to
conduct an in-depth study of the Airport Development Aid Program for the FAA.
The study was specifically directed at smaller airports and was give the title
"Analysis of General Aviation Airports Developed With and Without Federal
Financial Assistance."
My remarks today are a very brief description of that study—what it involved,

how it was accomplished, and what was recommended to the FAA to correct
some of the problems that were found. One thing that must be stressed is that
in most cases the FAA program is technically sound. However, it is burdened by

outside requirements of other Federal Agencies and by self-serving bureaucratic

redundancies so familiar in all Federal programs. Also, we cannot emphasize too

strongly that the observations, conclusions and recommendations are those a
Burns & McDonnell only and do not in any way reflect the official position of the

FAA or indicate their approval or concurrence with any of the findings.

The study was divided into three separate tasks which involved differing

types of effort. The first task was to assemble all published state and federal

standards and procedures and to evaluate their differences. In so doing, we

had the opportunity of discussing the pros and cons of the federal program with

each state agency by telephone. These discussions brought many of the most

pertinent factors to light and were quite valuable through other phases of the

study. As would be expected, the same factors were almost unanimously pointed

out by each state and we quickly realized we were picking away at old wounds
 for

many of these agencies. Generally, when the material arrived that had been

requested, it was frequently acompanied by lengthy transmittal letters rei
terating

those points in detail. We later found most of these comments to be quite a
ccurate

and well founded.
However, it should also be pointed out that many of the allegations 

expressed

loudly by some states were not based on criteria comparable to FAA 
standards

and were actually an "apple to orange" comparison.

In view of their expressed discontent with other factors of the
 program, we

were surprised to learn that most of the State Agencies t
hat had published

standards adopted FAA dimensional criteria. This first slid
e shows graphically

by the large black dot those areas where the states conform 
to FAA dimensional

criteria and in some cases shown by the plus sign exceed the 
FAA criteria. There

are relatively few areas where the minus sign would in
dicate dimensional criteria

less than the FAA. Although the primary reason for the 
adoption of this criteria

was to retain the federal eligibility of sponsors 
who might later apply for

federal funds, most states also felt the criteria was 
sound and based on good

judgment. In almost every other respect the states 
utilized entirely different

standards and procedures in their own programs and 
they were quite similar to

each other.
As part of the first task, we requested each of 

the state agencies and the

Regional offices of the FAA to submit a list of 
airports developed to either the

state or federal standards that would be good 
representatives of those standard
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As a result of this request, over 400 airports were submitted as shown on this
slide. The blue circle indicates airports developed with Federal Funds and to
FAA criteria while the red circles indicate airports developed without Federal
funds and to state standards. These are a representative national cross-section
of general aviation airports in varying conditions of climate, geology, elevation
and level of activity. Through a subjective evaluation process this list was
narrowed to 22 airports recommended for the physical inspection phase of the
study.
The second task of the study involved these physical inspections. The initial

contract had called for inspection of ten airports, five developed with Federal
funds and five with state funds. At our request, in order to broaden the data
base, the number was increased to include all 22 recommended airports. These
airports are shown on the next slide. Not only were all physical facilities
evaluated at each airport, but the complete and detailed development history
of the airport was review and discussed with each sponsor. The records were
examined for development costs and specifications and the sponsors were also
asked to recount any significant events that affected the development of the
airport. In conjunction with each airport inspection, the associated state agency
and FAA field office was visited and interviewed. The site inspections revealed one
rather surprising factor. There was no evidence that an appreciable difference in
quality exists between airports developed under the Federal program and the
state programs. Airports of outstanding quality as well as substandard quality
have been developed under both programs.
The third task of this analysis involved a detailed evaluation of the findings

from the previous two tasks and recommendations based on the conclusions
drawn for modifications to the federal program. In essence this task represents
the purpose of the analysis. We specifically addressed the efficiency of the
system and the effectiveness of the program. In this regard the overriding factors
that had originated from statements made by state agencies continuously for the
last few years were the cost and time factors associated with development under
each program. This analysis not only agreed with the states' contention that they
can develop general aviation airports faster and at lower cost than the federal
program but that they can do so and maintain a comparable quality. There are
several reasons for these differences, many of which are beyond the control of
the FAA. However, it was also quite apparent that the FAA has not kept pace
with the state of the art, has not developed adequate guidance in several critical
areas and has lost touch with reality on some standards imposed upon general
aviation airports.
I would now like to go through some of the major findings and conclusions

of the analysis that illustrate the problems and outline our recommended modi-
fications to the FAA program. I want to re-emphasize that the conclusions and
recommendations are those of Burns & McDonnell and do not reflect the official
FAA position.

First, the procedures involved under ADAP include an overwhelming number
of complex requirements that are frequently misunderstood by FAA personnel,
let alone sponsors who have no familiarity with the program. Several of the
sponsors we interviewed indicated the red tape was unrealistic and had almost
forced them to reconsider seeking federal aid. In fact, at seven of the 12 state-
developed airports, sponsors had initially tried to obtain federal assistance but
had given up after two or three years of frustrating effort. FAA. and the ADAP
program is primarily geared to air carrier airports. Because of this, most pro-
cedures have been established to administer and control very large projects and
grants. However, these same procedures have been imposed on the small general
aviation airport sponsor. Even though the airport and project may be small, the
same processing procedure is required; only the numbers change. The effort
required does not diminish in direct proportion to the size of the project and
therefore it becomes increasingly difficult for the small sponsor to afford the
administrative cost of obtaining Federal financial assistance. Unfortunately the
trend has been to increase rather than decrease the number and complexity of
the procedures and requirements under ADAP. In defense of the FAA, I want to
point out again that many of the most burdensome requirements have been im-
posed by other agencies such as, EPA, OMB and the Department of Labor. In
addition some laws passed primarily to control other Federal programs have
been applied to ADAP without regard to providing realistic methods of imple-
mentation for airports. If no other point is made from this analysis, the fact
that this trend must be reversed cannot be over emphasized. The program has
already approached a point where it cannot be adequately understood by those
it is intended to serve.
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Therefore, our recommendations, like that of the states, some FAA personnel
and some members of congress, were to reduce the number of requirements and
simplify the procedure to the absolute minimum necessary for efficient
administration.

Similar to the procedures, but to a lesser extent, development standards for
utility airports are merely scaled down versions of those developed for air
carrier airports.
Because the ADAP includes several types of airport development the stand-

ards associated with the program must be extensive enough to cover them all..
Since the vast majority of these standards affect each type of development, they
have been combined wherever possible. Sponsors who are developing utility
airports generally have the least experience and in-house expertise necessary to,
interpret these standards and 'their applicability to the development under con-
sideration. They are often confused by the terminology to which they are exposed
for the first time and frequently cannot differentiate between different types of
development. The need for clear and simple guidance without cross referencing
the applicability of the standard is very apparent.
Therefore, we have recommended that separate standards and procedures be

developed that apply only to small general aviation airport development. Further,
these standards and procedures should be developed to cover all phases from
preapplication to final payment.
In regard to the FAA construction specifications there are only two major

problem areas. These are in the pavement and lighting areas. In airfield paving
the predominant problem areas are that because the specifications must apply
nationwide it is difficult and sometimes very expensive to Meet the requirements
with locally available materials. The federal standards are considered by most
contractors to be good specifications although they are not as familiar with them
as a rule and feel they do contain items that increase the cost to utilize them.
Several of these items do not appear to be necessary and the federal specification
can be revised to be more acceptable with minor changes.

Detailed technical recommendations covering several pages have been made
to the FAA regarding the paving specifications. If anyone wishes to discuss
them, I will be happy to do so after this session.

Airfield lighting specifications are responsible for more controversy and criti-
cism of the federal program than any other them. The state agencies are unani-
mously a the opinion that these specifications are far too rigid and costly. Several
sponsors under the federal program indicated the lighting systems that were re-
quired cost two or three times as much as comparable systems they could have
purchased. Four of the 10 federally developed airports in this analysis had deleted
lighting from their contracts and had installed non-approved systems on their own
or with state aid. Two of the others had applied to substitute nonapproved sys-
tems on their airports because of the cost. Several state agencies have indicated
that a trend has developed where a large percentage of sponsors that developed
their airports using the federal program do not include lighting. They seek state
aid for lighting systems after the airport has been constructed.
The imposition of a mandatory VASI requirement with the approved lighting

system appears to have been more than the last straw. Although the. VAST is a
very worthwhile and important safety feature it is not necessary on every
airport. The idea behind standards should be that of providing a standardized
system of lighting on all airports developed under the program. Just the opposite
effect is occurring and was quite evident during the analysis. Since the sponsors
are not willing to purchase the approved system, they seem to go the opposite
direction. Substandard lighting systems utilizing everything imaginable from
glass jar lenses to fixture mountings made from 5-gallon can full of sand were
observed on two of the federal projects. Although VAST systems are significant
safety items on airports it must be realized that adequate lighting is even
more significant to start with.

Several factors involving the wiring systems, fixture components and installa-
tion methods also involve very rigid and costly specifications compared to several
non-approved systems of similar quality. The primary conclusion from the
detailed evaluation of lighting specifications is that rigid adherence to top quality
requirements has priced the system out of Consideration for many sponsors. Many
of the design benefits inherent to the approval system are also lost soon after
the system is installed because of the relatively poor maintenance it receives.
We, therefore, have recommended that specifications be developed for a low-

cost-lighting system specifically for utility airports utilizing the cost saving
features of the currently available "off the shelf" non-approved systems. Further
that specific requirements be demand to justify installation of the highly refined
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design of the currency approved MIRL system. Finally that the requirement
for the mandatory inclusion of a VAST system as a component of an airfield light-
ing system be deleted.
Very briefly this has been the results of our analysis. We know that the FAA

is actively evaluating the recommendations and we hope some of them will
be incorporated in the future.

EXCERPTS FROM SUMMARY REPORT TASK II—COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF SELECTED
GENERAL AVIATION AIRPORTS

(Prepared by the Burns & McDonnell Co. Under DOT Contract No.
DOT—FA74WA34341

NOTE.—In March 1974 the DOT/FAA awarded the above-cited contract to
Burns & McDonnell to study and compare general aviation airports developed
with and without Federal financial assistance. The contractors examined 12
pairs of airports in different parts of the country to evaluate the differences
between State and Federal construction standards and specifications, administra-
tive procedures, levels of safety and performance, and cost effectiveness.
The final report of the contractor will be submitted to DOT/FAA in May 1975.

Each pair of airports studied consisted of one Federally aided airport and one
airport developed entirely by State and local effort.

A. EFFECT UPON AIRPORT EXPANDABILITY

(1) "The most predominant difference between the State and Federal Programs
with respect to expandability is that mawy States require minimum lengths
greater than the FAA Basic and II requirements. The primary effect of these
differences is to prolong the need of future expansions to runways."
(2) "The State programs generally did not contain extensive site selection

requirements like those in the Federal programs. The general recommendations
were similar but less detailed and rigid. . . ."
(3) "The sites visited during this analysis did not show a trend toward provid-

ing better or worse expansion potential than the Federal program sites."
(4) "The State programs as a rule did not require the sponsor to purchase

as much land as the Federal program."
(5) "Generally, the State agencies have similar land zoning requirements

around an airport to those in the Federal program."

B. EFFECT UPON AIRPORT CAPACITY

(1) "The primary factors pertaining to capacity on an airport are the in-
clusion of turnarounds and taxiway systems to clear the runway of traffic.
The State programs generally appear to incorporate more of these facilities
initially than the Federal program."

C. LEVEL OF SAFETY PROVIDED AERONAUTICAL USERS AND AIRPORT NEIGHBORS

(1) "Most State agencies attempt to follow Federal criteria with regard to
Part 77 and the Terminal Instrument Procedures (TERPS ) that pertain to
safety on and around airports. However, the State agencies are generally of the
opinion that some major problems presently result from these existing guide-
lines. The predonvinant opinion of the State agencies is that the requirements
included in these two documents are inconsistent and incompatible in several
areas." ( See NASA° recommendations submitted to FAA—December 1974.)
(2) "Nonapproved parallel (edge lighting) systems approaching the limit

of circuit capacity, will tend to dim those fixtures at the end of the circuit.
Proper circuit layout and design can minimize this problem. The approved MIRL
series circuit system has short filament bulbs that tend to blacken after a short
time in operation. This results in, nonuniform intensity of individual fixtures
in a random pattern and was observed at several airports."

D. DURABILITY OF THE DEVELOPED/INSTALLED FEATURE ITEM

(1) "In terms of the finished pavements observed, there was no evidence that
one built to Federal standards was any more durable than one built to State-
local standards. Most of the pavements were in good to excellent conditions."
(2) "No pattern was established that would indicate either being of superior

quality or durability.
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(3) ". . . there are only minor differences in durability between the FAA MIRL
system and the nonapproved parallel wired systems. The approved series cir-
cuit systems have experienced some difficulties in installation and maintenance
. . . due to the unfamiliarity with the installation requirements by contractors
in small communities and the unavailability of materials for maintenance. On
the other hand, the nonapproved parallel circuit system is familiar to all con-
tractors and can be maintained with locally available materials."
(4) "Because of the blackened bulb effect described before, the lamp life in

the FAA MIRL system is not as long as the traffic bulbs used in the nonap-
proved parallel systems."
(5) "The durability of the VASI systems inspected was poor . . . The non-

approved systems observed were only slightly more durable than the FAA sys-
tem."

E. EFFICIENCY OF PROGRAM PROCEDURES

(1) "State development programs generally have fewer overall requirements
than the Federal program. . . . In many cases, similar laws are enacted in
State Legislatures but the time lag between Federal and State adoption of th•ae
requirements allow the States to incorporate them in different ways and gen-
erally with a significant reduced impact to the program."
(2) "The States generally feel that the accounting procedures necessary to

comply with the requirements incorporated into FAR Part 152 exceed the 'capa-
bilities of most smaller sponsoring agencies."
(3) "Although the State programs have many of the same requirements as

the Federal program, more flexibility in these procedures was evident in sev-
eral cases during this analysis. The States appeared to be capable of suspending
some requirements and deadlines in order to get the development started. The
requirements were met and proof of compliance was submitted at a later date."
(4) "The Federal program has appeared to be quite rigid with respect to meet-

ing requirements in an established order prior to the continuation of process-
ing.
(5) "Several State agencies provide a great deal of help to the sponsor to meet

program requirements. In some cases, the State agencies provide engineering serv-
ices at no cost to the sponsor. The State agencies also conduct site studies for
sponsors and prepare the environmental analysis for a proposed project. Many
of the State agencies will handle the procurement and design of lighting sys-
tems for the sponsor:"
(6) "Many of the State agencies involved in this analysis have also devel-

oped research and development programs and constantly try to improve specifica-
tions and equipment used in their programs based on these studies."
(7) ". . . the requirements of 'Standard Specifications for Construction of

Airports' ( AC 150/5370-1A) are not over-specified. However, they do induce
requirements that are difficult to comply with in many areas of the country."
(8) "Delays or difficulties in obtaining specified materials result in ineffi-

ciency of the program. State highway specifications, which are used on most State-
local projects, are designed around locally available materials. Most paving
contractors are familiar with the State highway specifications and proce-
dures. . . . Therefore, there is no loss in efficiency in producing the specified
pavement."
(9) "A second deterrent to an efficient operation is specifying in detail the

equipment and procedures to be followed to obtain the finished pavement.
Many States utilize performance or end product specifications which allow a
contractor flexibility in the methods and equipment used to obtain the desired
results."
(10) "The 'Standard Specification for Construction of Airports' sets forth

a series of testing requirements to insure a high quality product. Destructive
testing of the pavement often requires the contractor to wait until results are
determined before continuing the operation. On small general aviation airports
where the paving operation involves only a few days this results in a great loss
of efficiency."
(11) "The most obvious difference between the State and Federal programs

regarding efficiency is the final payment procedures. . . . The time necessary to
obtain payment under the Federal progr'am is considerably longer than the
State programs."
(12) "Another aspect of efficiency that most affects the Federal program in-

volves policy changes . . . the Federal criteria are generally more specific and
new standards have a more significant impact. . . . since the Federal program
appears to stress staged construction more than the States, the sponsor's previous
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decision to develop specific items or at specific times can be significantly af-
fected by the change in policy."
(13) "In general, the requirements and established procedural format of the

State programs appear to allow more flexibility. The end result of this flexi-
bility is that States normally will be able to develop airports in less time than
that required by the Federal program. (Accompanying chart in report shows
average elapsed time for Federal project to be more than twice that of average
elapsed time for State project.) "

F. COSTS OF THE INITIAL DEVELOPMENT AND CONTINUED MAINTENANCE

(1) "Costs for the development of the airports involved in this analysis have
been extremely difficult to establish. Costs as a rule were complete and well
documented in Federal projects, especially when associated with eligible items
for program funds. State agency records were also found to be complete with
regard to items eligible for program fund. In many cases, major portions of the
project costs were not eligible. . . . Several of the airports had received dona-
tions in the form of land, labor, equipment and materials."
(2) "An attempt has been made to illustrate costs based on the eligible item

figures that could be obtained. Appropriate costs have been estimated for dona-
tions and are normally included in the miscellaneous construction costs for the
project. The eligible cost figures have been adjusted to 1974 equivalent prices...."

NoTE.—Accompanying chart in report shows:
a. Federal average $583,500'

1. with Chesterfield 860,900
2. with El Monte 1, 235,620

b. State average 394,100

(3) "Without exception the total cost of the FAA approved MIRL system
exceeds the cost of a nonapproved system of similar performance."
(4) "The addition of a VASI system as a mandatory requirement for any

MIRL system with Federal financial assistance has increased the cost beyond the
funding capability of most small airport sponsors."
(5) "The off-the-shelf nonapproved parallel circuit MIRL systems are very

comparable in performance to the FAA system at a lower cost."
(6) "The performance of the FAA MIRL system theoretically should be

superior ,to the nonapproved parallel-wired systems. However, in practice this
has not been the case."
(7) "Observation of both the approved and nonapproved systems did not reveal

any appreciable difference in perceived intensity."
(8) "The maintenance costs of the FAA MIRL system were found to be higher

than for the nonapproved systems."
(9) "Replacement parts and cable for the approved system require a long lead'

time to obtain and because they are special units subject to rigid quality control,
they are expensive. Replacement parts and cable for most of the nonapproved'
systems are readily available.

GAO STUDY DOCUMENTS COST REDUCTIONS ACHIEVED BY STATE AVIATION AGENCIES

Washington, D.C., Dec. 18—A General Accounting Office study comparing Fed-
eral and State costs for airport lighting systems, navigation aids and air traffic
control towers shows sharp reductions in costs achieved by the States for equip-
ment whose performance either equals or in some cases surpasses equipment built
in Federal standards.
The GAO study, entitled Costly Requirements for Certain Control Towers,

Navigation.Aids and Airport Lights, was requested by Congressman H. R. Gross
of Iowa and was released by his office December 11, 1974. In concluding that
Federal Aviation Administration equipment requirements and installation meth-
ods were excessive and resulted in unnecessarily high costs, particularly for
the sponsors of smaller airparts, the GAO found that:
"FAA towers are much more costly than those constructed without Federal

funds although both structures perform the same basic function. The least ex-
pensive FAA tower reviewed cost about $189,000 while non-FAA towers ranged
in cost from $32,000 to $128,000."
"FAA either did not consider or rejected possible cost-savings alternatives."
"FAA is moving in the direction of increasing the cost of its towers."
"FAA could save money by reevaluating its low activity control tower

requirements."
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"FAA-approved airport lighting costs substantially more than non-approved

lighting because of FAA's more extensive and demanding equipment and installa-

tion requirements."
"FAA has not directed its attention to the needs of small general aviation

airports but has based requirements on equipment and systems designed for

the larger air carrier airports."
"Runway lighting meeting FAA's minimum requirements costs several times

as much as runway lights installed by State and local governments without FAA

assistance."
"The practices followed by State and local governments result in runway

lights which are satisfactory to the users of the airports and are not costly to

maintain."
"The FAA-approved lighting fixture costs about $70 to $77, including the isola-

tion transformer, while the non-approved fixtures cost from about $12 to $16."

"The special light bulb required by FAA costs about $2 each, while the

light bulbs used in the non-approved systems cost as little as 21 cents each."

"Although the FAA-approved lighting system is designed to insure uniform

brightness among the lights, the FAA-approved light bulb dims with use, result-

ing in differences in brightness among the lights. The non-approved systems we

observed were of uniform brightness."
"FAA requires the use of FAA-approved 5,000-volt electrical cable in the in-

stallation of Federally-assisted runway lighting projects, while 600-volt cable is

generally used in the non-approved systems. FAA-approved cable costs about 22

cents a foot while the cable used in Iowa's non-approved systems costs from 4

cents to 9 cents a foot."
"Costs for FAA-approved runway end identifier lights (REILS) varied only

slightly from non-approved lights. The installation costs on FAA-approved proj-

ects we reviewed were significantly higher than on the local projects because in

the FAA projects the runway end identifier lights were not connected to the

nearest source of. power."
At three airports in Nebraska and five in Iowa where non-FAA-approved

REILS were installed at local cost, "the average costs for equipment and installa-

tion were about $1,525. FAA plans to install REILS at 98 locations under its

F&T activity and estimated that equipment costs at each location will amount

to about $1,650 and that typical installation costs will be $10,000 to $11,000."

An April 1973 survey of State and Federal airport development costs published

by the National Association of State Aviation Officials indicated substantial

savings in project costs and time achieved by the States when the projects are

constructed in accordance with State requirements and guidelines. The GAO

report appears to confirm major elements of the NASA() survey. Additional evi-

dence will be available next Spring when the Burns & McDonnell Engineering

Company completes a study for FAA comparing Federal and State standards,

construction specifications and administrative procedures and costs associated

with the development of general aviation airports.

AIRPORT SYSTEM NEEDS

A recent NASA° survey of all member States disclosed currently eligible air-

port development needs during the period 1975-1980 as follows: Billions

(a) Total projected needs  $1. 7

1. Air carrier-served airports, $3.4 billion.
2. General aviation airports, 1.2 billion.

(b) Total State and local sponsor funds esitmated to be available to meet

these needs were  1. 1

1. Air carrier-served airports, $949 million.
2. General aviation airports, 240 million.

( c) Federal funds required to match State and local sponsor funds esti-

mated to be available  2. 43

1. Air carrier-served airports, $1.72 billion.
2. General aviation airports, 714 million.
( d) Thus, broken down to a 5-year program, the annual need for Federal

funds would be $488 million (67.4%). The annual need for State and local sponsor

funds would be $236 million (32.6%). Annual combined program would be $724

million.
(e) Additional needs for currently ineligible airport development, including

passenger terminals, access roads, and advance land acquisition, are estimated

to total more than $4 billion over the same 5-year period.
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A REVEW OF FEDERAL AID TO AIRPORTS

FAAP

From 1947 through November 30, 1974, Federal funds totaling $1.191 billion
were expended from 7,953 projects located at 2,313 publicly-owned U.S. civil
airports, or about one-half of the total number of publicly-owned U.S. civil
airports of record.

State and local sponsors invested $1,232 billion in matching funds for the
same projects. Because "airside" projects alone were eligible for Federal assist-
ance, the full cost of developing the "landside" portion of the publicly-owned
airports was paid by State and local governments. In addition, State and local
governments bore the full cost of operating and maintaining all publicly-owned
civil airports.
Under FAAP, the formula for distributing Federal funds was 75% State

apportionment-25% discretionary. State and local matching requirements were
50%.

ADAP

From 1971 fhrough June 30, 1975, Federal funds totaling $1.151 billion were
expended for 1,677 projects located at 601 certificated air carrier-served airports
and reliever airports. Distribution formula was one-third State apportionment,
one-third based on enplanements, and one-third discretionary. From 1971 to
1973 the matching share for State and local sponsors was 50%. From FY 1974
until now, the State and local matching share was 25% for all but the largest hub
airports, whose matching share remained at 50%.
During the same period, Federal funds totaling $151.2 million were expended

for 757 projects located at 624 general aviation airports. Distribution formula
was 75% State and territory apportionment, 25% discretionary. State and local
matching requirements were the same as for the larger airports.
Attachment C details the annual appropriation levels of Federal funds for

airports from 1947 until the present. A general estimate of Federal participation
in financing airport development throughout these years places the Federal
share at about 23% of the total costs involved.

FEDERAL AID TO AIRPORTS: 1947-75

Fiscal year federal funds For administration State apportionment

1947 $45, 000, 000 $2, 250, 000 $30,822,7501948 32, 500, 000 2, 020, 328 21,750,0001949 40, 000, 000 3, 000, 000 26,375,0001950 39, 500, 000 3, 000, 000 27,000,0001951 24, 200, 000 3, 000, 000 15,375,0001952 18, 700, 000 2, 850, 000 11, 250,0001953 , 14, 321, 154 4, 039, 600 8,306,2501954 0) (1) (1)1955 22, 000, 000 1, 250, OLD 15,000,0001956 62, 501, 000  44,737,5001957 63, 000, 000  45,000,0001958 63, 000, 000  45,000,0001959 63, 000, 000  45,000,0001960 63, 000, 000  45,000,0001961 63, 000, 000  45,000,0001962 75, 000, 000  49,875,0001963 75, 000, 000  49,875,0001964 75, 000, 000  49,875,0001965 75, 000, 000  49,875,0001966 75, 000, 000  49,875,0001967 71, 000, 000  47,215,1781968 66, 000, 000  43,890,0001969 70, 000, 000  46,550,0001970 2 30, 000, COO  19,950,000280, 000, 000  102,884,0001971
1972 280, 000, 000  102,884,0001973 280, 000, 000  102,884,0001974 310, 000, 000  114,642,0001975  2 310,100, 000  114,642,00

1 No funds.
2 $50,000,000 impounded.
2 Plus $25,000,000 supplemental.
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lc) Small d) Non-Hub 

b) Medium 

U.S. CIVIL LANDING FACILITIES

As of January 1, 1974, U.S. civil landing facilities totaled 12,700. They are
classified as follows:

1. Airports  10,961
2. Heliports  1,280'
3. Seaplane bases 459
4. Publicly owned facilities (includes 274 heliports and 192 sea-

ports)  4,536,
5. Privately owned facilities 8,164

(a) Closed to public use 5,210
(b) Open to public use 2,954

6. Total open to public use  - 7,490
7. Airports with lighted runways 3,880
8. Airports with paved runways 4,527
9. Airports included in National Airport System Plan (NASP) 3,018

(a) Air carrier-served, including commuter, air taxi 617
(b) Reliever 150
(c) General Aviation 2,251

10. General Aviation airports not in NASP 1,052
11. Total general aviation airports 3,303

AIR TRAFFIC HUBS

The air traffic hub structure was developed by the FAA to measure the con-
centration of civil air traffic. Air traffic hubs are not airports. They are cities
and standard metropolitan statistical areas (SMSA) requiring aviation services.
Each SMSA contains at least one city of 50,000 population or more or twin cities
with a combined population in excess of 50,000, plus any contiguous counties
which are metropolitan in character and have similar economic and social
relationships.

Individual communities fall into one of four hub classifications depending upon
the community's percentage of total revenue passengers enplaned in all services
and operations of U.S. air carriers certificated by the Civil Aeronautics Board
within the 50 States, the District of Columbia, and other areas designated by
the FAA.
In FY 1974, the percentage and corresponding number of enplaned passengers

in the four hub categories were:

a) Large  1.00 percent or more  1,985,454 passengers or more.
0.25 to 0.99 percent  496,363 to 1,985,453.
0.05 to 0.24 percent  99,273 to 496,362.
Under 0.05 percent  Under 99,273.

During FY 1973 there were 147 large, medium or small air traffic hubs, plus
one in San Juan, Puerto Rico. These hubs—and the number of airports they
include are classified below:

Large, 26 (42 airports).
Medium, 38 (39 airports).
Small, 84 (84 airports).
Non-hubs totaled 452 in FY 1973.

PASSENGER ENPLANEMENTS

Of the 198,545,371 passenger enplanements recorded on certificated U.S. air

carriers during FY 1973, 95.5% (191,184,282) occurred at 165 airports included
in the 147 air traffic hubs. The 452 non-hubs accounted for the remaining 4.5%
passenger enplanements (7,361,089) on certificated U.S. air carriers.
The 26 large hubs accounted for 68.9% of FY 1973 hub enplanements, the 38

medium hubs had 17.5%, and the 83 small hubs had 9.0%.
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TYPE AND PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF COMMERCIAL AIR SERVICE

[48 contiguous States only, as of May 1, 19731

Service
Number of

communities
Percent of

total

Trunk exclusively 20 3. 4
Local exclusively 177 29. 9
Trunk and local 61 80.3
Trunk and commuter 14 2. 4
Local and commuter 75 12. 7
Trunk, local, and commuter 88 14. 9
Commuter exclusively 156 26. 4

Total 591 100.0

It may be seen, then, that subtracting the 156 communities which receive only
commuter air carrier service, we had only 435 communities in the 48 contiguous
States receiving CAB certificated scheduled air service as of May 1973.
Source: CAB Bureau of Operating Rights.
As of January 1975, the CAB listed 487 certificated points in the 50 States

receiving regular scheduled certificated air carrier service. Of this total, 64 points
were suspended, leaving only 423 points actually receiving regular service from
the certificated carriers.

DOT/FAA PROPOSED CRITERIA AND SAFEGUARDS FOR ASSURING STATE
COMPETENCE To ADMINISTER GA ADAP

[Quoted from FAA document "Airport Programs: Secondary Issues," distributed
in March 1975]

"States should be expected to conform to certain basic requirements of capa-
bility before receiving grants. These requirements will be primarily performance
oriented and will assure that each State is able to meet the proposed legislative
intent that general aviation grants will be used for purposes of general aviation
airport improvement in keeping with Federal criteria for airspace, airport design,
and safety generally and that the State will be accountable for its stewardship
of federally allotted funds. While these requirements will have to be worked out
in keeping with the final legislative package, they will certainly include:
(1) Competence to develop and apply standards for general aviation airport

design and construction. This competence implies professional civil engineering
availability with specific expertise in grading, drainage, paving, and airport
geometry and electrical and electronic engineering adequate to interpret runway
and taxiway lighting standards and navigational aids of the types employed on
,general aviation airports (e.g., approach lighting systems).
(2) Competence to develop and apply a Statewide program to insure environ-

mental compatibility of general aviation airports and their surroundings.
(3) Competence to develop a Statewide system plan including and defining

general aviation airport requirements and priorities.
(4) Establishment and installation of an accounting system to insure the

proper identification and application of Federal grant funds.
(5) Provision of a State audit capability to insure that sponsors' use of Federal

grant funds is proper and in keeping with provisions of law.
FAA would define the requirements for uniform national application, but each

State could declare its own certification that it is in compliance with the require.
ments is prepared to receive grants. (It is assumed that these programs will be
subject to GAO reviews and to DOT/FAA audit on fiscal management, account-
ing, and audit performance.) It is expected that a number of States will need
and seek FAA assistance in developing agencies which will meet the require,
ment."

RESOLUTION—NATIONAL GOVERNORS' CONFERENCE

Because aviation is a critical component of a balanced State transportation
system, the Governors have a major interest in programs and policies which af-
fect the pattern of development of airport and airway facilities.
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The States are now engaged in the development of State airport system plans
which form the basis for a National Airport System Plan.
Compelling evidence demonstrates that State administration of airport devel-

opment programs is more cost effective and less time consuming than Federal
administration.
The National Governors' Conference supports the Administration's concept

of replacing Federal administration of the Airport Development Aid Program
(ADAP) and the Planning Grant Program (PGP) with State and local govern-
ment administration.
However, certain proposed changes in the Airport and Airway Development

Act of 1970 jeopardize the concept of a balanced, integrated and well planned
system of aviation facilities.

Specifically:
(a) The Administration's proposed allocation of ADAP funds should be re-

vised in favor of the smaller air carrier-served, reliever and general aviation
airports which have the greatest financial need and the least self-financing
capability.
(b) All airport facilities development should continue to be guided by State

and National Airport System Plans. Amendments which will permit project
funding without regard to long range planning conducted by the State are
unacceptable.

NATIONAL CONFERENCE OF STATE LEGISLATUR,ES

POLICY STATEMENT ON AVIATION ADOPTED BY INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS
COMMITTEE JUNE 6, 1975—WASHINGTON, DC

The Intergovernmental Relations Committee's Task Force on Commerce and
Transportation recognizes the importance of aviation to the economic develop-
ment and social well being of the States and their communities.
Aviation agencies in most States have been materially strengthened in recent

years and are providing the public with valuable services associated with air-
port planning and development, improved air service, flight safety and aviation
education.
The Intergovernmental Relations Committee of the National Conference of

State Legislatures supports the DOT/FAA proposal to strengthen the Federal/
State partnership by permitting the States to assume administrative responsibil-
ity of the general aviation portion of the Airport Development Aid Program,
and urges the Congress to include this proposal in the new ADAP legislation
now being drafted.
The Committee strongly believes that a balanced national transportation sys-

tem can be only achieved with full State participation.
[Adoption of this Policy Statement will be considered bp the full membership

of National Conference of State Legislatures at a meeting in Philadelphia, Pa.,
October 10, 1975.]

Mr. Garekl R. Gray, representing the Associated General Contrac-
tors of America, is our next witness.

STATEMENT OF GARELD R. GRAY, REPRESENTING THE ASSOCI-
ATED GENERAL CONTRACTORS OF AMERICA; ACCOMPANIED BY
JOHN C. ELLIS; AND ROGER D. ALLAN

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Chairman, I have with me today Mr. John C. Ellis
on my right and Roger D. Allan from the national AGC staff.
AGC appreciates this opportunity to present its views on the airport

and airways development program. My name is Gareld R. Gray, a
general contractor from Woodbridge, N.J. I am also cochairman of
a joint cooperative committee between the Associated Contractors of
America and the National Association of State Aviation Officials. I
appear before you today representing AGC.
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AGC represents over 8,400 general construction firms from through-
out the United States which perform all types of construction, includ-
ing work on our Nation's highway systems, waterways, mass transit
facilities, railroads, and airports. Our members recognize the Nation's
need for an overall, integrated transportation system encompassing all
proven modes of transportation. We believe that air transportation,
and the airports which serve it, would be no less important than any
other segment of national transportation goals.
Perhaps our statement should restrict itself to matters concerning

the construction phase of this program, but we would like to take
this opportunity to express our thoughts regarding a balanced trans-
portation policy and the part the airport and airways development
program plays in it.
We would also like to discuss our views on the role of the Federal

Government in airport development and the level of funding which
we feel is indicated to support this development on a national scale.
We would like to consider what modifications, if any, should be con-
sidered for the ADAP program the role of State agencies, environ-
mental considerations, and the prospect of land banking to support
expansion and increased capacity.
The need for a continuing Federal role in aviation, including general

aviation, is unquestioned and the continuation of the ADAP program
is as important to a national transportation policy as is mass transit
or highways. The Federal role must be of sufficient duration to permit
the States and airport sponsors to make reliable plans. A 5-year exten-
sion would serve this purpose. Airports and airways are clearly a
national interest, and there is little likelihood that States and localities
would place much importance on them without such Federal interest.
In the matter of funding level, in its overview of the program in

1973, the Congress realized that the progression of ADAP was being
impaired by a level of funding inadequate to meet the needs. It
promptly raised the level of assistance with the Airport and Airways
Acceleration Act of 1973. Even this increase of $310 million annually
has failed to keep pace with the needs and the current backlog of
project requests is now in excess of $300 million above the authorized
level of $310 million.

Inflation has played its part in the amount of construction the dollar
will buy. We have heard so much about inflation in the past few years
that we are growing weary of the word. Yet the problem has not gone
away, even with the economic indicators which show the recession is
easing.
Based upon past experience, we feel the Congress should insure

that any level of funding over the next 5 years will have in it a cost-
increase factor. The ripple effect of material and labor costs, based
on an annual rise in inflation of 15 percent, would indicate an increase
of at least $50 million per year above the existing level just to stay even.
Without such foresight, the program will decrease the amount of
development in line with these rising costs.
We do not pretend to know, or wish to express in precise figures,

what this funding level should be. The States and airport sponsors
are in a better position to be able to estimate what their needs are.
But based upon our estimates, and those reported by others, a program
in excess of $500 million annually through 1980 would seem justified.
A figure approaching $600 million per year in Federal assistance

may be even more realistic if you consider that in 1939 air passenger
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traffic was projected to reach 10 million in 1975. The current figures
show we have reached 225 million passengers. This a is approximately
40 times greater an increase than the 1939 estimate. Other segments
of the industry estimate that our current terminal capacity is geared
to handle only about 100 million passengers efficiently.

Modifications to the program to be considered. Research and develop-
ment efforts in 'airport construction techniques should definitely be
increased. Such efforts will have significant impact in long-term bene-
fits. As an example, paving criteria developed by the Federal High-
way Administration no longer meet operational requirements for the
new heavier aircraft in service. Pavement depressions often result
from a poorly designed subbase, which creates poor drainage.
Such depressions are dangerous from a safety point of view. Many

pavement failures are a result of deficient subsurface design. We are
overcoming these problems, but concentrated research would result in
a more rapid improvement.
In this regard, research and development should be more closely

coordinated with design specifications. Certainly, we as general con-
tractors would opt for minimum Federal specifications which could
be modified to meet local conditions.
AGC participated in the recent revision of FAA's standard speci-

cations which we feel have 'been revised for the better. Included
among them are instructions to field personnel that the specifications
are to be used as a guide only. In the past, Federal design and con-
struction standards were must too rigid, often making construction
far more expensive than what local officials and sponsors could sustain.
In many cases, airports were constructed at less cost to the sponsor
by rejecting Federal aid involvement.
It is our opinion that the Federal Government should continue to

specify flexible construction standards as a condition for grant-in-aid
and that these be considered minimum national design standards for
general 'aviation airports constructed with Federal funds. A minimum
standard specification will increase the level of safety.
Approved modifications to any of the standards that may be neces-

sary to adapt them to meet local conditions must be on an acceptable
level of economy, durability, workmanship, and safety. They should,
however, be 'broad enough to recognize differences in geography,
climate, and type of 'aircraft which will use the airport.
On several occasions reference has been made to funding the con-

struction of terminal buildings with ADAP funds. It seems logical
to us that the movement of the public through an air terminal would
be of paramount importance to the efficiency of the system. Unless con-
sideration is given to the total complex, both the land side and the air
side, no system can be complete. All elements which are critical to the
airport, such as baggage and passenger handling, 'and the building
itself should be eligible for ADAP funds.
We do not feel such eligibility should extend to revenue-producing

portions of the 'airport and such facilities should be on a selected basis.
While we do not entirely agree with the idea of a head tax for en-
planements, we think the revenue produced from such a tax would
serve to assist the funding for research and development programs and
construction of the selected land side projects of the facility.
As to the role of State agencies in airport development, the Admin-istration's bill, S. 1455, has suggested a termination of Federal aid to



300

general aviation after 1978. We do not feel the Federal Government
should relinquish this portion of the .A.DAP program which the Con-
gress originally envisoned as a national priority.
By its own' statistics, the Federal Aviation Administration indi-

cates that general aviation showed an overall gain in 1974—up almost
5 percent for the 12-month period. By October 1974 it had increased
10.1 percent over the previous October.
We feel that States are competent to administer general aviation.

Some States now act as agents for all airport development within their
boundaries. Not only do they channel requests to the Federal Govern-
ment for aid, but they disburse funds on behalf of the sponsor.
It is obvious that Congress was aware of these State restrictions

when it included section 16(b) in the Airport and Airways Devel-
opment Act of 1970. This section: prohibits the Secretary of Trans-
portation from approving any project application by any munici-
pality or other public agency which is subject to the law of any State
if the submission to the project application by such agencies is pro-
hibited by the law of that State.
Under the provisions of this section, it would appear to us that

local jurisdiction for the control of airport projects is a legislative
problem at the State level. Of course, the Congress can legislate that
no project may be approved by the Secretary for general aviation
unless the State has established a responsible agency, such as a State
department of transportation

' 
to administer the program. Such lan-

guage is similar to that which established the Federal-aid highway
program to insure the uniformity of roads and highways. Such lan-
guage would leave no doubt as to who controlled the authority for
general aviation Federal-aid funds.

States enact these prohibiting laws for many reasons, and we can
understand their genuine desire for coordinated efforts between the
various State transportation agencies which they hope will result in
a more efficient planning of airport location.
In the case of airport improvements such coordination would in-

clude environmental considerations and other related problems, in-
cluding ground transportation access. The State DOT's would also
be able to determine if the proposed construction would lend support
to the State systems and to the national airport system plan. They
probably are in a better position to determine what the immediateneeds are in general aviation.
To better illustrate this coordination, we would point out that of27 States that have adopted a DOT, nearly all of these are structuredinto four general categories: aviation, highways mass transit, andtransportation planning. Although all are not as smooth an operationas might be hoped for, most are working well.
Our Wisconsin chapter comments that:
Prior to its inception, the Aeronautics Commission, Highway Commission,and Motor Vehicles Department were all separate entities. With the establish-ment of the DOT, these entities were put under control of the Department ofTransportation, resulting in better air service throughout the state, a closerrelationship with community-owned bus system encouraging mass transit andbus ridership, and overall improved services. Prior to the Department for-mation, many communities were unable to receive funds for their local trans-portation systems. The Department seems to have a well coordinated planningeffort to reach most of its objectives.
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There are approximately 30 States which now act as agents for air-
port sponsors. These agencies assist sponsors in engineering and
planning, contract negotiation, bid letting, and environmental impact
statement preparation. We would suggest that if the Congress is con-
templating a transfer of responsibilities of general aviation to the
States that the States be charged with these particulars. In addition,
the States could asume additional responsibility for specifications re-
view, audit and inspection procedures, and final audit for acceptance
where Federal-aid funds have been approved for such projects.
This would serve to permit overall responsibility and authority

for general aviation to be retained at the Federal level, allow those
States which are prepared to accept additional responsibilities to do
so, and continue FAA assistance to those States not yet equipped
to assume these additional burdens.
AGC believes the general aviation program should continue to be

funded as a national goal for improvement. As such, this program
should not have to compete for general revenues. The mingling of
resource funds places an undue burden of competition among social
programs at the State level. We sincerely doubt that States will pick
up the 5 cents fuel tax as proposed in the administrations' bill after
1978, as dedicated funds for airport improvement. Such taxes that
accrue to general revenues are often diverted to unrelated programs,
which are often assigned a higher priority. Consequently, an air-
port development program is void of guaranteed, long term funding.
A look at the Federal-aid highway program reveals that only 28

States have constitutional amendments that dedicate motor vehicle
and gasoline taxes to highway programs. This would indicate that 22
States would pick up the additional 5 cents for its general revenues. Of
the 28 States that do have dedicated funds for highways, three of these
have authorized diversion during the past 2 years. From this analysis
we are led to believe that less than one-half of the States would con-
sider legislation to dedicate funds for airport improvements.
In conclusion, we are of the opinion that , States are competent to

administer the general aviation portion of ADAP, but not without,
guaranteed funding from the national level. Airports, including gen-
eral aviation types, should fall within a national plan as Congress in-
tended, with the aid of Federal financing from a trust fund to insure
a long-term continuous program.
Environmental considerations and land banking. AGO has long held

that conservation of our natural resources and protection of the en-
vironment is a proper and prime concern. We also recognize that some
environmental controls border on the absurd and needless lawsuits
deter much needed airport development. Some environmental interests
are genuine, but others serve as a shield to cover personal fears and
interests.
The number of environmental impact statements for airport proj-

ects are increasing rapidly. According to FAA figures, 1974 saw an
increase of 45 percent in the workload over the previous year. Whereas
environmental impact statements could be processed in about 4 months,
the turn-around-time has increased to 9 months.
We recommend that minor projects within the boundary of the air-

port be exempted from the full cycle of an environmental impact state-
ment. A useless statement covering only a facility within the boundary

61-350-75-20
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of an airport only serves to delay a needed project which all have
agreed to and want. If any adverse effects on the environment could
be expected from projects within these boundaries, it is too late to al-
leviate them because such effects exist from the original construction.
The FAA recently concluded an in-house study resulting in some 30

recommendations to streamline the ADAP administrative procedures.
One of these proposes the delegation of FAA environmental review
authority to its regions to eliminate an almost "full paralysis" of FAA
environmental clearances on even minor projects with no local opposi-
tion. We applaud the FAA task force for a step in the right direction.
In an effort to conserve our natural resources and plan for future ex-

pansion that will not impact on the environment, we agree that land
banking should not be considered as an alternate but as a necessity to
the maintenance of an airport system. Compatible land use develop-
ment adjacent to airports should be approved for ADAP funding as
part of the overall approval of the airports master plan, especially for
new airports.
These funds should be available to existing airports to insure their

ability to expand capacity. The acquisition of properties adjacent to
the airport boundary is a step toward land banking and insures that
these properties would not be incompatible to future expansion.

Before existing air transport facilities can be brought up to date to
accommodate the latest aircraft, a new generation of aircraft is already
in production, making the facilities obsolete. It is difficult indeed to
design any degree of longevity of an airport by attempting to predict
future configuration of aircraft. In 1929, LaGuardia Field was ex-
panded to 558 acres, which took 2 years and a cost of $45 million. Ten
years later, in 1939, it was expanded once again to make it the coun-
try's largest and finest. To do so, the plan called for filling in Sheep-
shead Bay for the extension of runways and over 17 million cubic yards
of earth were moved. This expansion was considered so adequate for
air transport needs of metropolitan New York that nearby Newark
Airport was abandoned.
Twenty years later, in 1960, LaGuardia was again obsolete and a

new round of improvements were initiated, this time just to expand the
passenger terminal and support facilities. The budget for expansion
was set at $65 million.
Expansion had only begun when the jet age struck. Not only were

the projected new improvements obsolete, but the entire complex it-
self was inadequate. Even before the 747 Jumbo Jets, the 1011—Tr-
Star and DC-10's were put into service, air passenger service had
steadily increased at LaGuardia. Capacity of airplanes had in creased
from 37 in 1940 to 350 in 1975. To show the contrast for the need in
property acquisition, LaGuardia was situated on 558 acres in 1929,
while today the Dallas-Fort Worth Regional Airport sits on 17,500
acres.
AGC is clearly in support of the acquisition of land with Federal

aid, which may not increase immediately, but will be available for
future use and will at that time be compatible with the environment
of the airport. However, to insure a maintenance of effort on the part
of the sponsors, such Federal funds should have a matching require-
ment.
While this example has dealt with a major hub, this is not to down-

grade the importance of general aviation. They, too, must be located
and will'need to expand eventually.



303

That concludes our testimony, Mr. Chairman. We will be happy
to answer any questions.
Thank you.
Senator CANNON. Thank you, Mr. Gray.
In your statement that Federal funds should have a matching re-

quirement, are you referring to a 50-50 matching?
Mr. GRAY. We think that the 75-25 would be more in line, sir.
Senator CANNON. And do you have any suggestions with reference

to the formula presently in use for ADAP funding?
Mr. ALLAN. Possibly uniformity throughout the legislation would be

the thinking that we would havd on it. In other words, the matching
would be for uniformity. That is, if it goes from 90 to 75 and so forth,
I think possibly a more uniform policy would be in order.

Senator CANNON. There's been quite a bit of suggestion that for the
smaller airports it ought to be 90-10. Do you support that concept,
or do you think that this would unduly take away funds from the
larger projects?
Mr. GRAY. I think so. I would. think that we ought to have the uni-

formity, whether it's small or large.
Senator CANNON. Well, thank you very much for your statement.

We appreciate you being here with us.
Our next witness is Mr. James A. McDonough, chairman of the

Airports Advisory Council, American Road Builders Association.

STATEMENT OF JAMES A. McDONOUGH, PROFESSOR OF CIVIL ENGI-

NEERING, VIRGINIA MILITARY INSTITUTE, CHAIRMAN, AIR-

PORTS ADVISORY COUNCIL, AMERICAN ROAD BUILDERS

ASSOCIATION: ACCOMPANIED BY LAWRENCE E. McCABE, COM-

MISSIONER OF AERONAUTICS, STATE OF MINNESOTA, VICE

CHAIRMAN, AIRPORTS ADVISORY COUNCIL

Mr. MCDONOUGH. My name is James A. McDonough. I am profes-
sor of civil engineering at Virginia Military Institute, and I am here

in my capacity as chairman of the Airports Advisory Council of the

American Road Builders' Association.
ARBA is a federation of many interests concerned with the develop-

ment of the transportation systems in the United States. The Airport

Advisory Council has the responsibility of recommending policy posi-

tions with respect to airports to the ARBA board of directors. In order

to fulfill that responsibility, we meet from time to time with the ap-

propriate officials of the FAA, and others, to compare views on the

status and progress of the airports development assistance program.

The membership of ARBA includes State and local officials respon-

sible for the management of airport development programs, profes-

sional planning and engineering firms with expertise in airport devel-

opment, and airport contractors and supporting industry. Collectively,

we are deeply interested in the airport program, from many aspects.

As an organization with a long history of involvement with the

Federal-aid highway program, ARBA is a close observer and a strong

supporter of the Highway Trust Fund. With that background, it is

not surprising that ARBA was an early and steadfast advocate of

a similar fund, supported by user charges, for airports and airways.
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Since the establishment of the Airport and Airway Trust Fund in1970, the programs supported by the trust fund have enjoyed soundand substantial growth. While many problems remain to be solved,.progress has been significant.
In fact, the Airport and Airway 'Trust Fund has worked extremelywell to generate the revenue needed to support the program. Trustfund income is approaching the level of $1 billion a year. Total appro-priations from the trust fund for fiscal year 1975 were about $265million. The trust fund takes in more than $3 for each $2 paid out.At the same time, estimates of airport needs are in the range of$800 million to $900 million annually, or about 21/2 times the $310million present level of authorizations for the 'airport developmentassistance program.
Thus two key elements of the proposed program are clearly iden-tified. 11/2Te have a demonstrated need for a national airport assistance.program substantially larger that the existing one. We also have anadequate source of funding for the Federal share of that program.'The remaining issue is that of determining the best mechanism'to use in making Federal funding available to help meet these demon-strated airport heeds. What priorities should be established? Whatchecks and controls should be set up to make sure that the Federalinvestment is wisely made?
The administration proposal embodied in S. 1455 is one approach.Some of the program revisions proposed by the administration are.useful, 'and merit careful consideration.
We are concerned about the time factor involved.No airport development assistance program !authorizations for fiscalyear 1976 have been made. The program is at a standstill. We arerapidly approaching the time when airport grants must be made ifconstruction is to result during the 1977 construction season.On the other hand, we see no urgency for a radical reform of theairport development assistance program. The present program isworking reasonably well. Minor surgery is all that is needed.We favor, therefore, a relatively brief extension of the presentprogram—perhaps for two years—with ADAP authorizations in-creased to $650 million annually. Such an extension would permit theprogram to proceed while Congress deliberates the matter of programreform.
To discuss these matters in greater detail, I have with me todayLawrence E. McCabe, commissioner of aeronautics for the State ofMinnesota. With your permission, Mr. McCabe will continue thepresentation of our testimony.
Mr. MCCABE. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I amLawrence E. McCabe, commissioner of aeronautics, State of Minnesota.As Colonel McDonough has pointed out, we believe that it is essen-tial to get the airport development assistance program moving again,and at the earliest possible moment. Therefore, we support enactmentof an interim bill, one which will maintain the momentum of theporgram while various proposed changes in the mechanism of theprogram are being debated and considered.However, we wish to be responsive to the committee's request forcomments on the direction a revised program should take.We 'agree with many other witnesses that the present national air-port system plan is not, in fact, a rational guide for the development
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,of the national airport system. It includes more than 4,000 airports
and constitutes a "wish-book" rather than a systematic program for
airport improvement.

Greater involvement by State governments-is the key to the devel-
opment of a true system plan for airport development. Each State
should develop its own system plan, in conformance with Federal
guidelines. This is the pattern which has been followed in the Federal-
aid highway program.
The State system plan should be developed through a continuing

planning process. In other words, it should be a loose-leaf plan. A plan
that cannot be changed is worse than no plan at all.
A master plan for each airport in the State should be coordinated

with the State system plan. When these State system plans are put
together, with appropriate Federal coordination, we will have a true
national airport system plan.
In addition to taking the lead in system planning, State government

must be prepared to make a financial contribution to airport develop-
ment. It is useless to think of increasing the State role in coordinating
and planning if we do not at the same time recognize that the State
must have a share in the cost of construction.
The cost-sharing formula can be flexible. The point is that Federal,

State and local governments should all participate in the funding of
airport construction and improvements.
System planning—looking 30 years ahead—and airport master plan-

ning—looking 20 years ahead—will greatly assist a rational construc-
tion program covering both air carrier and general aviation airports.
We have grave doubts as to the wisdom of an apportionment of

funds based essentially on aircraft emplanements, as proposed in S.
1455. The weakness of this system is made clear immediately if we
think of two airports with an equal number of emplanements, one
airport being obsolete and in great need of improvement and the
other being brand new. Each would be apportioned the same amount
of money, although the needs of one would be far greater than the
needs of the other.
S. 1455 would provide a minimum apportionment of $100,000 to

each airport serving air carriers. In order to implement a major
improvement at such an airport, it would be necessary to stockpile
apportionments for several years. Thus money would be stored in
a large number of small pockets while urgent needs went unmet. This
approach encourages piecemeal improvements which, in the long run,
are the most expensive. Furthermore, it is possible that work of mar-
ginal value would be undertaken, simply to use the apportionments
before they lapse.
The present apportionment system—one-third on the basis of pas-

senger emplanements, one-third on an area-population formula, and
one-third at the discretion of the Secretary of Transportation—works
reasonably well. The system should not be changed without clear
indication that the change will be an improvement.
The new airport and airwaysbill should avoid building artificial

obstacles in the flow of Federal . assistance. There are more than
enough such obstacles already. The merits of our national environ-
mental protection programs and oiir programs to insure the health
and safety of workers are somewhat beclouded by the bureaucratic,
paperwork they entail. Construction costs are escalated by the Davis-
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Bacon Act and the profusion of Federal guidelines and edicts covering
every kind of activity.
We commend the efforts of the FAA to identify and root out unnec-

essary redtape in its program. Internal task force groups within FAA
have conducted a very intense study of the administrative machinery
and have made a large number of useful suggestions. These efforts to
simplify the program should be continued and intensified. It would
be useful, we believe, for Congress to make a statement of intent, in
the airports and airways act, that the program procedures should be
simplified wherever possible without loss of efficiency.
A survey of airport development needs covering the 5-year period

1976-80, conducted by the National Association of State Aviation
Officials, established a need for $4.7 billion for airport projects cur-
rently eligible for Federal assistance. This does not include needs
for land acquisition, terminal development, and other so-called land-
side needs. TheNASA0 estimate of needs is supported by estimates
made by other organizations. We are convinced that between $800
million and $900 million should be spent annually on airport improve-
ments. With Federal assistance available on a 75-25 matching basis,
Federal funding in the magnitude of $650 million per year is fully
justified.
The remainder of the needed funding is available from State and

local sources.
State government should become more deeply involved in develop-

ing a system approach to airport improvement.
The Federal-aid program should be simplified.
These are the points which, we believe, should be emphasized. Con-

gressional action is needed now to prevent a serious interruption and
loss of momentum.
We appreciate this opportunity to present the views of the Amer-

ican Road Builders' Association.
I'd like to also say, Mr. Chairman, the airport owners of this coun-

try need money. We have several airports with distressed paved areas
and from the safety standpoint time is important. Mr. Chairman, I
think that you will find that with the increase in funding that the pro-
gram will flow more smoothly and with greater ease.
I will be happy to answer any questions, Mr. Chairman.
Senator CANNON. Why do you think an increase in funding would

make it flow more smoothly 'and with greater ease?
Mr. MCCABE. Mr. Chairman, it's been my experience over the sev-

eral years that I have been connected with the Federal program that
when there is more money in the program to meet the demands that
there is less nit-picking. Therefore, things flow a lot smoother. When
the money becomes tight you will find the 'administrators of the pro-
gram looking for reasons to slow down the input of programs and
slow down the whole program because they know there isn't enough
money to satisfy their needs.

Senator CANNON. On your other point, you 'suggest that the funding
be continued as soon as possible. We remind you that the Senate did.
vote a continuation of the program. The House did not concur. There-
fore, •an immediate continuation now is not possible until we can
produce a new bill that both Houses can agree on.
Mr. MCCABE. Mr. Chairman, my point was that if we don't do it

within the next couple months, that if you did pass a bill some time

•
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after the first of the year, it would take the FAA several months to
draw guidelines under the new act And by that time it would be too
late for the northern tier States to get our projects underway.

Senator CANNON. I recognize that is a very valid contention, be-
cause we would probably lose all of next year's construction and op-
portunity if that should occur.
Mr. MCCABE. I know I have two airports, Mr. Chairman, in my

State that are large airports served by several air carriers that have
pavement that is going to pot. They have project requests in and
there's no money, of course, because they are pretty expensive projects
when you start rehabilitating those runways.
Senator CANNON. Thank you very much, gentleman. We appreciate

your being here.
The next witness is Mr. Charles Price, manager of research engineer-

ing, Ultrasystems, Inc.

STATEMENT OF F. CHARLES PRICE, ULTRASYSTE1VIS, INC.

Mr. PRICE. Senator Cannon and other members of the committee
and staff, I have more comprehensive written statement submitted
to you than this shorter 14-minute version.

Senator CANNON. All right.
Mr. PRICE. It is a pleasure to present a fresh subject, fog dispersal,

to you who are 
Senator CANNON. I may say we can use that kind of approach after

the last few days and all the different theories. We need a little fog
dispersal.
Mr. PRICE. Right.
Our main point today is that the FAA should conduct a full-scale

demonstration of fog dispersal at an airport. Available technology
can thus be used- to save lives, energy, and money. Los Angeles Air-
port is cited here, but at least 11 other large airports have severe fog
problems.
For the sake of the traveling public, the 'airline companies, the

pilots and American commerce, we hope that each of you has expe-
rienced the impact of fog on your travels: the frustration of delayed
travel, the crush of massive crowds at shutdown air terminals, the
worry of riding a holding pattern, the worry of riding an approach
to landing when only the pilot can finally determine, at the last second,
whether he will land or not.

THE NEED FOR WARM FOG DISPERSAL

You know of the great strides in air travel that have been made
since 1951. That was the last time warm fog dispersal using heat was
attempted. Just bring to mind in commercial aviation the concepts of
computerized reservations, radar control, 10,000-foot runways, jets,
wide-body jets, baggage transfer belts, category III instrument ap-
proaches, and double runways. Think of the instrumentation onboard
and on the ground which guides aircraft. Think of Los Angeles Air-
port which pumps $10 million daily into the southland economy and
employs directly or secondarily 100,000 people. At times it funnels
10,000 people in and out of the airport in 1 hour. Fog has the power to
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nullify all of the technological advances of airline travel, and yet, very
little is being done about it.

There are over 100 commercial aircraft winging toward LAX dur-
ing a 1/2-hour period in the early evening. A fog tie-up at LAX can
create a vast paralysis of these flights throughout the world. Those 100
aircraft can consume large amounts of extra fuel in holding patterns
:and flights to alternate airports. We estimate fog-induced fuel con-
sumption for LAX to be about 17 million 'gallons per year.

Just one incident at Los Angeles lastDecember must have caused
losses more than equal to the cost of a fog dispersal installation. Ap-
parentely, no complete study has been made of that 2-day jamup. How-
ever, it is known that it cost $54,000 for one airline to divert two 747's
to San Francisco and bring them in the next day. Two years ago, Jerry
Jerome, of the Flight Safety Foundation, cited for a 5-year period, 7
accidents caused by fog, plus 22 when fog contributed, with 398 people
killed, and $81 million in aircraft lost.

Airline management has been looking forward for years to the ad-
vent of blind landings. These were demonstrated in 1932; they were
routine for one Air Force project in 1952; but for the foreseeable fu-
ture, no responsible person will commit a $25 million aircraft, and
350 passengers and crew to the reliability of an automated machine
-working beyond the final control of a pilot. However, instrument guid-
ance does minimize the size of the fog clearing required in the final
touchdown region.

TECHNOLOGY

Warm fog occurs at temperatures above freezing and it is by far a
greater nuisance than cold fog. Actually, it takes as little as a 10 to 3°
Q. rise in the air temperature to clear fog. This allows the air to accept
the liquid water of the fog droplets as vapor. To warm effectively the
airmass above the runway with a minimum expenditure of energy is
the key engineering problem associated with fog dispersal. In order to
achieve low-energy consumption two conditions must be met. First,
the ainnass must be uniformly heated in such a manner as to minimize
unnecessarily hot zones which do nothing to further enhance visibility.
Second, steps must be taken to minimize the replacement rate of the
warmed air above the runway associated with prevailing crosswinds.
Now, the Air Force in cooperation with Ultrasystems, as a contractor,
has studied the problem of heat control. The new knowledge allows de-
signs of blowers and burners which can reliably disperse warm fog
with fuel and power usage far below that previously required.
Just to give you an idea of what we mean by control, let us explain

the heat load implications for a runway. In a crosswind of 3 miles per
hour there are approximately 30,000 tons of air moving onto the run-
way region every 5 minutes. Heating that amount of air to assure
evaporation of the fog can take enormous amounts of heat. However,
if the heat is injected by blowers in such a way to stagnate or trap the
warm air over the runway, the heat requirements can be drastically
reduced. We now have sufficient information to enable a system to be
built which will do precisely this. Over the last 3 years a great deal
has been learned about how to achieve efficient fog dispersal. This work
has been carried out by the Air Force under contract to Ultrasystems
and by internal R. & D. efforts at Ultrasystems.
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NASA

During the 1960's and into approximately 1971, NASA sponsored
research on warm fog dispersal by the use of dust sprayed from air-
planes. The Air Force had done considerable work in this area during
this same period. The combination of budget cuts and impractical
results led to the end of such work. Over the past few years to our
knowledge NASA has done nothing on the subject.
NASA now has a mission to improve fuel economy for aircraft.

They will find upon investigation that the application of fog dis-
persal using natural gas, propane, kerosene, or fuel oil will result in
significant savings in jet fuel and in overall energy consumption.

WARM FOG DISPERSAL TECHNIQUES

The British in World War II saved 2,300 bombers from ditching
after fog had tried to thwart their landing. They employed a crude
heating system. The only commercial application of heat to disperse
fog in the United States was at Los Angeles in 1951. Enormous fires
were created without adequate control and the project failed. The
dusting of fog with fine particles from aircraft which fly blind at low
altitude will dry the air sufficiently to clear the fog, but the clearing
does not last and often it occurs away from the runway. There are
very few proponents of fog dusting.
The Air Force, working with Ultrasystems as a contractor has

studied the problem of heat control for fog dipersal. The new knowl-
edge allows designs of blowers and burners which can reliably dis-
perse warm fog with fuel and power usage far below that previously
thought to be required.
The French do have an operational fog dispersal process called

Turbo°lair. Heat is supplied by jet engines installed underground
along the runway. This process has been under review by the FAA
for the past 6 years. Several companies in the United States have
rejected offers to be the licensee for Turboclair.

FAA INVOLVEMENT

Ultrasystems has had discussions with the DOT since 1969 con-
cerning fog dispersal for airports. Presentations have been made to
the NTSB and to James Beggs, who was at that time the Undersecre-
tary of the DOT. Although we have always experienced considera-
tion and interest on the part of FAA it seems to us that they have
lacked incentive in promoting fog dispersal development. As is often
the case, the lack of funds appears to have been a dominant factor. But
they also say that fog dispersal is not part of the system of landing
aids.
During 1969 and 1970 we hoped that a small fraction of ADAP

funds might be devoted to fog dispersal. However, the FAA claimed
that funds were not available. They were only interested in proven
concepts. They said if fog dispersal were needed, the airlines would
provide it themselves. The position of FAA has been one of moitoring
the efforts of others.
In 1972 the FAA report on their evaluation of fog dusting stated

that heat is the more effective method for the dissipation of fog. Cur-
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rently, we understand that they believe that the feasibility of dispers-
ing warm fog has been adequately tested. FAA has no plans of demon-
strating a system, atlhough they believe that a demonstration is
needed to assure further implementation. Can you imagine an airport
attempting to install an uncertified ILS ? Los Angeles Airport manage-
ment has said that it prefers to purchase only fog dispersal systems
which have been approved by the FAA. The initiative for demon-
stration and certification must come from the FAA.
The Air Force has been proceeding since 1970 toward operational

warm fog dispersal using heat. The years 1.970 and 1971 were devoted
to planning. Full-scale field tests were run in 1972 and subscale field
tests were run in 1974. This research work was devoted to the deter-
mination of the characteristics of warm plumes, driven by a long line
,of blowers. Using the results of this work one can design a superior
fog dispersal system.
The Air Force is currently in a planning, phase. We believe that they

will have operational fog dispersal at an airbase by 1981. The Air Force
program has been designed to their needs and priorities. Naturally, it
has not been directed toward the needs of commercial aviation. An
FAA program is needed to prove fog dispersal systems which can
then become standard items of airport improvement. Such a program
would use all possible knowledge available from the continuing Air
Force program.
The airlines had supported demonstrations of new fog dispersal

techniques until 1970. After a disappointing experience at LAX in
1950 using heat, they supported only fog dusting. This was considered
an interim approach to use until a ground-based system would be
developed. But dusting too, became a disappointment, and was not con-
tinued, except at one or two airports.
The airlines have been preoccupied by their investments in im-

proved aircraft guidance which could some day lead to blind landings,
thus bypassing fog dispersal. However, the costs of equipping just for
Cat II and Cat III landings, not blind landings, have proven to have
poor payout. The cost of adding equipment to thousands of aircraft,
can be far more expensive, than installing fog dispersal systems at a
few runways.
The airlines' position on fog dispersal is the same as on new aircraft:

they do not sponsor demonstrations of new aircraft nor of fog dispersal
systems. Nevertheless, they can profitably use both.

SUMMARY AND PLAN FOR FAA INVOLVEMENT

(1) The technology is at hand to clear warm fog at airports.
(2) Fog dispersal will save energy.
(3) Fog dispersal will increase safety. The chief pilots of the air-

lines see this. Fog dispersal will always enhance the safety of instru-
ment landings.
(4) There are large potential financial benefits from using fog

dispersal.
(5) The application of only a small fraction of the money spent on

airport improvements across the country in the past 6 years would
bring fog dispersal to the key airports.
(G) Fog dispersal benefits such a diverse 

inaugurated 
of people and orga-

nizations that it is an ideal operation to be  using Federal
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funds. Operational fog dispersal will become a reality only if the FAA
does something about it.
(7) FAA, with its control of flight operations, should be involved in

fog dispersal.
(8) Ultrasystems suggests that the FAA sponsor the demonstration

aspects of a first full-scale fog dispersal system at an airport. Only a
partial system would first be installed and operated to prove the sys-
tem. The airport would buy all demonstration hardware which would
be used in the final operational installation. The FAA would pay for
costs associated with the demonstration aspects. These costs would be
between $1/2 and $11/2 million, depending upon what the authorities re-
quire of the demonstration phase.
(9) One alternative to demonstrating a U.S. process for fog dis-

persal is to install the French Turboclair system. But this could lead to
great disappointment from the noise, air pollution, and cost.

Finally, must we wait for tragedy to spur on fog dispersal as it has
accelerated work in wind shear? Should not the FAA help with adop-
tion of fog dispersal into its system of landing aids?
Will the FAA continue td move slowly and ineffectively on fog

dispersal? Since we have high regard for the professionalism of the
FAA groups we have dealt with, we conclude that we should get to
where the priorities are set. Your incentives for promoting fog dis-
persal should be safety, energy, and economy.

I'd be glad to answer questions.
Senator CANNON: Well, thank you for a very interesting presenta-

tion.
Where is the Air Force going to install an operational fog dispersal?
Mr. PRICE. They have four airports that they are studying right now

to make up their minds. Three are Air Force bases in California and
one is outside the country.
Senator CANNON. Is that Ramstein Air Force Base?
Mr. PRICE. Yes.
Senator CANNON. One of our staff members was formerly the com-

mander at Ramstein, so he's familiar with the fog conditions that exist
there.
Thank you very much. We appreciate your testimony.
Mr. PRICE. Thank you.
Senator CANNON. The next witness is the Honorable William B.

Rudell, mayor of the city of Burbank, Calif. Is that from downtown
Burbank?
Mr. RUDELL. That's right.

STATEMENT OF HON. WILLIAM B. RUDELL, MAYOR, BURBANK,

CALIF.; ACCOMPANIED BY JOSEPH BAKER, CITY MANAGER

Mr. RUDELL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
My name is William B. Rudell, the mayor of the city of Burbank,

'Calif., and I have with me Mr. Joseph N. Baker, who is the city man-
ager of the city of Burbank.
We welcome this opportunity to present to the Aviation Subcommit-

tee some facts and circumstances relating to the proposed acquisition
by the city of Burbank, or another public entity, of the Hollywood-
Burbank Airport from Lockheed Air Terminal, Inc., which is a sub-
sidiary of Lockheed Aircraft Corp.
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In the interest of time, Mr. Chairman, and with your consent, I
would like to submit the written statement which has been prepared
and dispense with the reading of this statement.
I would mention, however, that attached to the written statement is

a letter to the chairman of the Aviation Subcommittee from James
Hayes, who is president of the Southern California Association of
Governments. This contains, among other things, a recommendation
that all airports of regional significance ultimately be in public owner-
ship in order to assure their permanent availability as part of the
regional airport system.
It also mentions that public acquisition of the Hollywood-Burbank

Airport is encouraged and supported by SCAG to assure that the air-
port will continue to fulfill its important role in the system.
Also attached is a copy of a letter dated August 15, 1975, from

James E. Dow, the Acting Administrator of the Federal Aviation
Administration, to the Honorable Carlos J. Moorhead, who is the Con-
gressman for the district in which the Hollywood-Burbank Airport
is located. This contains a reference to a recommendation in the na-
tional airport system plan that a public agency acquire the Hollywood-
Burbank Airport, based on a preliminary examination of the existing
facility and the current and forecasted activity.
The city of Burbank for the past 2 years has been sponsoring a com-

prehensive master plan study of the Hollywood-Burbank Airport
which is a major air carrier airport servicing the Los Angeles metro-
polithn region.
An important element of the master plan to date has been to deter-

mine the financial feasibility of the public acquisition of this facility
from Lockheed Aircraft Corp. and the financial feasibility of imple-
menting the first phase of a staged capital improvement program de-
signed to meet forecasts of aviation demand in the region over a
period of 20 years. Public acquisition of a major air carrier airport is
an event without precedent in the recent history of civil aviation in
the United States. This situation is particularly unique since the Holly-
wood-Burbank Airport is a vital link in the air travel corridors of the-
Western United States and an impotrant element in national, State,
and regional airport systems plans.
What I'd like to do, Mr. Chairman, is to briefly go through some of'

the charts that we brought with us today, and we will be happy to,
submit photographs of these charts for attachment as exhibits to the
written testimony. My purpose is to merely highlight some of the im-
portant facts which are set forth in the written statements which has,
been submitted.
Senator CANNON. What is the green area on that first chart?
Mr. RUDELL. The green area, Mr. Chairman, is the service area which

is served by the Hollywood-Burbank Airport which is located at the.
eastern end of the San Fernando Valley. The service area covers the
entire San Fernando Valley, part of the southern end of Ventura
County, the central business district of Los Angeles, the Glendale-
Pasadena area, and the eastern San Gabriel Valley.
Two and one-half to 3 million people reside within the service areawhich comprises approximately 22 percent of the Los Angeles metro-politan area. The other major airports servicing the Los Angeles met-ropolitan region would be, of course, the Los Angeles International
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Airport, Long Beach Municipal Airport, Orange County Airport, On-
tario International Airport, and, ultimately, the proposed Palmdale
International Airport.
Within the last 2 months preliminary discussions have been under-

taken relating to the Southern California Rapid Transit District mass
transit corridor which is tentatively proposed to run roughly from
Canoga Park, at the west end of the San Fernando Valley, across the
San Fernando Valley, coming within a very short distance of the
Hollywood-Burbank Airport.
Senator CANNON. How far?
Mr. RUDELL. Well, approximately one-half mile. The exact line has

not been determined. It is proposed tO use existing lines of rail that be-
long to the Southern Pacific Railroad. The line will then turn south and
go down through the Los Angeles central business district and on to
Long Beach. This would be the starter line, or the proposed starter
line, for the mass transit system in southern California.
[Chart.]
Mr. RUDELL. Just to briefly compare Hollywood-Burbank Airport

with other major Los Angeles airports, this chart indicates the popula-
tion served, the number of passengers handled, the estimates as to fu-
ture air passenger traffic, and the types of service. I think this is an im-
portant consideration here. The Hollywood-Burbank Airport has his-
torically been, and is anticipated to remain, basically a short-haul re-
liever airport focusing primarily on intrastate trips. The limitation, of
,course, with Los Angeles International is ground access. The major
limitation with regard to Hollywood-Burbank Airport has been the
lack of available funds for capital improvements. Ontario is restricted
in some respects by the fact that it has only a single runway. Even
though between $14 and $15 million has been generated by the Holly-
wood-Burbank Airport for the ADAT trust fund over the last 5 years,
none of that money has been returned for improvements at Hollywood-
Burbank Airport because of the fact that it's a privately owned air ear-
ier airport. So none of those funds has been available for additional
improvements and development.
This is merely a history of the Hollywood-Burbank Airport. It

•came into existence in 1930, so it has been in our community for 45
years. It was later purchased by Lockheed in 1940 and renamed Holly-
wood-Burbank Airport in 1967. An interesting fact here is that it
ranks 50th out of 521 U.S. airports open to air carrier traffic out-
ranking such airports as Nashville, Tulsa, Richmond, Spokane,
Omaha, Anchorage, et cetera. So the airport ranks within the top 10
percent of all air carrier airports within the United States.
In size, the airport facility is part of a complex owned by Lockheed

• consisting of roughly 630 acres, so it surpasses in size LaGuardia,
which has 580 acres, Washington National, which has 750 acres, and
San Diego, which has 480 acres.
In terms of passenger volume, 

it 
ranks second to LAX in the Metro-

politan Los Angeles area, and t ranks third in the entire southern
California area behind Los Angeles International and San Diego.
I have already indicated the service area which encompasses roughly

-22 percent of the area of Metropolitan Los Angeles, and approximately
30 percent of its population.
[Chart.]
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• This chart indicates the relationship which the Hollywood-Burbank
Airport bears to an emerging intermodal transportation network in.
the San Fernando Valley area. One of the conclusions of the master
plan is that through carefully controlled development the airport
can continue to function as an economically viable facility providing
essential transportation service to the Los Angeles region.
Senator CANNON. Was that plan completed before or after Burbank

attempted to close the operations at night?
Mr. RUDELL. The entire master plan study was instituted subsequent

to a 5 to 4 decision in the U.S. Supreme Court which struck down
Burbank's ordinance imposing a curfew on the air carriers at the
airport. It was subsequent to the U.S. Supreme Court decision that
the city was informed by Lockheed that it intended to divest itself
of the airport facility. Because of the airport's relationship to the
community, and because of the availability of FAA planning grant
funds for two-thirds of the cost of the study, the city council embarked
upon this master plan study.
Senator CANNON. If Burbank should acquire the airport with Fed-

eral assistance, would we have some assurance that there wouldn't be
an attempt to close it down on the part of the sponsoring agency at
that time or some other time?
Mr. RUDELL. I'm sure adeqaute arrangements could be worked out.

The balancing act that has to be done here—it boggles the mind—to
appease the residents who live adjacent to the airport, to satisfy the
demand that exists for air cargo flights and for passenger flights.
There would be, I'm sure, adequate assurances that the airport would
not be acquired and then shut down in order to alleviate the noise and
pollution problems which obviously are generated by this facility.
Senator CANNON. How would you propose to get from the mass

transit line over to the airport? Do you plan to install a walkway for
that half mile for people to go along and carry their baggage?
Mr. RUDELL. Well, I don't think that the mass transit plan is im-

minent, and I think we're going to have adequate time to study a num-
ber of different methods of moving people from any terminus adjacent
to the airport to the airport itself. I think we are probably further
ahead on our feasibility study here than is the Southern California
Rapid Transit District on the starter corridor of the mass transit line.
[Chart.]
The main point to be made here is that the Hollywood-Burbank Air-

port has been recognized in various studies at all government levels
as an integral part of the southern California transportation network.
These studies would include the national airport system plan; the
aviation planning process done by the State of California, and the
regional transportation plan done by the Southern California Asso-
ciation of Governments—I think I indicated that a letter had been
submitted by Los Angeles County Supervisor Hayes who is now serv-
ing as president of SCAG.
[Chart.] •

There is substantial activity at the Hollywood-Burbank Airport in
connection with general aviation. It ranks 17th .in the FAA western
region with 112.000 operations in 1974, and some later data indicates
tare may have been as many as 180,000 operations during the 1-year
period that has been studied. It ranks 23d in total aircraft operations
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in the FAA western region. That would include both general and air
carrier operations.
[Chart.]
The question is often asked why the city of Burbank is interested

in acquiring the airport? As I indicated, Lockheed has stated its
ultimate intentions to divest itself of this facility. We believe—and
we have carried the message to as many people and as many govern-
mental entities as possible—that because of its location and the num-
ber of operations that currently emanate to and from Hollywood-Bur-
bank Airport, it is essential to the regional transportation network.
The access is good. The service area, as I indicated, contains between
2.5 and 3 million people, and there is some element of control that
would be available to the sponsor or to the owner of that airport.
[Chart.]
The green line on this chart shows the proposed "take," that is, the

minimum usable unit that has been recommended by our consultants
following conferences with the FAA as to what the optimum boundar-
ies of this airport facility should be. This take would require the ac-
quisition of approximately 552 acres out of the total 630 acres that
are owned by Lockheed. All of the property owned by Lockheed in
this area would not be purchased. We are currently discussing with
the FAA the necessity of acquiring certain clear zones that might be
required at the ends of the runways. It has not been determined yet
whether this additional property, outlined by the red lines, would have
to be acquired.
[Chart.]
These are the noise footprints. This is the problem that all of Us

on the Burbank City Council are confronted with, as are all of the
Los Angeles city councilmen, the State legislators, and the U.S. Con-
gressmen and Senators—the noise generated by the airport and its
impact on the surrounding population. These are the existing noise
contours, and the second footprint indicates what reduction might be
anticipated as a consequence of implementation of FAR 36 and the
ref an of aircraft by the year 1980.
This briefly is the status of our feasibility study and our master plan

study to date. It is clear that without a substantial infusion of Federal
funds no acquisition could be consummated by the city of Burbank.
We are asking for an amendment to the pending ADAP legislation
so as to earmark up to $66,500,000 for the acquisition and the sub-
sequent improvement under phase 1 of the Hollywood-Burbank Air-
port.
The financial feasibility study conducted by Peat, Marwick,

Mitchell & Co. indicates that sufficient revenues would be generated
from the operations of this airport under public ownership to service
between $12 million and $19 million in revenue bonds which would
constitute the city's 20-percent share of the acquisition price.
Senator CANNON. How much is the total acquisition price?
Mr. RUDELL. Well, the problem right now is that we are trying to get

the appraisers to reconcile their differing appraisals. The appraisal
that has been done for the city of Burbank indicates a value of $52
million. The appraisal done by Lockheed Aircraft Corp. indicates a
value of $77 million. So we are a distance apart and the differing
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appraisals and the different bases upon which these appraisals have
been conducted are in the process of being reconciled.
Senator CANNON. Are you proposing that the Federal Government's

share would be a straightout grant? What would be the local share?
Mr. RITDELL. The local share would be 20 percent of the acquisition

price, and that would be anywhere between $12 million and $19 mil-
lion. The Federal share would be the other 80 percent.

Senator CANNON. Has Los Angeles given any consideration to ac-
quisition of the airport? They might be in a little better financial
shape.
Mr. RUDELL. I'm sure it's under consideration, but no overtures have

been made to the city of Burbank as of this moment.
Senator CANNON. Thank you very much. We appreciate your pres-

entation.
Mr. RUDELL. Thank you.
[The statement follows:]

STATEMENT OF WILLIAM B. RUDELL, MAYOR, CITY OF BURBANK, CALIF.

STATUS OF HOLLYWOOD-BURBANK AIRPORT AND CITY OF BURBANK PROPOSAL

The City of Burbank, California, is currently sponsoring a comprehensive
Master Plan Study of the Hollywood-Burbank Airport, a major air carrier airport
servicing the Los Angeles metropolitan region. An important element of the
Master Plan is to determine the financial feasibility of:

1. The public acquisition of Hollywood-Burbank Airport from Lockheed Air-
craft Corporation.

2. The subsequent implementation of the first phase of a staged capital improve-
ment program designed to meet forecasts of aviation demand in the region over
a period of 20 years.
The public acquisition of a major air carrier airport is an event without

precedent in the recent history of civil aviation in the United States. This situa-
tion is particularly unique since the Hollywood-Burbank Airport is a vital link in
the air travel corridors of the western United States and an important element in
national, state and regional airport systems plans.
The following data support the contention that Hollywood-Burbank Airport is

a unique facility, and compel recognition of the fact that its continued existence
within recognized transportation system plans cannot be assured beyond 1980
without Federal financial assistance:
Nature.—The only privately-owned air carrier airport in the United States:

also, provides general aviation facilities. As a privately-owned airport, Holly-
wood-Burbank Airport has not been eligible for ADAP funds.
Location.—The eastern end of the San Fernando Valley in the City of Burbank,

Los Angeles County, California, and approximately 12 miles northwest of down-
town Los Angeles.
Population and area served.-2.5 to 3 million people. Service area represents,

approximately 22% of Los Angeles metropolitan area, covering the San Fernando
Valley, Glendale, Pasadena, Los Angeles Central Business District, San Gabriel
Valley, and eastern Ventura County.
Status.—The Hollywood-Burbank Airport has been designated as a major

short-hault facility in the Southern California regional airport system, the
California State Transportation System Plan, and the National Airport System
Plan.,
Comparable U.S. airports.—Hollywood-Burbank ranks within the top 10% of

all air carrier airports within the United States. The airport compares in size
with such major airports as Washington National ( 650 acres), La Guardia (580
acres) and San Diego (480 acres) ; it is second only to Los Angeles International
in volume of passenger air service in the Los Angeles area, and third in the
Southern California region. The Hollywood-Burbank Airport ranks 50 out of 521
U.S. airports open to air carrier aircraft and exceeds the following airports
passenger traffic: Nashville, Tulsa, Richmond, Spokane, Omaha, Oklahoma City,
El Paso, Anchorage, Albuquerque, Midway (Chicago).
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Size.—The airport operation as proposed in the Master Plan Study requires
553 acres of the total 630 acre Lockheed complex.
Capacity.—The existing F.A.A. certified airport can handle up to 3 million

passengers annually.
Air carrier service.—The airlines currently in operation handle intrastate and

interstate service. During inclement weather, the airport serves as an alternate
facility to Los Angeles International Airport (LAX).
Optimum operation.—To utilize the full capacity of the facility and to assure

its continuance within the U.S. Airport system, the National, State, and Regional
Airport System Plans recommend public ownership and operation of the airport.
The Southern California Association of Governments estimate that from 38.5 to
51.5 million passengers will be accommodated at the five Los Angeles Metropolitan
area airports between 1980-1985. This leaves a deficit of 11.5 to 24.5 million
passengers to be distributed between Hollywood-Burbank, Ontario, Orange
County, and Long Beach Airports in the next 10 years if LAX is confined to a
27 MAP capacity. It will, therefore, become a necessity to look to secondary air-
ports to relieve the overburden on LAX. In this context, the role of Hollywood-
Burbank Airport will become even more significant.

Historically, Hollywood-Burbank Airport has been a part of the Los Angeles
aviation scene for over forty-five years. The airport ws officially dedioa trd s
United Airport on Memorial Day, 1930, by the predecessor of today's United
Airlines. By 1933 the airport has become the major air terminal for metropolitan
Los Angeles.
The Hollywood-Burbank Airport has been owned and operated by Lockheed

Airport Corporation since 1941. During this period, it has served two primary
purposes:

1. As an air carrier airport, initially as the primary airport for the Los Angeles
region and now as a secondary regional air carrier airport.

2. As a flight test and fly away facility for Lockheed's aircraft manufacturing
operations.
Today, the passenger activity at the airport is 1.69 million passengers annually.

The entire Lockheed complex encompasses approximately 630 acres of airport
operations and contiguous support facilities. The airport servcs 0 highly
populated area and is conveniently located and easily accessible to air passengers
within metropolitan Los Angeles.

ONE OF ITS KIND

The Hollywood-Burbank Airport is the only privately-owned air carrier
airport in the United States. Its significance as an air carrier airport is
demonstrated by:

1. Its inclusion by the Department of Transportation (F.A.A.) in the National
Airport System.

2. Its recognition as a critical regional transportation facility in the Southern
California Regional Airport System and the California State Transportation
System.
In addition to its scheduled commercial airline operations, the airport serves

as an alternate to the Los Angeles International Airport in inclement weather.
Within the boundaries and capabilities of its existing facilities, this airport can
accommodate double the current passenger activity. The technological advances
in noise abatement and the increased carrying capacity of the new generation
of wide-body aircraft provide unique capability to this airport—capability to
handle the expected growth in demand without increase in airport size or
further damage to the environment.

PUBLIC ACQUISITION

A preliminary review of the data accumulated to date indicates that the long-
range interests of Burbank's residents, and resid^nts of neighho-ing communi-
ties, would best be served through public acquisition and operation of the air-
port. Public ownership would be consistent with existing recommendations in
both state and regional aviation system plans, and the results of studies
conducted by the City of Burbank, to wit:

1. The City Administration recognizes the importance of the Hollywood-
Burbank Airport to the region and its significance within the National Airport
Plan. The City desires to promote and to achieve orderly development of the
airport wtihin the context of acceptable economic and environmental constraints.

61-350 0 - 75 - 21
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2. The Master Plan Study indicates that the future growth requirements of
the airport can be accommodated through controlled development consistent with
the City's environmental and economic objectives.
3. Orderly and selective development in conformance with a master plan will

enhance the value of properties adjacent to the airport, thereby improving the
City's economic base.
4. Industrial/commercial uses of the airport property would result in a

negative environmental impact to the overall region that could be much more
severe than the impact stemming from existing or projected airport operations.

a. The closure of Hollywood-Burbank Airport would result in cessation of
aircraft noise over areas immediately adjacent to the airport. However, the trans-
fer of up to 29,000 annual air carrier operations to LAX and Ontario would add
significantly to their existing problems of traffic congestion, noise and air
pollution.

b. Over 180,000 general aviation flights annually would have to he shifted to
other facilities in the San Fernando Valley, such as Van Nuys, Whiteman and
San Fernando, thus creating serious problems for the communities that are im-
pacted by operations from these airports.

c. Increased levels of highway and freeway traffic from the Hollywood-Burbank
service area of LAX and Ontario would result in a significant increase in total
vehicle miles traveled. Air travelers would experience delays, inconvenience
and unnecessary aggravation, and additional air pollution would be generated
as a result of the greater distances to be driven from the Hollywood-Burbank
Airport service area to alternate aircraft arrival and departure points.
d. The sudden conversion of the 630 acre Hollywood-Burbank Airport to indus-

trial/commercial usage would cause a severe dislocation of industrial land
values in the entire region and could result in the bankruptcy of industrial park
projects already under development.
e. Peak hour automobile traffic generated by industrial or commercial use at

the airport site would greatly outweigh that now generated by the airport.

COST OF ACQUISITION

The Board of Directors of Lockheed Aircraft Corporation has expressed its
intention to sell the Hollywood-Burbank Airport properties and certain con-
tiguous properties for an amount equal to the fair market appraised value at the
time of sale.
As of this date, no final determination has been made as to which properties

would be included in the initial 'acqusition of the Hollywood-Burbank Airport.
The City of Burbank, Lockheed Aircraft Corporation and the Federal Aviation
Administration are expected to identify within the next several months the
specific properties involved. Currently under consideration are approximately
553 acres with improvements.
Two independent appraisals have been made of the Lockheed-owned airport

properties. Both the City of Burbank's and Lockheed's appraisals determined
value's as of December 31, 1974. These appraisals are now under review, and dis-
cussions are being held between Lockheed and the City of Burbank to reconcile
differences.
Pending final agreement on the acquisition price of Lockheed-owned airport

properties, it is urged by the City of Burbank that provisions be included in the
Airport and Airways Development Act for future purchase of these properties
at a price of approximately $75 million. It is understood that 80.59% of this
amount would be eligible for a grant under this Act. To give consideration for
inflation and contingencies, a factor of approximately 5% per annum should be
added. Maximum grant for the acquisition of these properties at 80.59% of
agreed upon price would be $66,500,000. The extent to which these funds would
be required is, of course, contingent upon the final determination of properties
to be acquired, and the ultimate decision of the Burbank City Council to con-
summate the transaction.

Statutory language to the effect that $66,500.000 be earmarked for future
public acquisition of the Hollywood-Burbank Airport, as set forth in any revi-
sion or extension of the Airport and Airways Development Act, would neither
mandate nor guarantee an immediate sale and transfer of this airport to a public
entity. It would, however, facilitate such acquisition and transfer at the appro-
priate point in the future. The possibility of Lockheed divesting itself of the
facility is very real, and it is extremely doubtful that the Hollywood-Burbank
Airport can be maintained in the system under its present structure for an
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additional five years. Therefore, in the interest of maintaining the viability of
the airport systems concept in the Southern California region, it is imperative

that funds be earmarked to facilitate the acquisition and transfer of this air-

port by and to a public entity.

DIVESTMENT BY LOCKHEED AIRCRAFT CORPORATION

Lockheed Aircraft Corporation's position on this matter is clear. Lockheed is
desirous of selling the Hollywood-Burbank Airport and airport support prop-
erties for several reasons:

1. As a prviate entity, Lockheed cannot deal effectively with the public sector
concerning environmental problems.

2. The airport is not an element of the corporation's long term plan for de-
velopment and growth. Its significance as a support facility for aircraft manu-
facture has diminished with the development of Lockheed's new final assembly
and flight test facility located at Palmdale, California. Based upon its current
appreciated value and the cost of money to Lockheed Aircraft Corporation, the
airport does not provide a reasonable rate of return on its investment.

3. Lockheed's outstanding bank debt is substantial and is currently guaranteed
in part by the U.S. Government. Divestment of assets which do not fit into the
corporation's long term development plan is desirable. Proceeds from the sale
of the airport could be used to reduce U.S. Government guaranteed bank loans.
4. Although the rate of return on investment is low, the airport has never-

theless been a consistently profitable operation for Lockheed. Over the past five-
year period, income before depreciation, interest and taxes has averaged $1.1
million annually. However, based on its current state of development, the air-
port does not yield a sufficient return to provide the amount of capital required
for further airport improvements and development.

5. As a privately-owned air carrier airport, Hollywood-Burbank Airport is
not eligible for government funds to finance further development of the airpnrt.
Grants are not available from the federal airport development program. A ddi-
tionally, state and local governmental entities cannot provide funds to a
private entity for airport development. Finally, revenues from the head tax
generated by the airport's scheduled air carrier operations, estimated at $14
million over the five-year period ending in 1974, cannot, under existing law, be
made available to Lockheed for airport development.
6. Lockheed's financial projections for the next five to ten year period do not

indicate availability of or access to the capital funds necessary to develop the
airport in a manner consistent with the best interests of the public served by
this facility.

FEASIBILITY OF PUBLIC ACQUISITION

The financial analysis undertaken as part of the HollyWood-Burbank Airport
Master Plan Study indicates that the revenue financing capability of the airport
is sufficient to support only a relatively small portion of the total acquisition cost
of the airport. The feasibility of the proposed public acquisition and first-phase
development of the airport by the City of Burbank is dependent wo-ni
Airport Development Aid Program (ADAP) funding. ADAP funds required by
the City to consummate the acquisition of the airport would have to be appro-
priated in full at the time of acquisition, or in annual increments over a period
of time not to exceed five years.
Based on the Hollywood-Burbank Airport Master Plan Study, we anticipate

our total requirement for ADAP funds will be in excess of $66 million. This
amount would provide for public acquisition of the airport and development of
airport facilities during the period from 1976 to 1980. However, the annual
apportionment formula set out in the ADAP proposal submitted to Congress by
the Administration places a $5 million ceilinz on direct fundino: to any one
carrier airport. The ADAP proposal also includes a $63 million Discretionary
Fund to be distributed among all qualified airports at the discretion of th^ SPere-
tan, of the Department of Transportation. As proposed. the Administration's
ADAP legislation would not provide the City of Burbank or any snonoring public
agency with ADAP funding sufficient to finance the acquisition of this important
element in the national airport system.
Because the proposed public acquisition of the Frollywood-RprhprIk Airnnrt is

a truly unique situation, it is imperative that the ADAP legislation he structured
with the necessary flexibility to accommodate this transaction in the foreseEnb11.,
future.
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To ensure this flexibility, the following modifications to the Administration's
ADAP proposal are respectfully urged:

1. Increase the Discretionary Fund from the level of $63 million to a level
on the order of $150—$165 million, as proposed in the Milford Bill (HR 4312),
the Anderson Bill ( HR 9830), and by the Airport Operators Council Inter-
national (AOCI ), the American Association of Airport Executives ( AAAE), and
the Air Transport Association (ATA ).

2. Eliminate, or waive, at the discretion of the Secretary of Transportation,
provisions establishing annual ceilings on ADAP funds allocable to individuS1
airports.
It is only through increased flexibility resulting from the above-suggested

modifications that any sponsoring public agency can ensure the continuance of
the Hollywood-Burbank Airport as a vital link in the western U.S. air travel
system.
The City of Burbank is grateful for your consideration of the facts and circum-

stances relating to the proposed public acquisition of the Hollywood-Burbank
Airport, and your careful review of the proposed modifications to legislation con-
cerning the Airport Development Aid Program.

Senator CANNON. We have one more witness to go, Mr. Miles. How
long is your statement, sir? The Senate is voting and I must leave
for the Senate.
Mr. MILES. About 1 minute, Senator Cannon.
Senator CANNON. Very good. Will you proceed?

STATEMENT OF THOMAS S. MILES, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL AIR
TRANSPORTATION ASSOCIATIONS

Mr. MILES. I just wanted to say that in preparing NATA's state-
ment we anticipated certain questions. We asked ourselves such ques-
tions. We provided the answers to such questions in the statement.
I would now like to submit the statement for the record and that's

it, and if you have any additional questions:, fine.
Senator CANNON. The statement will be made a part of the record.

I will go through it to summarize it to find out what your position is.
You're certainly aware of the issues that we have been discussing

here and about which we are concerned.
Mr. MILES. Yes, sir.
Senator CANNON. And I appreciate it. I'm sorry that we're right

in the middle of a vote because I'd like to have you bring out some
of those things right now.
[The statement follows:]
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STATEMENT* OF THOMAS S. MILES, PRESIDENT AND CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER,
NATIONAL AIR TRANSPORTATION ASSOCIATIONS

Except where indicated, the same written statement was presented to the House Aviation Subcommittee
on April 9, 1975. 'indicates additional comments during the witness's oral presentation before the
House subcommittee.

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee:

I am Thomas S. Miles, President and Chief Executive Officer,
National Air Transportation Associations, Inc., commonly referred
to as NATA.

NATA is an umbrella organization composed of two separate
and distinct divisions, with membership scattered throughout the
United States as illustrated in the four preceding pages.

FBO DIVISION

One division represents the interests of thousands of small busi-
nessmen who are engaged in one or more of the following activities
with a permanent office and facilities at an airport:

• Aircraft distributor/dealer

• Aircraft rental

• Flight training school

• Mechanic schools

• Aircraft Maintenance

• Avionics sales and maintenance

• Fueling, servicing, parking, tie-down and hangar storage,
etc., for local and transient aircraft

• Aviation school (college or Jr. college accredited by a recog-
nized accrediting authority and granting a full degree or
associate degree in aviation.)

Such small business firms throughout the U.S.A. are supporting
the operations of more than 714,000 certificated pilots and 153,000
civil aircraft, as well as serving the away-from-home needs of many

air carriers (CAB-certificated carriers, commuter airlines and air taxis).

AIR CARRIER DIVISION

The other division represents CAB Part 298 air carriers1/ (com-
muter airlines and air taxis) who: (1) are registered with the Civil
Aeronautics Board under Part 298 of its Economic Regulations; (2)
hold a valid operating certificate issued by the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration; and (3) operate aircraft under all applicable Federal Air
Regulations.

NATA member air carriers serve thousands of communities off
the jet stream of travel. They hop all over. To major cities. To small/
medium communities. To isolated points. And they do it with the

1/ The CAB restricts Part 298 air carriers to the operation of aircraft seating no
more than 30 passengers with a payload capacity of no more than 7,500 pounds

unless it authorizes the operation of larger aircraft under an exemption to satis-
fy the needs of specific markets.
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right sized aircraft: light single engine, small twins, medium turbo-
props, small jets and helicopters; the fuel efficient equipment they
need to provide efficiently and economically the air transport ser-
vices their communities want and need.

OPERATE SCHEDULED, CHARTER AND
CONTRACT SERVICES

Many NATA members operate timely scheduled air service and
charter services as commuter airlines.2/ Many more specialize in air-
craft charters ready to go anywhere, any time. Still others provide
contract services in the response to the particular needs of business
firms, banks, governmental agencies and the U.S. Postal Service. And
so throughout the United States there are NATA member air carriers
ready, willing and able to meet the air transport needs of the public,
whether it be for passenger travel, air freight, priority packages or
mail.

It can be said that because the business of our members is at the
airport, we know a great deal about the airports and their needs;
therefore, we are most anxious at this time to let our voice be heard
in this important hearing to extend, amend, or replace the Airport
and Airway Development Act of 1970.

NATA POLLED ITS MEMBERS FOR THEIR REACTION
TO THE ADMINISTRATION'S BILL, H.R. 5017, THE

"Airport and Airway Development Act of 1975"

On March 21st we sent our members a ten-page questionnaire
covering the statement by William T. Coleman, Jr., Secretary of
Transportation, before the House Public Works and Transportation
Committee regarding the Airport and Airway Development Program,
Tuesday, March 18, 1975.

In that questionnaire, each part of the Administration's propos-
al was followed with a question calling for our members to advise
whether they did or did not favor that part of the proposal. In addi-
tion, we asked our members the following questions which were
based on some of the key issues set forth in the Administration's bill,
H.R. 5017 as well as H.R. 4312 (introduced by subcommittee mem-
ber Dale Milford) and H.R. 4830 (introduced by subcommittee Chair-
man, Glenn M. Anderson):

2/ Commuter airlines operate under exemption granted by the Civil Aeronautics
Board from Section 401(a) of the Federal Aviation Act of 1958. In operat-
ing aircraft restricted in size by the CAB (See 1/), and without any form of
financial assistance from the Federal government, such carriers have the right
to enter or exit any market at any time. They are normally found in com-
munities where the population and/or business activity is not sufficient to
support adequate service by the CAB-certificated carriers. They are known
as the pioneers in providing safe, reliable, economical and timely frequent ser-
vice (passenger, cargo and mail) in response to public and community needs.
Some states have adopted intrastate regulations governing the operations of
commuter airlines. Such regulations are imposed on the commuters even
though the majority of their business falls under the classification of "inter-
state commerce".
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Q I. Do you share concern over that section of the Administration's
bill that would (a) turn over the congressionally mandated "Fed-
eral airport system plan" to the individual states; (b) relinquish
Federal coordination and planning on a national system basis in
preference to individual State control; (c) abandon any effective
Federal direction over "air carrier" and "reliever" airports so vi-
tal to interstate commerce?

65.1% responded "YES".

Q2. Would you favor amending the existing legislation so as to require
that Federal standards be followed for all air carrier and reliever
airports, but permit expeditious approval by FAA field represen-
tatives of deviations necessary to adapt to local conditions?

76.1% responded "YES".

Q3. Would you favor amending the existing legislation so as to per-
mit each state to decide for itself whether given seneral aviation
projects should be required to conform to FAA or state aviation
standards?

65.6% responded "YES".

Q4. Would you favor amending the existing legislation so as to require
that environmental procedures be substantially streamlined to
allow the FAA to concentrate on those airport projects with sig-
nificant environmental problems in urban areas, or involving use
of public parks, wildlife refuges, or recreational areas?

86.6% responded "YES".

Q5. Would you be willing to support those who favor keeping the 
aviation fuel tax for general aviation at seven cents per gallon on
the premise that it produces revenues in excess of general avia-
tion's fair share of system costs under a formula which would
assign an appropriate amount of such costs to "public services"
performed by the Federal Aviation Administration?

88% responded "YES".

Q6. Would you be willing to support those who favor gearing the tick-
et tax (now at 8%) to the needs of the nation's air transport sys-
tem in lieu of a lesser tax coupled with a head tax as proposed by
the Administration?

77.3% responded "YES".

Q7. Would you favor amending the existing legislation so as to make
land buffers needed to offset adverse environmental effects eligi-
ble for Federal funding similar to that proposed in the Admini-
stration's bill?

76.5% responded "YES".
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Q8. Would you favor making public use areas of terminals eligible for
Federal funding similar to that proposed in the Administration's
bill, with the understanding that those passengers paying the 8%
ticket tax are currently contributing over 90% of the funds now
going into the Aviation Trust Fund?

79.7% responded "YES".

Q9. Do you support the position that communities served by com-
muter airlines should be eligible for airport funding under the
same criteria as that established for the CAB-certificated carriers,
with the understanding that commuter airlines are out-boarding
CAB-certificated carriers at some airports because of their time-
ly, frequent service; therefore, their needs for instrument land-
ing systems, towers and radar are equally important in response
to public need for safe, reliable and convenient air transportation?

92.4% responded "YES".

PREAMBLE

NATA is a member of the General Aviation Family as well as the
Air Carrier Family; therefore, in reviewing this statement it should be
clearly understood by all that:

• when NATA supports an appropriate level of funding for
"air carrier airports" and "commuter service airports", in-
cluding terminals . .

• when NATA supports additional funds for F&E . . .

• when NATA supports additional funds for R&D . . .

... it does not want, nor does it expect, general aviation to contribute
one single dollar to help cover the costs of such expenditures which are
being proposed primarily to satisfy the needs of the passengers and
shippers who are paying the 8% ticket tax and 5% cargo tax when util-
izing the services of the scheduled airlines and air taxi charter opera-
tors. Such taxes are being paid willingly by travelers and shippers with
the promise that the Federal government will use their financial con-
tributions to help build the safest possible and dependable air transport
system in the public interest.

It should furthermore be understood that when the government
takes the total costs for the nation's airport and airway system and
allocates an appropriate amount to "Public Service & Public Benefit",
it is the consensus of NATA members that the existing 7 cents per
gallon tax on general aviation flying produces revenues far in excess
of general aviation's fair share of the system's costs; therefore, NATA
prays that citizens from the general aviation community will not be
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required to pay any more than 7 cents per gallon tax under the legis-
lation now under consideration to amend or replace the Airport and
Airway Development and Revenue Acts of 1970.

It should also be understood that as an important part of the
Air Carrier Family, NATA is urging the airlines and others to continue
their cooperative attitude in support of the philosophy that services
and facilities at "air carrier airports" made possible through federal
funding, and the Aviation Trust Fund, should rightfully be made
available to all citizens, including those from the general aviation
community.

MORE QUESTIONS

Because a "question and answer" session can be so effective, I
will now continue my statement as though the questions were coming
from you, Mr. Chairman, or a member of your subcommittee.

Q. What level of funding does NATA support for ADAP?

Although the vast majority of NATA members supported the
Administration's proposal to increase ADAP from the current $310
million annually to $350 million (with $50 million going to general
aviation), they were not aware at the time of H.R. 4312 which would
increase it to $500 million (with $75 million going to general aviation),
or H. R. 4830 which would increase it to $570 million (with $75 mil-
lion going to general aviation). Perhaps, if they had been aware of such
proposals, they would have favored such higher levels for airport funding.

Q. What is NATA's position on the development of airports served
by commuter airlines?

In recommending that the level of funding for general aviation
airports be increased about 43 percent (from $35 million to $50 mil-
lion), Secretary Coleman said that a substantial portion of the $50
million would be used for the development of airports served by com-
muters. That is a good beginning, but it doesn't go far enough. For
a long time, NATA has taken the position before DOT/FAA that inas-
much as commuter airlines are providing scheduled passenger services
to hundreds of communities as "air carriers",3/ and inasmuch as com-
muter airlines collect the 8% ticket tax and 5% cargo tax, the commun-
ities served by commuter airlines should be eligible for airport funding
outof the "air carrier" pot.

3/ See Exhibit A — Commuter Airlines are air carriers operating under the juris-
diction of the Civil Aeronautics Board, and Exhibit B — Commuter Airlines
are "air carriers" operating in accordance with the Federal Aviation Act of
1958.

•
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Q. How many airports are served by commuter airlines in the car-
riage of passengers?

In making preparation for the publication of the 1975 Report
of the Commuter Airline Industry, we analyzed the October 1, 1974
edition of the Official Airlines Guide 4/ featuring the schedules of all
U.S. domestic airlines including 131 commuter airlines.5/ This is what
we found:

• There are 665 airportst in the 50 states, the Commonwealth
of Puerto Rico and the territories and possession of the
United States served by the scheduled domestic airlines in-
cluding trunk, local service, helicopter, commuter and intra-
state carriers:

210 (31.6%) are served exclusively by the commuter airlines.

256 (38.5%) are served exclusively by the certificated carriers.

199 (29.9%) are served jointly by the certificated and commuter
carriers.

665

• In serving a total of 409 airports, the commuter airlines
serve 1,530 city-pairs on a single-plane basis and thousands
of additional city-pairs by connecting with the major airlines.

(If the commuter airlines operated an average of 3.5 flights
per business day in these 1,530 markets, it would mean that
they operated 5,350 daily flights. An NA TA study is now
underway to determine the exact number of flights sche-
duled per day between small communities and hub airports
for the convenience of connecting passengers and shipments.
A comparative analysis will also be made of the frequency
of service of the local service carriers who receive"Public
Service Revenues" as well as the services of the unsubsidized
commuter airlines. The commuters have the reputation of
providing timely frequent service in response to community
needs.)

4/ See Exhibit C for listing of 665 airports by state.

5/ A "commuter air carrier" as defined by the CAB is "an air taxi operator which
performs at least five round trips per week between two or more points and
publishes flight schedules which specify the times, day of the week and places
between which such flights are performed, or (2) transports mail by air pursu-
ant to a current contract with the U.S. Postal Service".

I- This study did not include small community airports in Alaska served by Ko-
diak-Western Alaska; Reeve Aleutian and Wien Air Alaska
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•

• Out of the 665 airportst served on a scheduled basis:

• 365 (54.9%) are served by a single carrier. 193 (52.9%) of these

rely on commuter airlines, while 172 (47.1%) are served by the

certificated carriers.

O 131 (19.7%) are served by two carriers.

61 (9.2%) are served by three carriers.

27 (4.1%) are served by four carriers.

11 (1.6%) are served by five carriers.

21 (3.2%) are served by six carriers.

• 4 (0.6%) are served by seven carriers.

o 11 (1.6%) are served by eight carriers.

o 4 (0.6%) are served by nine carriers.

O 30 (4.5%) are served by ten or more carriers.

665

• Only three states are without the convenience of timely,
frequent commuter airline service: Alabama, Montana,
and North Dakota. Out of the 47 states enjoying commuter
airline service, 21 are dominated by commuter airlines from
the point of view of the number of airports served in each
state.

• The airlines maintain a total of 1,671 stations at the 665
airports served on a scheduled basis. 1,048 (62.7%) are
operated by the certificated airlines while 623 (37.3%) are
operated by the commuter airlines.

Your survey of the OAG covered airports served on a scheduled
basis by air carriers engaged in the carriage of passengers, or
combination of passengers and cargo. Are there any airports
served exclusively by all-cargo commuter air carriers  and air taxi
mail contractors?

YES. A recent report from the CAB shows that there are over
134 airports served exclusively by such carriers. By adding this
figure to the 665 airports enjoying scheduled passenger service, 
we come up with a total of 799 airports, 543 (68%) of which
are served by commuter airlines. Out of these 543 airports, 344
(63.3%) are served exclusively by commuter airlines engaged in
the carriage of passengers, cargo and/or mail.
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Q.

Q.

How many commuter airlines operate as "all-cargo" carriers or
hold air taxi mail contracts?

Approximately 20-25 commuters operate as all-cargo carriers
while 62-64 air taxi operators hold air taxi mail contracts and
thus fall under the definition of a commuter air carrier.

How much traffic did the commuter airlines carry in 1974?

As commuter airline traffic statistics are maintained by the Civil
Aeronautics Board on a confidential basis for 12 months, the latest
figures we have are for the year ended December 31, 1973. Using their
figures as a foundation, one could estimate traffic as follows:

1973 1974

Passengers 5,687,614 6,200,000

Passenger Miles 575,809,567 633,400,000

Cargo (Pounds) 92,963,189 110,500,000

Mail (Pounds) 147,795,590 168,800,000

For the actual figures, perhaps the CAB would release same to
the Subcommittee on a confidential basis.

Q. How much money do you estimate commuter airline passengers
and shippers contributed to the Aviation Trust Fund in 1974
through payment of the 8% ticket tax and 5% cargo tax?

In anticipation of this question, we checked with DOT on the pre-
mise they would have obtained such information in working on the
Cost Allocation Study. On March 28, Mr. Gene Mercer of DOT esti-
mated that the contribution from such users was $7.8 million.

Q. Under existing legislation, funds are made available for "air car-
rier and reliever airports" as well as "general aviation airports".
What would NATA's reaction be to a proposal for the ADAP
legislation to include a new classification of airports to be known
as "Commuter Service Airports"?6/

Mr. Chairman, the commuter airline industry would be most grate-
ful for such recognition.

1110' In our OAG survey of the airports served on a scheduled basis by
the air carriers engaged in the carriage of passengers, we found that 455
(68.4%) are served by the certificated carriers and 409 (61.5%) by the
commuter airlines.* But in spite of such an impressive performance

6/ "Commuter Service Airport" means a general aviation airport served by an air
carrier operating under exemption granted by the CAB from Section 401 (al
of the Federal Aviation Act of 1958.

* Sum of figures exceeds 665 airports as 199 airports are served jointly by both
classes of carriers.
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by commuter airlines, we find no funds allocated to "commuter ser-
vice airports" under any of the existing proposals. This is very frustrat-
ing when one realizes that under one legislative proposal, an airport
served by one flight a day by a certificated carrier would be eligible
for $100,000 annually, while an airport served many times a day by
a commuter airline would not be eligible to a similar level of funding.

01' Some say the "commuter service airports" should also get a min-
imum of $100,000 on an annual basis. Perhaps a better way would be
to create a two-part formula whereby each "commuter service airport"
would get a minimum of $50,000 plus "X" number of dollars for each
enplanement or departure for the previous year. Under such a formula,
it might be advisable to allocate a minimum of $20 million dollars to
"commuter service airports" with additional funds available, as needed
for special projects, from the general aviation and discretionary air car-
rier accounts.

Mr. Chairman, the availability of funds as suggested by NATA to
improve the small community airports served by commuter airlines
could be one more reason why more communities throughout America
would want to give their support and encouragement to this fledgling
industry which is doing such a great job — a job many people felt could
never be done without a great deal of federal subsidy.

Q. Is it true that some airport authorities are failing to recognize the
need for commuter airlines to enjoy easy and convenient access
to airport and terminal facilities served by the certificated carriers?

Absolutely. Many airport authorities are failing to realize that
the majority of commuter airlines are primarily in business for one
reason: to exchange traffic (passenger and cargo) with the major air-
lines. All too often, commuter airlines, and the air taxis who likewise
specialize in exchanging traffic with the major airlines, are lumped in
with the entire group of general aviation and no particular considera-
tion is given to their needs or the needs of their passengers who are
paying appropriate user taxes. This isn't right. Something has got to
be done to correct the problem in the public interest. Perhaps that
portion of proposed legislation which would permit the use of funds
for the construction or improvement of portions of terminal areas
open to public use and directly related to the movement of passen-
gers, baggage, and cargo should be amended to require airport author-
ities to make adequate terminal facilities and gate positions available
to commuter airlines and air taxis.

Q. Based on your preceding statement, can we assume that NA TA
supports the proposal to make ADAP funds available for the
construction or improvement of terminal areas open to the public?

Yes, Mr. Chairman. And it should also be pointed out that what
with the FAA's security regulations, it is becoming increasingly difficult
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and costly for commuter airlines and air taxis to exchange traffic with
the certificated carriers at the major terminals. For a variety of rea-
sons, certain airport authorities have had great difficulty trying to
establish one or more convenient gates through which "unsterile" en-
route passengers by air may flow to the sterile areas, or vice versa. Per-
haps the planning, building, and maintenance of such facilities should
be a part of ADAP funding, otherwise the public interest is not being
adequately protected.

Q. The Administration is proposing $250 million for facilities and
equipment which is a continuation of the level that has been in
effect for the past five years. Does NA TA consider this amount
to be sufficient?

What with the ever-growing problem of inflation, Mr. Chairman,
it appears that the Administration is planning to buy less safety over
the next five years than it has bought since 1970. We question if this
is being honest with the travelers by air who are paying "user taxes"
on the basis that such contributions will permit the FAA, as author-
ized by Congress, to expend an appropriate amount of money annu-
ally on airway and airport developments including the installation of
instrument landing systems, towers and radar for the purpose of maxi-
mizing the safety, dependability and convenience of air transportation
in the public interest. As $250 million for F&E does not appear to
be sufficient, it is suggested that the FAA be asked by the Subcommit-
tee to prepare a report indicating the facilities and equipment that are
wanted and needed by the "air commerce airports" including those
served by commuter airlines. The report should include the cost for
such facilities and equipment as well as the FAA's timetable for ful-
fillment. It could be that such information will sound the alarm for
increasing the funding for F&E in response to public need.

Q. Are small community airports served by established commuter
airlines getting their fair share of F&E funds?

We think not. And for the following reasons: In establishing pri-
orities on the use of FAA funds for control towers, electronic naviga-
tion aids, etc., AIR COMMERCE AIRPORTS (those served by "sche-
duled air carriers") take precedence over GENERAL AVIATION AIR-
PORTS (those without "scheduled air carrier service"). For example,
it requires more than twice as many annual itinerant operations to
qualify for an FAA Control Tower at a general aviation airport as it
does at an air commerce airport. Although the word "certificated"
does not usually appear in FAA's criteria when the phrase "scheduled
air carrier" service is used, FAA interpretation of the phrase seems
to include it. What this means is that a community served on a sche-
duled basis only by a commuter airline with 10 flights a day does not
receive the same consideration for airport facilities as does a commun-

•

A
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ity served with two flights a day by a certificated carrier.7/ This vio-
lates the principle of investing money to maximize safety for the great-
est number when there is a limit on what can be spent for airport fa-
cilities in any given period. The only answer received from the FAA
in response to a request for clarification of this policy is that the com-

muters are undependable and are "here today and gone tomorrow".
We believe quite strongly that a statistical review of the last five to
ten years would show a significantly higher number of communities

which have lost all air service because of a pullout by a certificated
carrier, than have lost service by the disappearance of an established

commuter airline.8/ We are strongly urging the FAA to recognize the

simple fact of life that service by a commuter airline does constitute

scheduled air carrier service and does mean that the airport served is

an "air commerce airport". Commuter airlines are in the CAB's "game

plan", but apparently they are not in the FAA's. The lack of know-

ledge within the FAA of the commuter airline industry; the lack of

awareness of its mission, potentialities, and problems is truly discour-

aging when one realizes that the industry carried over 6.2 million pas-

sengers in 1974. The potential for growth in service to the nation and

the public is tremendous. Fulfillment is dependent upon the help and

understanding of the Federal Aviation Administration at all levels and

in all regions.

In support of our complaint against the FAA representatives
who are failing to see the "big picture", it is interesting to note that

in a speech on March 31st before the Commonwealth Club in San
Francisco, outgoing FAA Administrator Alexander Butterfield said

that the FAA has been "lethargic" in reconsidering the tower needs
for smaller airports. (The inclusion of this comment should not be
interpreted to mean that NATA supports towers at all small airports.

Towers should only be built where the traffic will support and justify

the expense of such a facility. And "commuter service airports"
should be given the same consideration as airports served by CAB-cer-

tificated carriers.)

Q. Does NATA have a position on the use of ADAP for privately

owned airports open to the public?

Although we have never polled our members on this issue, I be-

lieve they would support such a proposal under an arrangement simi-

lar to the one now in effect in the State of Virginia. As I recall, during

NASAO's testimony on March 19th, Colonel Willard Plentl, Virginia's

Director of Aeronautics, said that up to $100,000 from the state's

71 See Exhibit D which illustrates the problems facing the small community air-

ports served by established commuter airlines.

8/ Because of the CAB's laissez faire policy permitting commuter airlines to enter

and leave markets at will, communities should be required to demonstrate

that they have an "established commuter airline" in support of their request

for F&E funds for needed facilities.
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special fund for aviation could go into a single privately owned public
use airport provided the owner signed an agreement to keep the airport
as a public-use facility for a minimum of 20 years with the understand-
ing that if at any time the airport were turned into some other use, the
entire amount of the grant would have to be refunded to the state.
Col. Plentl said the state had nothing to lose but the interest on the
funding and had everything to gain from the state's investment in such
a privately owned facility that was open to the public. In the question-
ing that followed Col. Plentl's comment, Congressman Barry M. Gold-
water, Jr. made an interesting comment in response to the statement
that many general aviation airports which could have been useful to
the State of Virginia as reliever airports have disappeared because of
real estate pressures. Mr. Goldwater said that such a problem is of
growing concern in large metropolitan areas "and by the time com-
muter type operations become economically feasible and acceptable,
those properties that could have been very useful in providing an inner
city network are sold off because of the increase in value as reflected
by the taxes that are paid."

Q. The Administration's bill provides for the financing from the
Aviation Trust Fund of the annual maintenance costs of air-
way facilities procured from the fund. The annual funding
would be approximately $431 million. What is NATA's posi-
tion on this proposal?

What with so many things remaining to be done, we cannot sup-
port such a proposal. Perhaps at some point in time, after the desired
system has been built, the "users" will be in a position to carry part
of the load. But now is not that time. If the Administration, sup-
ported by OMB, feels there will be an "extra" $431 million in the
Trust Fund each year, why not invest it where it belongs? Why not
invest it in ADAP and F&E? Isn't that what the "users" of the na-
tion's airports and airway system were told would be done with their
tax dollars?

Q. The Administration has proposed resurrecting the head tax on
the premise it would enhance the ability of the State and local
governments to provide matching funds for essential airport de-
velopment projects. What is NATA's position on this proposal?

We included this question in our questionnaire to the member-
ship. 90.5% of the respondents said they could not support such a
proposal.

As you know, Mr. Chairman, commuter airlines specialize in
short-haul air transportation in service to the nation and the public on
a non-subsidized basis. If they are to remain on the American scene,
a climate must be created that will make it possible for small commun-
ities to afford the airport facilities and services that make it economically
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feasible for commuter airlines to serve them; therefore, it should be
made crystal clear that the creation of such a climate is not through
the adoption of airport head taxes — taxes that could be excessive.

For example, a round trip ticket, Allentown-Philadelphia would
cost as follows if both points assessed a $2.00 head tax:

FARE (RT)

TAXES

$33.34

8% Federal tax 2.66
Head Tax, Allentown 2.00
Head Tax, Philadelphia 2.00

6.66
SECURITY CHARGE .73

TOTAL $40.73

Under this example, the tax plus the airport security charge is $7.39,

or 22.2% of the fare. Is that fair? Is it reasonable? NA TA thinks not!

It is this kind of taxation that could destroy short-haul air transporta-

tion. And that would be contrary to the public interest.

In serving major airports as well as thousands of small airports

scattered throughout the U.S.A., commuter airlines and air taxi char-

ter operators are sympathetic to the problems which prompt some

cities, counties and states to look to a local head tax as a much needed

source of revenue for funding their airport needs. But like so many
others seeking the best possible solution to the problem, it is the con-
sensus of our members to oppose any federal policy which would per-
mit any airport to establish and impose a head tax to cover its own
revenue needs for airport development and improvement.

Inasmuch as a system for collecting appropriate "user taxes" has

already been established by the Congress, we ask: "Why change it?

Why complicate things by placing a tax on a tax? Does it make sense?

It certainly will not make sense to the air traveling public. And it

could be costly to administer by having different taxes collected at

different times and places."

Q. You say your members are sympathetic to the problems which
prompt some airport authorities to look to a head tax as a much
needed source of revenue for funding their airport needs, but
that they are opposed to such taxation. What is the alternative?

In the desire to make the nation's air transport system what we
all want it to be — the best and safest in the world — at a price the
"users" of the system and the public can afford in their own self-inter-
ests, NATA recommends adoption of legislation which would:

61-350 0 - 75 - 22
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1. Prohibit a state (or political subdivision thereof) from levying or
collecting a tax, fee, head charge, or other charge, directly or in-
directly, on persons traveling in air commerce or on the carriage
of persons traveling in air commerce or on the sale of air transpor-
tation or on the gross receipts derived therefrom;

2. Increase annual ADAP and F&E authorizations to a level that will
enhance the growth and development of airports throughout the
nation with the focus on the need to maximize safety in the air
and on the ground in the public interest;

3. Change the federal funding for airport grants from the present
ratios to a more appropriate system which would be acceptable
to, and workable for, the cities, counties and states that are so
dependent on air commerce;

4. Make public areas of terminal buildings eligible for Trust Fund
assistance with separate accounts established for major hubs,
medium hubs, small hubs, "commuter service airports" and all
other airports so as to preclude a few major terminals from eat-
ing up the available funds, with the condition that the airport
authorities at the hub airports be required to make adequate ter-
minal facilities and gate positions available to commuter airlines,
air taxis, and business aviation in order to help facilitate the ex-
change of traffic with the certificated carriers;

5. Gear the ticket tax (now at 8%) to the needs of the nation's air
transport system in lieu of a lesser tax coupled with a head tax
as proposed by the Administration.

With the understanding the prohibition of a "head tax" will con-
tinue, would NA TA members favor reducing the 8% ticket tax
and the 5% cargo tax to lesser amounts as proposed by others?

Again, Mr. Chairman, it appears that the consensus of NATA mem-
bers is that such taxes should be geared to the need for developing the
nation's airport and airway system in a timely and orderly manner with-
out jeopardizing the opportunity to maximize safety at a justifiable
cost. That is our primary concern at this time.

110' In NATA's questionnaire of March 21, 1975 to its membership,
the following question was included:

If air travelers now paying the 8% ticket tax were given the
opportunity to participate in a referendum which would
provide the following two options, which one do you feel
the majority would support:
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Option A — Pay a ticket tax no more than 5% with the understanding
the resulting funds would not permit the government to
do all that could possibly be done on airway and airport
developments for the convenience and safety of the air
traveling public;

Option B — Pay a ticket tax of no more than 10% with the under-
standing the resulting funds would (1) preclude the need
for any airport authority or municipality to impose a
"head tax" on enplaning passengers as proposed by the
Administration; and (2) permit the FAA as authorized
by Congress to expend more money annually on airway
and airport developments including the installation of

• instrument landing systems, towers and radar for the
purpose of maximizing the safety, dependability and con-
venience of air transportation in the public interest.

00' As the vast majority of NATA members are sensitive to the needs
of the air traveling public, they selected Option B.

10' It should be recognized, Mr. Chairman, that if the cause of a giv-
en fatal air carrier accident were traced to the lack of instrument land-
ing system and/or visual approach slope indicator, and if the passen-
gers on board had been given a choice between death/injury or an ap-
propriate ticket tax, it's obvious what their choice would have been.

Q. With respect to general aviation airport projects, the Administra-
tion's bill looks toward the assumption by the States at the end
of fiscal year 1978 of all the responsibility, fiscal and otherwise,
for the operation of the airport development aid program. Do
NATA members support this provision of the Administration's
bill?

79.8% of the respondents said they supported the Administra-
tion's proposal. However, NATA has received some very strong com-
ments in opposition to such a take-over by the states. Perhaps other
associations or individuals who have far more knowledge than NATA
should be consulted on this issue to help ensure the right decision.

CONCLUDING STATEMENTS

From time to time, Mr. Chairman, we have heard statements
from the Administration and the Congress on the need to create a
new rural environment which will reverse the migration to urban cen-
ters. The proponents of this philosophy point to the fact that for the
past thirty years, our population has been growing and shifting, with
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the result that vast areas of rural America are emptying out of people
and promise. As we see it, one of the best and most effective ways

of creating this "new rural environment" is to provide more commun-

ities throughout America with their own full service local airports —

airports which receive appropriate financial support from the Federal

government for both sides of the fence. NATA member air carriers

are prepared to help serve such airports in response to the socio-econo-

mic and cultural needs of citizens residing and doing business in such
communities.

A CHALLENGE FOR BOOSTING THE SAGGING ECONOMY

by fulfilling a Federal promise
to the users of the nation's Air Transport System

If it is true that the current balance in the Trust Fund is over

$800 million; if it is true that the Congress told the American people

in establishing the 8% ticket tax and 5°A-cargo tax that such taxes
would be used to develop the airport and airway system for the pur-
pose of maximizing their safety and convenience, and if it is true that
the Congress may have under consideration the establishment of "make-
work" projects in order to get more people working during the current
recession, it would appear to make sense at this particular time for the
Congress to authorize a level of funding for airport and airway develop-
ment that would not only meet the needs of travelers and shippers by
air, but get more Americans involved in meaningful and gainful employ-
ment.

Thank you for listening to our views. Should you have any addi-
tional questions which we might have overlooked, please feel free to ask.
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EXHIBIT A

COMMUTER AIRLINES ARE "AIR CARRIERS"
OPERATING UNDER THE JURISDICTION
OF THE CIVIL AERONAUTICS BOARD

Selected excerpts from CAB statements:

• CAB General Counsel, Richard Littell, said on September
12, 1973:

... the Board considers that operations conducted in ac-
cordance with Part 298 are no less Board authorized than
are operations conducted pursuant to a certificate of pub-
lic convenience and necessity by the Board. Whether con-
ducted under Part 298 exemption or under a certificate,
operations authorized by the Board, i.e., "air transporta-
tion" as defined by the Federal Aviation Act, are, in its
view, subject to its exclusive jurisdiction."

Extract from brief which the CAB filed as an amicus curia
in a Texas court:

"The issuance of Part 298 and the grant of exemptions con-
tained therein was an affirmative exercise of regulatory
authority by the Board. Indeed, in one respect it is an ex-
ercise of the most fundamental regulatory power conferred
by the Act. The basic exemption conferred by Part 298 —
that from the Section 401 certificate requirement — is a
positive award of authority to engage in the operation
covered by the Federal Aviation Act.15/

"The reality of this is underscored by two simple and irre-
futable considerations. The first is that, as previously ex-
plained, authority from the Board is essential to lawful
interstate operations, ... the second is that operations con-
ducted pursuant to exemption authority are 'as legal and
proper as' those conducted pursuant to exemption to 401
certificate of public convenience and necessity." Seaboard
and Western Airlines, v. CAB, supra, 181 F.2d. 518.

15 uch an exemption is also a license within the meaning of the Administrative
Procedure Act. See 5 U.S.C. 551 (9).
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EXHIBIT B

COMMUTER AIRLINES ARE "AIR CARRIERS"
OPERATING PURSUANT TO

THE FEDERAL AVIATION ACT OF 1958

Selected excerpts from ACT:

Sec. 101 - Definitions

(3) "Air carrier" means any citizen of the United States who
undertakes, whether directly or indirectly or by a lease or any other
arrangement, to engage in air transportation: Provided, That the
Board may by order relieve air carriers who are not directly engaged
in the operation of aircraft in air transportation from the provisions
of this Act to the extent and for such periods as may be in the public
interest.

(10) "Air transportation" means interstate, overseas, or foreign air
transportation or the transportation of mail by aircraft.

SEC. 401. "[72 Stat. 754, as amended by 76 Stat. 143, 82 Stat. 867,
49 U.S.C. 1371]. (a) No air carrier shall engage in any air transpor-
tation unless there is in force a certificate issued by the Board author-
izing such air carrier to engage in such transportation.

Sec. 416. [72 Stat. 771, 4.9 U.S.C. 1386] (a) The Board may from
time to time establish such just and reasonable classifications or groups
of air carriers for the purposes of this title as the nature of the serv-
ices performed by such air carriers shall require; and such just and
reasonable rules and regulations, pursuant to and consistent with the
provisions of this title, to be observed by each such class or group, as
the Board finds necessary in the public interest.

Exemptions

(b) (1) The Board, from time to time and to the extent necessary,
may (except as provided in paragraph (2) of this subsection) exempt
from the requirements of this title or any provision thereof, or any
rule, regulation, term, condition, or limitation prescribed thereunder,
any air carrier or class of air carriers, if it finds that the enforcement
of this title or such provision, or such rule, regulation, term, condition,
or limitation is or would be an undue burden on such air carrier or
class of air carriers by reason of the limited extent of, or unusual cir-
cumstances affecting, the operations of such air carrier or class of air
carriers and is not in the public interest.
(2) The Board shall not exempt any air carrier from any provision

of subsection (k) of section 401 of this title, except that (A) any air
carrier not engaged in scheduled air transportation, and (B), to the
extent that the operations of such air carrier are conducted during
daylight hours, any air carrier engaged in scheduled air transporta-
tion, may be exempted from the provisions of paragraphs (1) and (2)
of such subsection if the Board finds, after notice and hearing, that,
by reason of the limited extent of, or unusual circumstances affecting,
the operations of any such air carrier, the enforcement of such para-
graphs is or would be such an undue burden on such air carrier as to
obstruct its development and prevent it from beginning or continuing
operations, and that the exemption of such air carrier from such para-
graphs would not adversely affect the public interest: Provided, That
nothing in this subsection shall be deemed to authorize the Board to
exempt any air carrier from any requirement of this title, or any pro-
vision thereof, or any rule, regulation, term, condition, or limitation
prescribed thereunder which provides for maximum flying hours for
pilots or copilots.

•
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a.

EXHIBIT C
Page I of 3

AIRPORTS IN U.S.A. SERVED BY U.S. SCHEDULED DOMESTIC AIRLINES
October - 1974 .11'

ALABAMA 191 (A) (B) CALIFORNIA (coned) FLORIDA (coned) INDIANA 031
Anniston 1 - *Inyokern 1 *Ocala - 1 "Bloomington - 1
Birmingham 4 - Lake Tahoe 1 1 Orlando 5 2 "Elkhart - 1
Dothan 1 - Long Beach 1 2 Panama City 2 - Evansville 3 -
Gadsden 1 - Los Angeles 15 5 Pensacola 2 - Ft. Wayne 2 1
Huntsville/Decatur 3 - *Mammoth Lakes _ 1 'Panda Gorda 1 Indianapolis 6 2
Mobile 3 - Marie County Hell. 1 St. Petersburg 1 1 *Kokomo 1
Montgomery 3 - *Marysville 1 Sarasota 2 2 Lafayette 1 1
Muscle Shoals 1 Merced 1 _ Tallahassee 4 2 *Michigan City 1
Tuscaloosa 1 Modesto 1 _ Tampa 8 5 *Muncie - 1

*Mojave - 1 *Vero Beach 1 *Plymouth _ 1

ALASKA (24)
Monterey

"Napa
2
-

1
1

West Palm Beach 4 2 South Bend
*Terre Haute

2 2
_ 1

Anchorage
Angoon .21

Oakland
*Oceanside

8
-

3
1 GEORGIA 041

"Valparaiso - 1

Cape Yakataga Ontario 7 1 Albany 1 _
Chisana *Oxnard - 1 Athens 1 IOWA 1151
Chitina

-
Palmdale 1 - Atlanta 8 1 Burlington 1

Cordova 1 Palm Springs 4 2 Augusta 3 - Cedar Rapids 2 -
Excursion Inlet
Fairbanks

-1 —.Paso Robles
*Red Bluff

-
-

1
2

Columbus 3
*Dublin -

_
1

Clinton
*Davenport

1
- 1

Gulkana 1 Redding 1 1 Macon 2 - Des Moines 3 3
Juneau 'Riverside - 1 Moultrie 1 Dubuque 1 1
Ketchikan
Kotzebue _

Sacramento
San Diego

5
9

3
3

*St. Simons
Savannah 2

1
-

Ft. Dodge
*Ft. Madison

1 -
- 1

Mc Carthy - San Francisco 12 7 *Thomasville 1 *Keokuk - 1
Nome - San Jose 6 3 *Tifton 

-
1 *Marshalltown - 1

Northway 1 *San Luis Obispo _ 1 Valdosta 1 Mason City 1
Pelican 1 *San Pedro _ 1 *Waycross 1 Ottumwa 1 1
Petersburg - "San Rafael - 1 Sioux City 2 1
Seward - Santa Any 2 1 *Spencer - 1
Sitka 1 Santa Barbara 2 2 HAWAII 031 Waterloo 1
Tenakee 1 Santa Maria 1 r *Hana, Maui - 1
Unalakleet 1 Santa Rosa 1 1 Hilo, Hawaii 6 1
Valdez 2 Stockton 3 - Honolulu, Oahu 9 2 KANSAS 061
Wrangel - *Tahechapi 1 *Kaanapoli, Maui _ 1 *Dodge City
Yakutat Visalia 1 1 Kahului, Maui 2 2 *Emporia

-*Kalaupapa, Mel. - 2 Garden City 1

COLORADO 081 Kamuel a , Hawaii 1 1 Goodland 1

ARIZONA 031 Alamosa 1 Kaunakakai, Mal. 2 2 *Great Bend

*Douglas - 1 Aspen 1 2 *Kaupulehu, Hawaii - 1 Hays 1

Flagstaff 1 1 Colorado Springs 3 - Kona, Hawaii 2 1 *Hutchinson

*Ft. Huachuca 1 Cortez 1 Lanai City, Lanai 1 2 *Junction City
Grand Canyon 1 2 Denver 10 4 Lihue, Kauai 2 - *Lawrence -
Kingman 1 1 Durango 1 "Upolu Pt., Hawaii - 1 Liberal

1

*Lake Havasu City - 2 *Granby - 1 Manhattan 1
Page 1 2 Grand Junction 2 2 *Olathe

_

Phoenix 7 1 Gunnison 1 - IDAHO (6) Parsons
*Prescott - I Lamar 1 _ Boise 2 1 Salina 1

*Show Low - 1 *Leadvi 1 1 e - 1 Idaho Falls 2 - Topeka 1 2

Tucson 5 1 Montrose 1 _ Lewiston 1 - Wichita 4

Winslow 1 - Pueblo 1 _ Pocatello 2 -

Yuma 1 1 Steamboat Springs 1 2 *Sun Valley - 1
'Vail/Eagle - 2 *Twin Falls - 1 KENTUCKY (61

*Bowling Green _ 1

ARKANSAS 191
El Dorado 1 -

CONNECTICUT (4)
Bridgeport 2 ILLINOIS (20

Lexington
London -41 -

Fayetteville 1 1 Hartford 6 2 Bloomington 1 - Louisville 7 2
Ft. Smith 2 - New Haven 1 1 Carbondale 1 1 Owensboro 1 1

Harrison 1 *New London 2 *Centralia _ 1 Paducah 2 -

Hot Springs 2 Champaign 1 -

Jonesboro 1 1 Chicago LOUISIANA (9)
Little Rock 5 1 DELAWARE 131 Meigs Field 1 3 Alexandria 2
Pine Bluff 1 - *Dover _ 1 Midway 5 - Baton Rouge 3 1
Texarkana 1 *Georgetown - 1 O'Hare 12 8 *Ft. Polk -

Wilmington 2 2 *Danville _ 1
*Houma - 1

Decatur 1 Lafayette 1 1
CALIFORNIA (50) Galesburg 1 _

Lake Charles 1 1
Bakersfield 2 2 FLORIDA 1241 *Jacksonville - 1 Monroe 3 _
Blythe 1 - Daytona Beach 2 - *Macomb - 1 New Orleans 8 2
*Borrego Springs 1 Elgin A.F. Base 1 Marion 1 Shreveport 3 1
Burbank 4 2 Ft. Lauderdale 6 i Mattoon 1

*Catalina Island - 2 Ft. Meyers 1 2 Moline 2

Chico 1 2 Gainesville 1 1 Mt. Vernon 1 MAINE (81
*Commerce/Montebello - 1 Jacksonville 5 1 Peoria 1 *Augusta 1
*Concord 1 *Key West _ 2 Quincy 1 Bangor 1
Crescent City 1 *Lakeland _ 1 Rockford 1 *Bar Harbor 1
El Centro 1 1 *Marathon - 2 Springfield 2 *Lewiston 1

.Emeryville 1 "Marco Island - 1 Sterling/Rock Falls 1 Portland
2Eureka/Arcata 1 1 Melbourne 2 1 Presque Isle -1

Fresno 3 3 Miami 10 8 *Rockland
*Fullerton 1 "Naples - I 'Waterville 1
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EXHIBIT C
Page 2 of 3

AIRPORTS IN U.S.A. SERVED BY U.S. SCHEDULED DOMESTIC AIRLINES

MARYLAND (7)
Baltimore

"Cumberland
*Easton
"Hagerstown
"Oakland
*Ocean City
*Salisbury

MASSACHUSETTS (W)
*Bedford
Boston

*Hyannis
*Martha's Vineyard
*Nantucket
*New Bedford
*Pittsfield
*Provincetown
Worcester

MICHIGAN (23)
Alpena

*Battle Creek
Benton Harbor
Detroit
Detroit City
Metro

Escanaba
Flint
Grand Rapids
Hancock
Iron Mountain
Ironwood
Jackson
Kalamazoo
Lansing

*Mackinac Island
Manistee
Marquette
Menominee
Muskegon
Pellston
Saginaw
Saulte St. Marie
Traverse City

MINNESOTA 081
Bemidji
Brainerd
Duluth
*Eveleth
Fairmont

*Grand Rapids
Hibbing
International Falls
Mankato
Minneapolis/St. Paul

*New Ulm
Rochester
Thief River Falls
*Willmar
*Winona
Worthington

MISSISSIPPI 00
Columbus
Greenville
Greenwood
Gulfport/Biloxi
Jackson/Vicksburg
Laurel/Hattiesburg
Meridian
Natchez

*Pasagoula
Tupelo
University

MISSOURI 051
Cape Girardeau
Columbia
Ft. Leonard Wood
Jefferson City
Joplin

(A) (B) MISSOURI (cont'd) NEW YORK (confd)
8 5 Kansas City 8 8 Buffalo
- 1 *Kennett - 1 Elmira
- 1 Kirksville 1 1 Glens Falls
- 1 Lake of the Ozarks 1 2 Islip
- 1 *Malden - 1 Ithaca
- 1 *Popular Bluff - 1 *Jamestown
- 1 *Rolla - 1 *Massena

St. Louis 9 5 New York
*Sedalia - 1 La Guardia
Springfield 2 - Kennedy

- 1 * Sea Base
8 8 Wall Street

1 MONTANA 041 *Ogdensburg
- 1 Billings 3 - *Oneonta
- 1 Bozeman 2 - *Plattsburgh
- 1 Butte 2 - *Poughkeepsie
- 1 Glascow 1 - Rochester

1 Glendive 1 - *Saranac Lake
2 1 Great Falls 4 - Syracuse

Havre I - Utica
Helena 2 - *Watertown
Kalispell 1 - White Plains

1 - Lewiston 1 -
2 Miles City 1 -

1 - Missoula 2 -
Sidney 1

1 Wolf Point 1 -

2
2
1
1
1
1

1
1 1
1

-1

11
11

8 6
- 1
3
1

1
1

;

NEBRASKA 021
Alliance
Chadron
Columbus
Grand Island
Hastings
Kearney
Lincoln
McCook
North Platte
Omaha
Scottsbluff
Sidney

NEVADA (51
*Carson City
Elko
Ely
Las Vegas
Reno

NEW HAMPSHIRE
*Berlin
Keene

*Laconia
Lebanon
Manchester

NEW JERSEY (71
*Asbury
*Atlantic City
*Cape May/Wildwood
Morristown
Newark
Teterboro
*Trenton

NEW MEXICO 021
Alamogordo
Albuquerque
Carlsbad
Clovis
Farmington
Gallup
Hobbs
*Las Cruces
Roswell

*Santa Fe
Silver City
*Taos

2 1 NEW YORK 1231
1 2 Albany
2 - Binghamton

NORTH CAROLINA 08)
Ashville
Charlotte
*Elizabeth City
Fayetteville
Goldsboro

1 Greensboro/High Pt.
1 *Greenville
1 - *Hatteras
1 - Hickory
1 - Jacksonville
1 - Kinston
2 - *Manteo
I - *Morehead City
1 - New Bern
6 2 Raleigh/Durham
1 - Rocky Mount/Wilson
1 - Wilmington

Winston Salem

i 1
1 1
7 3
3 1

(5)

2

1
1
1

4-

1

NORTH DAKOTA (7)
Bismark
Devils Lake
Fargo
Grand Forks
Jamestown
Minot
Williston

OHIO 00)
Akron/Canton
Cincinnati
Cleveland
Lakefront
Hopkins

Columbus
Dayton
*Galion
*Mansfield
Toledo
Youngstown

OKLAHOMA 191
,101tus

1 Enid
4 2 Lawton
1 *McAlester
1 - Muskogee
1 - Oklahoma City
1 - Ponca
1 - Stillwater
- 1 Tulsa
1 -
- 3
1 -

2 OREGON 191
*Astoria
Eugene
Klamath Falls

2 2 Medford
1 5 North Bend

OREGON (conVd)
4 1 Pendleton
1 2 Portland 7
1 Redmond
2 1 Salem
1 -
_ 1 PENNSYLVANIA 09)
- 1 Allentown

*Altoona 
3 1

14 2 Bradford 1 -
10 5 *Du Bois 1
- 1 Erie 1 :
1 - *Franklin - I
_ I Harrisburg 2 4
- 1 *Hazleton _ 1
_ 1 *Johnstown
- 2 *Lancaster - 2
3 1 Philadelphia
- 1 International 8 4
3 1 * Northeast - 1
1 - * Seabase 1
- 1 "Philipsburg _ i

1 3 Pittsburgh 6 -
'Reading - 2
State College - 1
Wilkes Barre/Scranton 2 3

3 - Williamsport 1 2
5 2
- 1
1
1
4

1
1 -

-

RHODE ISLAND (41
*Block Island
*Newport
Providence
*Westerly

SOUTH CAROLINA (71
- 1 *Beaufort -
- 1 Charleston 5
1 - Columbia 4
4 2 Florence 1
1 - Greenville/Spartanbg. 3
1 - *H)lton Head Island -
1 - Myrtle Beach 1

4

- 1
- 1
5 1
- 1

3
1
2
2
1
2
1

3
6

1
8
8
6

4
2

2

1
5
1
1
6

SOUTH DAKOTA 191
Aberdeen 1
Brookings 1
Huron 1
Mitchell 1
Pierre 2
Rapid City 3
Sioux Falls 3
Watertown 1
Yankton 1

TENNESSEE 171
Chatanooga 4
Clarksville 1
Jackson 1
Knoxville 5
Memphis 9
Nashville
Tri-City 3

2
1

TEXAS (35)
Abilene
Amarillo 5
Austin 3 -
Beaumont/Pt. Arthur 2 1
Big Springs 1
Brownsville 1 -
Brownwood 1
*Clear Lake Cite - 1
*College Station - 1
Corpus Christi 3 -
Dallas (Love Field) 2

- 1 Dallas/Ft. Worth 8 5
2 - *Del Rio - 1
1 - *Eagle Pass - 1
2 - El Paso 4 1
1 - *Galveston - 1
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EXHIBIT C
Page 3 of 3

AIRPORTS IN U.S.A. SERVED BY U.S. SCHEDULED DOMESTIC AIRLINES

TEXAS (conrd) (B) VERMONT (41 WASHINGTON (coned) WISCONSIN (coned)
Harlingen
Houston

T
Burlington
*Montpelier

2 3
1

Pullman
*Richland

1
-

Rhinelander 1
*Sheybogan - 1

Hobby 2 - *Newport 1 Seattle 8 Stevens Point 1 2
Intercontinental B 3 *Rutland 1 *Shelton - *Sturgeon Bay - 1

*Killeen - 1 Spokane 3 Wausau (Gen. Wis.Ar.)1 1
*Lake Jackson - 1 *Tacoma - *Wisconsin Rapids - 1
Laredo
Longview

1
1

-
1

VIRGINIA 03)
Charlottesville 1 -

Walla Walla
*Wenatchee

1
- WYOMING 031

Lubbock 3 - Danville I - Yakima 1 Casper 2

Lufkin 1 - Dulles 9 2 Cheyenne 2

McAllen 1 - Hot Springs 1 - WEST VIRGINIA 00) Cody 1

Midland/Odessa 2 - Lynchburg 1 - Beckley *Douglas - 1

Paris 1 1 *Manassas - 1 Bluefield 1 *Gillette 2

San Angelo 1 1 Newport News 2 2 Charleston
1

Jackson 1

San Antonio 6 2 Norfolk 4 2 Clarksburg 1' Laramie 1 1

Temple 1 1 *Pulaski - 1 *Elkins
-

*Rawlins - 1

*Tyler - 1 Richmond 3 1 Greenbrier 1 Riverton 1

*Victoria - 1 Roanoke 2 1 Huntington 2 Rock Springs 1 1

Waco 1 - Staunton 1 - *Martinsburg *Saratoga - 1

Wichita Falls 2 1 Washington National 10 8 Morgantown Sheridan 1
Parkersburg 2 Worland 1

WASHINGTON 1221
*Bellingham WISCONSIN 081 PUERTO RICO (B)

UTAH 001
*Brigham City - 1

*Bremerton
*Chehalis
*Eastsound

, - *Appleton
*Ashland
Beloit/Janesville 1

*Culebra 2
- 1

'Fajardonc - 1

Cedar City 1 1 *Ephrata Eau Claire 1 Ponce 1 2

*Logan
Moab

_
1

1
2

*Friday Harbor
*Hoquiam

Green Bay
2 *Hayward

1 San Juan 3 7
*Vieques 2

*Ogden - 1 *Lopez Island *La Crosse
*Price - 1 *Oak Harbor Madison 3 VIRGIN ISLANDS 141
*Prom
*St. George -

2

1 

*Ocean Shores
*Olympia

Manitowoc
*Marshfield 

1 St. Croix 
! -31*St. John

Salt Lake City 6 4 Pasco Milwaukee 5 1 St. Thocas 2

Vernal 1 *Port Angeles Oshkosh *Tortola 
1

1/ In making preparation for the publication of the 1975 Report of the COMMUTER
AIRLINE INDUSTRY, NATA analyzed the October 1974 edition of the Official
Airline Guide featuring the schedules of all U.S. domestic airlines including 131
commuter airlines. For findings, see page 6.

(A) The figures in this column indicate the number of certificated carriers serving the
airports specified.

(B) The figures in this column indicate the number of commuter airlines serving the
airports specified.

Airports served exclusively by commuter airlines.

This study did not include the small community airports/airstrips in Alaska served
by Kodiak-Western Alaska, Reeve Aleutian and Wien Air Alaska.

( ) The figures within the parentheses indicate the number of airports in each state
served on a scheduled basis by all classes of carriers.
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EXHIBIT D

EXAMPLES OF FAA DISCRIMINATORY PRACTICES
CONCERNING AIRPORTS SERVED ON A SCHEDULED BASIS

BY
CERTIFICATED CARRIERS v. COMMUTER AIRLINES

From the FAA Handbook - 7031.2A

1. AIRPORT SURVEILLANCE RADAR WITH RADAR BEACON
SYSTEM AND BRIGHT TUBE DISPLAY (Part 4)

A. Establishment. An FAA approach control tower which re-
cords 50,000 or more annual itinerant operations, of which
10,000 or more are scheduled air carrier operations, is a can-
didate for AS R/R BS/BTD.

COMMENTARY: If the 10,000 or more scheduled opera-
tions were performed by a commuter airline, the tower would
not be eligible for the radar equipment. Why the discrimina-
tion?

2. FAA AIRPORT TRAFFIC CONTROL TOWER (Part 5)

A. Establishment.

(I) Air Commerce. An airport having scheduled air carrier
service with 24,000 or more annual itinerant operations
is a candidate for a control tower.

(2) General Aviation. An airport without scheduled air ser-
vice with 50,000 or more annual itinerant operations
is a candidate for a control tower.

COMMENTARY: A community airport served with two
flights a day by a certificated carrier and 24,000 or more an-
nual itinerant operations would be a candidate for a control
tower. But if the scheduled service were performed by a com-
muter airline, the airport would not be a candidate regardless
of the number of flights scheduled per day. Why the discri-
mination?

3. INSTRUMENT LANDING SYSTEM (ILS) WITH APPROACH
LIGHTS

A. Establishment. An airport where scheduled air carrier turbo-
jet operations are conducted on a sustained basis, or any other
airport which records 700 or more instrument approaches, is
a candidate for an I LS with an approach light system provided
that:  

COMMENTARY: In some cases, an airport served exclusively
by a commuter airline could have more justification for an in-
strument landing system than an airport meeting the conditions
described above; however, such an airport would not be a can-
didate for I LS. Why the discrimination?
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Senator CANNON. With that, the committee will stand adjourned
subject to the call of the Chair.
[Whereupon, at 12:30 p.m., the hearing was adjourned.]
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ADDITIONAL ARTICLES, LETTERS, AND STATEMENTS

STATEMENT OF HON. ROBERT C. BYRD, U.S. SENATOR FROM WEST VIRGINIA

Mr. Chairman, I am strongly opposed to the provisions of S. 1455 which
would shift the responsibility for airport planning and development from the

Federal Government to the States and local airport authorities, with this shift

scheduled to take place within three years for general aviation airports and
within five years for airports served by certificated carriers.
Under that proposal, the Federal funding for development of general aviation

airports is established at a level of only $50 million annually for each of three

years-1976, 1977, and 1978—prior to the shift to total State-local responsibility,
and would include planning funds. Also, there is no compensating provision

for a Secretary's discretionary fund which would permit a State without large

hub-airports, or even several small or medium hub-airports, to have a compen-

sating opportunity for transfer of FAA carrier airport development funds into
its general aviation development. •

Specifically, the formula proposed for allocation of the three-transitional-

years of general aviation development funds is entirely prejudicial to the needs

of my State of West Virginia.
Under that formula proposed for allocation of the annual $50 million for

1976, 1977, and 1978, one-half of one percent—or a total of $250,000—would go
to Puerto Rico and the Territories, leaving $49,750,000 for allocation to general

aviation airports in the 50 States.
Of that remainder of $49,750,000, one-quarter—or $12,437,000—is apportioned

directly to the States, based on the percentage of active general aviation airplanes

in the State as related to the national total of registered general aviation air-

planes. I am told that West Virginia is recorded as having 856 active general

aviation airplanes for 1974, whereas the National total was 161,502. This would

work out as an entitlement to West Virginia of one-half of one percent—or

$66,000—annually for each of the three transitional years, under that particular

entitlement category.
Of the balance of the $49,750,000 scheduled to go to the 50 States for general

aviation development (after the direct allocation of one-quarter, or $12,437,000)

the remaining three-quarters totals $37,312,500. That total of $37,312,500 is pro-

posed for allocation based on area and population.
Using the most recent census figures, West Virginia's percentage entitlement.

as related to the national population total, works out to be .758 percent, or

three-quarters of one percent. That would entitle West Virginia to only $283,000

annually out of the national availability of $37,312,500.
Thus, for planning, construction, and administration of general aviation

development for West Virginia, for each of the three years before Federal aid

is proposed to be phased out completely, West Virginia could expect to receive

a maximum of approximately $350,000 annually. At todn y's costs—and it is a

matter of public record that construction costs are generally higher in the

Appalachian Region—this would hardly provide for expansion of one runway

on an already existing general aviation airport in West Virginia.
By way of contrast, it is to be noted that the proposed total availability over

the three phase-out years of approximately $1 million relates poorly to the

more than $10 million effectively utilized for aviation development in West Vir-

ginia for each of the last two years under funds secured through the Federal

Aviation Administration's Airport and .Airwav Development Plan.
More important, however, there is already known to be a tremendous need

for improvement and development of general aviation airports in West Virginia.

For example, at Buckhannon in Upshur County. the current general aviation

airport was developed entirely without Federal funds, and there is a pressing

need for $1.5 million for significant improvement to make it a first-class

facility operating at an approved safety level. At Summersville, in Nicholas

County, there is already identified a requirement for a 1,000-foot expansion of

(345)
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the existing 3,000-foot runway, to bring the facility in conformance with the
4,000-foot runways at other West Virginia general aviation airports. The
Nicholas County runway expansion is estimated to cost $1 million.
Over in Tucker County, a general aviation airport is needed to serve air

commerce to and from Blackwater Falls and the Canaan Valley, where a year-
round recreation and tourism complex was developed from combined Federal
and State moneys, for economic advancement. That estimated cost is $1.5 million.
Putnam County, West Virginia, is desperate for $1.2 million for general

aviation airport development, to serve 75 aircraft utilized by industrial and
chemical plant interests in connection with transportation in and out of the
carrier airport in the Charleston area, more than 30 minutes away. For the
record. I wish to point out that the Charleston airport, in Kanawha County, is
West Virginia's only hub-airport and can be categorized as a small sub-airport.
Other areas of the State are in bad situations, needing general aviation de-

velopment. These include Logan County, which has an immediate requirement
for general aviation service due in major part to the resurgence of coal mining
in southern West Virginia, to help meet the burgeoning national energy needs.
The cost of the Logan County airport development, already given a priority
for funding under any future Federal general aviation availabilities in 1976, is
now estimated at $2-to-$3-million.
The proposed Roane County Airport is estimated to cost $2.5 million and is a

project also indicated for early priority development in the State. As yet another
priority item, for FY 1976, the Summers County Airport, proposed to serve the
recreation area of Pipestem, has a $1.75 million construction price tag.
From review of the foregoing, it is apparent that the passage of any Federal
w establishing a general aviation development program limiting West Virginia

to a final $1 million in Federal funds over the next three years—and no more
thereafter—represents passage of a Federal law virtually abandoning West
Virginia's general aviation development.
I believe there are other States which would be in a similar situation. Cer-

tainly one major group of States—those in the Appalachian Region—has only
recently begun to make significant progress in the improved safety and expanded
development of general aviation airports, utilizing basic grant funds from the
Federal Government—through FAA's past Airway •and Airport Development
Plan—supplemented by grants related to that plan under the provisions of the
Appalachian Regional Development Act. Indeed, without the FAA Airway and
Airport Development grants, $2,356,086 in Section 214, Appalachian Regional
Development Act, supplemental funds received by West Virginia for airport
safety improvement, could not have been disbursed.
The Appalachian States, including my State of West Virginia, have already

taken on a tremendous financial load for improvement of all transportation
modes within their areas, in an effort to advance economic development through
increased industrialization, expanded tourism and recreation, and developmentof institutions and public facilities which will enable the 13-state Region to par-
ticipate more fully in the growth of the American economy. There are no Stateor local funds available to meet the heavy costs of airport development and sa 'etyimprovement beyond those hard-to-come-by matching funds dredged from Stateand local treasuries to match the basic Federal grants.
Through the combined efforts at Federal, State, and local levels, solid achieve-ments have been made in West Virginia in recent years in advancing its aviationfacilities, including improved safety. These would never have been possiblewithout significant Federal aid. They could not have occurred under the fundingformula embodied in S. 1455.
I, therefore, urge extension of the Federal Aviation Administration's Airportand Airway Development Act, and more effective funding of the provisions relat-ing to airport development for both air carrier airports and general aviationairports.
In West Virginia, for air carrier airport development, I am advised that thereis a waiting requirement for a minimum of $2.5 million in construction fundsduring FY 1976, as follows:
Morgantown, $1 million for overlays of two runways.
Elkins, $600,000 for lighting system.
Bluefield, $300,000 to extend parallel taxiway.
Parkersburg, $375,000 for lighting and security fence.
Huntington, $50,000 for apron expansion.
Beckley, $75,000 for crash-fire rescue building.
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Charleston, $225,000 for rehabilitation of lights and expansion of general

aviation apron.
Not later than FY 1977, and in FY 1976 if possible, there is a further need

for approximately $2 million for runway extension in Lewisburg and $4.5 million

for runway extension at Clarksburg, a total minimum requirement of $6.5

million.
The significant partnership of State and Federal participation in continued

aviation development and improved aviation safety in West Virginia is the only

hope for realization of the goal of safe, adequate, State-wide air transportation.

Realistic, effective Federal funding of recognized, priority, aviation develop-

ment and safety needs in West Virginia, both under the category of air carrier

airports and general aviation airports, is the only way in which those needs can

be met.
State and local units alone do not have the resources to accomplish the task.

STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN BRADEMAS, U.S. REPRESENTATIVE FROM INDIANA

Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to be able to express my strong support for the

Intermodal Airport Demonstration Project amendment offered by my colleague

from Indiana, Senator Vance Hartke, to the Airport and Airways Development

Act. Senator Hartke's interest in and contributions to transportation in this

country are well documented and I consider this amendment to be a particularly

fine example of his knowledge and foresight in this field.
Let me also take this opportunity, Mr. Chairman, to congratulate you and

your subcommittee for the important role that you have played in upgrading

both the quality and safety of air transportation. I am confident that your present

consideration of the Airport and Airways Development Act will result in still

greater improvements in air safety in this nation.
Senator Hartke's amendment would place a major metropolitan area's air

carrier airport within easy access of intrastate and interstate highway and rail

routes and provide terminal and other facilities for the interconnection of air,

rail and highway transportation.
In my opinion, conducting a demonstration project of this nature would be

of substantial benefit to the nation for the following reasons:
1. It would provide valuable information for the development of a national

transportation plan.
2. It would provide an example for encouraging the development of more

sophisticated intermodal transportation linkages than exist today.
3. It would provide for a first-hand examination of the energy-saving potential

of multi-modal approaches to transportation.
4. It would demonstrate the cost-saving economies in constructing common

transportation facilities.
5. It would provide an opportunity to develop a major transportation facility

while avoiding environmental damage.

1. National transportation plan

As the need for national transportation planning reaches epidemic proportions,

different forms of intermodal operations must be explored.
For years our transportation policy has been made on a mode-by-mode basis,

with little attention to either overall transportation needs or the relative effi-

ciencies of different modes.
Many members of Congress—any many of the members of this subcommittee

have been in the forefront of this effort—have called for national transporta-

tion planning to address these difficulties. For we have seen, as my House col-

league Brock Adams told the Association of Local Transport Airlines a few years

ago, "the growing need for an overall transportation policy for the United States

that deals effectively with trying to create an intermodal system that meets
the needs of modern America."
An intermodal airport demonstration poject would provide extremely useful

information in developing such a program.

2. Intermodal transportation links

There has been a growing realization in recent years of the complimentary

nature of different modes of transportation.
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In recent years we have seen an explosion of systems linking two different
modes of transportation.
Here in Washington one can drive to a fringe parking area and then take a

commuter bus to work.
In cities with rapid-rail commuter transportation, one can frequently take a

commuter bus from outlying areas to the terminal point on the rail line and then
take the train into town.
Many cities, such as Cleveland and Chicago, have rapid rail terminals at their

airports.
In my own Congressional District, which has one of the largest rail freight

classification yards in the country, a local entrepreneur is making great strides
in developing a freight container that would be interchangeable between trucks
and rail cars, permitting economical transfer of freight from rail to truck.
And I know the members of this subcommittee have seen the rapid growth of

the air freight business, linking trucking and air transportation.
This demonstration project would consolidate in one place a substantial num-

ber of different forms of transportation, encouraging the development of even
more sophisticated intermodal transportation linkages than exist today.

3. Energy 
A

With the ever-growing need to make more efficient use of our energy resources,
the multi-modal terminal offers an attractive energy-saving possibility.
Energy consumption continues to rise in this country and transportation figures

prominently in that rise. In fact, an estimated twenty-five percent of all energy
consumed in this country is consumed in the transportation sector.
The largest use of energy in the transportation sector is, of course, by the

automobile. A major reason for this is (a) that autos are extremely inefficient
compared to other transportation modes but (b) it is clearly the most convenient
transportation mode, both in cost and availability.
I believe that a multi-modal terminal could enhance the convenience of fuel-

efficient transportation, thereby reducing gasoline consumption. In addition, with
the proximity of the different modal terminals, the energy needed for transferring
passengers and cargo between terminals would be reduced.

4. cost
With rising costs for fuel and major building materials, a multi-modal termi-nal offers attractive cost-saving factors.
Because most modes of transportation have similar terminal requirements—passenger or cargo assembling areas, ticketing or waybill issuing areas, vehicleparking areas—construction of common facilities in a multi-modal terminal

would be substantially less expensive than constructing individual terminal fa-cilities for air, bus, rail, etc.
5. Environment

Few sectors of the American economy take such a substantial environmentaltoll as does transportation. Noise, air pollution, water pollution and various
kinds of blight are common around airports, bus terminals, highways and trainstations.
In some parts of the country, for example, the center of urban blight in acity is often the bus or train system.
Part of this is the result of many of these facilities being constructed beforeour nation's environmental consciousness was heightened. But much is alsodue to the architectural and engineering costs involved in developing an aestheti-cally pleasing transportation depot. Many communities and private enterpriseshave simply been unwilling or unable to make that additional investment, deci-sions which have resulted in wholesale migration of residents from transporta-tion terminal areas.
A multi-modal demonstration project would allow various environmental fac-tors to be taken into account in its design in an effort not only to preserve thequality of the air and landscape around the facility but also to make the termi-nal an attractive place for people to come and to use.

AN INTERMODAL TERMINAL; NOT SIMPLY A FEEDER SYSTEM

There are a few additional comments which I feel are important to make. Thefirst is to stress that the Hartke amendment is not designed simply as a feeder
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system for air transportation. That is, the project would be designed to treat
all modes of transportation equally: passengers would come to the terminal to
take a train or a bus as well as a plane; they would not necessarily use a bus.
only to get to the airport.

This is such an important feature of this proposal that I would like to illus-
trate it, using a city in my Congressional District, South Bend, Indiana, as an
example.
South Bend is a medium-sized industrial city located about 90 miles east of

Chicago and, perhaps, 110 miles east of O'Hare Airport. Despite our proximity
to Chicago, South Bend and the surrounding area enjoys a great deal of eco-
nomic independence from that metropolitan area. We ship north to Detroit, east
to Toledo and Cleveland and south to Indianapolis.

Virtually all forms of transportation serve our community. Three scheduled
airlines operate out of our Michiana Regional Airport. The Chicago-South Bend
& South Shore Railroad provides rail passenger service between South Bend and
Chicago, with intermediate stops in Michigan City, Gary and Hammond, Indi-
ana. Amtrak is due to provide additional passenger service to the community
when it inaugurates its new Chicago, New York and Boston line next month.
The city is located on Interstate 80-90, the main highway link between Chi-

cago and the East Coast; it is very close to Interstate 94, the Detroit-Chicago-
• Milwaukee-Minneapolis route.
We have a well-managed public bus company with modern equipment and

good community support. A major interstate bus company serves our community
and, as might be expected by our location and our good highway access, a num-
ber of major midwestern trucking firms headquarter in South Bend.
Our city is on the main freight routes between Chicago and the East Coast

of the Penn Central with the large, modern Robert Young Freight Yards only
twenty miles east in Elkhard, Indiana.
A multi-modal facility in our community, then, would not simply feed pas-

sengers to the airport but serve as a terminal in its own right for east and west
bound rail passengers and a major terminal facility for air, highway and pos-
sibly rail freight.

COMMUNITY COMMITMENT REQUIREMENT

Let me conclude by mentioning what I find to be a particularly attractive and
important part of the Hartke amendment. This is the requirement that a dem-
onstration grant will not be made unless economic, social and environmental
impact studies have been completed.
I find this provision attractive for three reasons:
First, the completion of these studies permits the demonstration project to get

underway quickly, avoiding planning delays which will lessen the value of the
project to the nation.
Second, the completion of these studies is ipso facto evidence of the local

community's commitment to the goals and purposes of an intermodal terminal.
This requirement demands a large degree of local participation in planning and
paying for the project prior to the federal government making its commitment.
Third, the completion of these studies maximizes the return for the federal

government since many of the problems of cost and environmental damage will
have already been resolved or corrected before the federal commitment is made.
Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity to present this statement and I

hope that you and your subcommittee will give the most serious consideration to
incorporating Senator Hartke's amendment into the Airport and Airway Develop-
ment Act of 1975.

STATEMENT OF THE EXPERIMENTAL AIRCRAFT ASSOCIATION

Mr. Chairman, my name is David H. Scott and I appear here as the representa-
tive of the Experimental Aircraft Association of Hales Corners, Wisconsin.
EAA is an organization of some 45,000 members. It was formed by a small group
of pilots in 1953 in Milwaukee, Wisconsin, who were interested in developing
new concepts of light aircraft design through individual initiative and inventive-
ness. In the past 23 years, it has grown to an organization that operates the
world's largest privately owned aviation museum, holds the largest aviation
event in the world at Oshkosh, Wisconsin each year, and has a "grass roots"
organization of 440 local chapters in all 50 of the United States and in 9 coun-
tries throughout the world.

61-350-75 23
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Although originally formed to encourage the development of general aviation

aircraft, the Association has expanded its interests over the years to include all

forms of recreational flying, personal transportation, proficiency flying, compe-

tition flying, the restoring of antique and classic aicraft, and preservation of

World War II military aircraft.
We therefore appear before you as spokesmen for those who are primarily

interested in aircraft as a recreational vehicle—the majority of the general

aviation fleet—in contrast to those who will be speaking for aircraft operated
primarily for business or utility transportation.
The Aircraft DeTelopment Aid Program is of interest to us because we have

been required to contribute to the Airport and Airways Trust Fund through
registration fees and fuel taxes. We therefore are concerned as to how our mone-
tary contributions are spent.
Before discussing specific points of the legislation that your distinguished

committee is considering, may we make a few observations about the type of
flying performed by a large majority of EAA members.
For the most part, we do not have a requirement for the elaborate navigation

and commnuication system established and maintained by the federal govern-
ment for those who use airplanes primarily for transportation purposes. Many
of our aircraft are based on privately owned and small community airfields with
sod runways and we have no essential requirement for paved runways, control
towers, radar service, or even the basic VOR navigation aids provided by the
federal government. It is true that some do use the basic VOR airways system
as a convenience. But we do so because it is there and available but not essen-
tial to our needs.
May we now comment on specific legislation that has been introduced in the

House, namely H.R. 4312, H.R. 4380, and the Administration bill H.R. 5017. We
assume similar legislation will be introduced in the Senate and referred to the
Senate Commerce Committee.
H.R. 4312 and H.R. 4830 provide for $75 million a year for general aviation

airports, whereas H.R. 5017 proposes a figure of $50 million a year for general
aviation airports. It would be expected that as a partial user of publicly owned
general aviation airports, we would support the higher figure of $75 million a
year. But our position must be tempered by the taxes or fees that we would be
required to contribute to support a program of this financial magnitude.
The Administration bill provides that 75% of the funding for air carrier and

reliever airports should be contributed by the federal government with the indi-
vidual states taking over the eventual funding and administration of all finan-
cial and administrative assistance to general aviation airports. It is our con-
sidered opinion that the funding and administrative handling of aid to general
aviation airports should remain the province of the federal government. It is
true that many state airport programs have been successful in building airports
at less cost and in less time than airports constructed under the federal programs.
We believe that the federal government's management of the ADAP program
could be improved by the streamlining of procedures and the revision of airport
engineering standards. We are pleased to note that the FAA has now in progress
a study of how the Federal Airport Aid Program could be improved. From what
we have seen of the report so far encourages us to believe that this is a better
solution than turning the general aviation airport aid program over to the states.
Under the federal government there would be more uniformity in procedures and
standards and we believe that with an overhauling of the federal ADAP program,
there could be better efficiency than with each individual state setting up their
own program, training people to run it, and then setting fees for paying the costs
of the program.
We note that all three bills provide for trust fund monies to be used for land

acquisition for environmental and terminal area purposes. Speaking solely as a
general aviation group we have no interest in this part of the program but if
certificated air carriers and commuter lines are interested in this part of the pro-
gram, we assume that they would be willing to contribute to its financing through
the Trust Fund.
We do oppose the use of the Trust Fund for maintenance and operating expenses

of the FAA. The Trust Fund was designed to pay for capital improvements in
the nation's airway system and we believe Congress was wise in previous years in
maintaining that condition.
It is noted that the Administration bill proposes to reduce the domestic air fare

tax but increase the tax on general aviation fuel from 7 cents per gallon to 15
cents per gallon. We feel there is an inequity here. As pointed out in our opening
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paragraphs, a great deal of recreational flying is done independently of federally
financed airport and navigation aid facilities and yet such recreational aircraft
are being asked to pay the same rates as aircraft that depend on federal aviation
facilities. To put it another way, there is no distinction in taxes between aircraft
that are used for recreational purposes and that do not use the system from air-
craft that are used for business and commercial purposes and therefore generate
income for their owners and operators. We would recommend at a minimum a sys-
tem for refund of taxes for aviation gasoline used for recreational purposes, simi-
lar to the refund system for agricultural operations.

While on this subject of fuel taxes, we are concerned over possible high taxes
on aviation fuel as an energy conservation measure. If the latter taxes were added
to the ADAP taxes, the financial burden to recreational flying would be intoler-
able and therefore disastrous.
We are also very concerned about the effect that additional costs of flying will

have on safety. Pilot proficiency can only be maintained by regular flying activity
and aircraft owners and operators have expressed sincere concern that additional
costs will hamper their ability to continue flying.
It is our recommendation that the present federal tax of 7 cents per gallon on

aviation gasoline be maintained at this level.
Mr. Chairman, we sincerely appreciate this opportunity to express our views

before your distinguished committee and we hope you will find this information
helpful in drafting up the final legislation.

STATEMENT OF ROBERT A. GEORGINE, PRESIDENT, BUILDING AND CONSTRUCTION
TRADES DEPARTMENT, AFL—CIO

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee, my name is Robert Georgine.
I am President of the Building and Construction Trades Department, AFL—
CIO, which represents 17 International Unions with over 31/2 million members.
At the outset, I want to express the appreciation of our affiliated unions, as

well as my own, for the opportunity to testify before you today.
The field of aviation, generally, and airport development in particular is

somewhat new to the Building Trades Department. However, due to the sub-
stantial impact the legislation before this Committee will have on construction
activity, and given the present plight of the industry, the Building and Con-
struction Trades Department thought it more than necessary to present our
views here today.
This country's construction industry is in a deep , depression. Ravaged by

the twin effects of inflation and recession, the building industry has borne the
brunt of our economic crisis. The rising costs of materials, land and money have
forced the postponement or cancellation of vast amounts of badly needed con-
struction. Moreover, deliberate administration policies of impoundments, cut-
backs, and tight money have made the construction industry their principal
victim.
Unemployment has reached scandalous levels in construction. It presently

stands at 20.8 percent, more than double the national average. In fact, the
construction industry has been laboring under double-digit unemployment for
15 consecutive months.

939,000 construction workers are unemployed. This figure includes some of
this country's most skilled and productive workers—workers who have helped
to build America. Now many of them are quitting the industry for lack of work.

Construction activity has plummeted. Expenditures for construction put-in-
place during the month of June were over 11 percent below a year ago. When
adjusted for inflation, this figure rises to over 20%. Even more alarming are the
figures for future work. Building plans now being considered and contracts al-
ready awarded in the first six months of this year are down sharply. Even the
most optimistic predictions view 1975 as a no-growth year over last year,
which, as we know, was one of the worst in recent memory.
The construction industry is fighting for its breath. Contractors and workers

alike are struggling, with no relief in sight.
The Airport and Airway Development Act of 1975 is vitally concerned with

construction—construction of facilities designed to maintain and improve the
quality of air transportation in this country.
In 1970, landmark legislation in the field of aviation was enacted. The pro-

gram was initiated to meet the very critical national need for improving the
airport and airway system. This system was over-burdened, rapidly deteriorat-
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ing and unable to accomodate the millions of persons who directly depend on
the airways for transportation and cargo.
Large population segments were not being properly served by air transporta-

tion because of the lack of adequate facilities in a convenient location. Run-
ways and other facilities, essential to the entire system, were in bad need of
repair and improvement. Finally, the growth in air traffic had far outstripped
the growth in airport capacity. It was estimated at the time that ground and
air delays were costing the airlines over 100 million dollars a year. The cost
to travellers and shippers, while impossible to estimate precisely was enormous.
A program was needed to rapidly increase the capacity of our air transportation
system.
In recognition of the vital economic role of air transportation, the Airport

and Airway Development Act of 1970 was passed. A healthy air transport sys-

tem not only creates large numbers of jobs, but also stimulates economic growth
and generates tax revenues for the local communities where airports are lo-

cated. Airport construction programs can also create, directly and indirectly,

large numbers of jobs. This is particularly important in light of my previous
remarks.
For the first time, the 1970 Act set in law a Federal commitment to a long-

term funding program for the development of airports and airway facilities.

Annual authorizations were increased significantly above former levels.
S. 1455, the bill presently before this Committee, seeks to extend and revise

this crucial program.
In reviewing this legislation, what must be kept foremost in our minds is

the capital needs of this industry• and how they can best be met.
During the first five years of the 1970 program, over 1.2 billion dollars in grants

involving over 2,000 projects were made. Eighty-two new airports and 166 new

runways have been built.
The accomplishments achieved under this program are long and impressive.

However, a survey of airport development needs covering the five-year period
1976-1980 reveals the necessity for continued and expanded aid. The National As-
sociation of State Aviation Officials has identified a total of 4.7 billion dollars of
needed, currently eligible projects. This figure does not include dollar figures for
land acquisition, terminal development, and other such needs. Land acquisition
alone accounted for 18.4 percent of the grant money 'allocated in the past five
years.
A second survey conducted by the Airport Operators Council International

and the American Association of Airport Executives on public airpott capital
development requirements for the next five years placed the figure at 10.6 billion.
The survey included 340 ,airports which represent nearly 92 percent of all air-
line passengers.

It is therefore clear that the need has not diminished for airport aid. If any-
thing, it has increased.
When Congress amended the 1970 program in 1973, the annual funding level au-

thorized was increased to approximately 325 million dollars. The administration's
proposal would establish a five year 1.7 billion dollar airport development pro-
gram with annual funding of approximately 350 million dollars. This small in-
crease can hardly be expected to even keep pace with inflation.
A careful review and estimate of the minimum funding level has been made by

the airlines. To meet additional capacity requirements and to offset recent cost
increases, they pegged the annual figure at 545 million dollars. This is a con-
servative estimate, but the point is that the administration's plan will prove over
the next five years to be insufficient.
A second problem exists with the funding procedures as set forth in the admin-

istration bill. The bill seeks to establish a uniform matching share ratio of 75/25.
Formerly, the sponsor's matching share had fluctuated anywhere between 18 and
50 percent. A large degree of consistency and predictability in federal airport aid
is badly needed. However, the Building Trades Department has serious reserva-
tions over the 25 percent figure.
It has been our recent experience that much construction nationwideis now at

a standstill for lack of matching funds. This has been particularly true in the
case of highways where the non-interstate matching ratio is 70/30. Because of
the combined effects of recession and inflation, many states and localities have
simply not been able to come up with the required funding. Within the past year,
36 of 67 major U.S. cities postponed or cancelled capital improvement projects.
The matching ratio has also created difficulties for the already financially

troubled airlines. Because much airport construction is financed by revenue bonds
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which are in turn guaranted by the airlines, the level of existing guarantees and
annual debt service has reached dangerous levels.
Even should the matching, ratio be raised and adequate funding levels be au-

thorized, this wouldn't end the funding problem of airport construction. The red
tape, bureaucratic bungling and procedural complications involved in securing
federal grants can only be liked to the theatre of the absurd. It has been esti-
mated that anywhere between 80 and 105 steps are required to win final federal
approval of a grant application.
This only results in time-consuming, costly delays as congestion increases, and

facilities further deteriorate. Immediate steps must be taken to insure that the
intent of this legislation is not sidetracked by its ineffective implementation.
Another problem involved in the distribution of federal funds is that in the

past, actual airport needs have been omitted as ,a factor in the apportionment
formula. The administration bill increases the proportion of discretionary funds
available to the Secretary,. It also allocates specific sums annually to sponsors of
airports served by certificated route air carriers, based on the number of air car-
rier departures at each airport. Both of these measures are two steps in the right
direction. However, neither is completely satisfactory and the Committee might
wish to take a harder look at this problem.
Several difficulties arise with respect to the Airport Trust Fund. This fund

has played an instrumental role in funding the airport development program.
Because of our close involvement with the highway trust fund, the Building
Trades Department is aware of the importance and usefulness of its counter-
part, the Airport Trust Fund.
Two actions on the part of the administration might tend to weaken the use-

fulness of the fund. The first is a proposal to divert trust fund monies to cover
maintenance costs for the FAA. While the pressing capital needs I previously
mentioned remain, it seems unwise to channel trust funds into other purposes.
In keeping with the National League of Cities and U.S. Conference of Mayors,
it would be much more preferable to use any surplus monies for landbanking
purposes thereby paving the way for future growth and development while at
the same time saving on increased future land prices.
The second administration action directed at the trust fund is a move to

lower taxes and therefore, revenue coming into the fund. The rationale behind
this move is that the fund for several years has been accumulating a surplus.
However, this has been due to the low level of past authorizations. If authoriza-
tion levels were increased to meet present airport facility needs, much of this
surplus would disappear. The Building Trades Department has no quarrel with
any attempt to lower airport taxes and, therefore, the cost of flying to the con-
sumer. Rather, we are concerned that important needs will be compromised in
the process.
The role of transportation, air transport in particular, has been crucial to

the economic development of this country. Because of the tremendous externali-
ties of air transportation, the Federal Government's role and involvement in
this area have been more than justified. Continuance and improvement of these
activities should be the guiding principle behind the Airport and Airway De-
velopment Act of 1975.

STATEMENT OF HENRY E. BOYD, JR., A.A.E., ON BEHALF OF THE
SOUTHEASTERN AIRPORT MANAGERS' ASSOCIATION

Mr. Chairman, I am Henry E. Boyd, Jr. The Southeastern Airport Managers'Association has authorized and requested me to make this presentation. A letterso stating is attached.
The Southeastern Airport Managers' Association presents for your con-sideration a Resolution strongly urging the extension of the present Airport

Development Aid Program for a period of five years and make all trust fundmonies for airport available each year on a matching basis.
This Resolution, copy attached, was adopted by the Southeastern AirportManagers' Association in a meeting of its membership, at Auburn Universityin Alabama March 6, 1975, at which sixth-five (65) members of SMSA were in

attendance.
The Southeastern Airport Managers' Association has representatives fromninety-one (91) airports in eleven (11) Southern States. The total member-ship is two hundred seven (207), with one hundred thirty-two (132) of thesemembers being Executive Members, holding positions in Management activities
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on the several airports. The States representated by these members include

Alamaba, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Louisiana, North Carolina, South Caro-

lina, Tennessee, Virginia and West Virginia. The Association was organized in

1947 and its members have closely followed the various Federal Aid to Airports

Programs over a period of many years.
The Resolution quite simply addresses itself to the urgency of extending the

Airport Development Aid Program and the urgent need of substantial financial

assistance to Airport Sponsors in the construction of badly needed air field

improvements that will provide a system of adequate and safe airports. The

Resolution leaves entirely up to your Committee and the Congress the specifics'

that may or may not be included in final Legislation.

SOUTHEASTERN AIRPORT MANAGERS' ASSOCIATION,
March 19, 1975.

Mr. HENRY E. BOYD,
Executive Director, Raleigh-Durham Airport Authority,
Raleigh, N.C.
• DEAR HENRY: As discussed with you this date, I am enclosing herewith copies

of SAMA Resolution #1 adopted in open session at the Tenth Annual South-

eastern Airport Management Seminar in Auburn, Alabama, on March 6, 1975.

It is hereby requested that you officially represent the Southeastern Airport

Managers' Association in presenting the Associations' position before the appro-

priate Congressional Committees.
Thank you for your continued efforts on behalf of SAMA and I am hopeful that

meaningful legislation will be forthcoming in the near future that will benefit

all airports in the Southeast, be they large or small.
Sincerely,

SHAIROD N. ROBINSON.

Enclosure.

SOUTHEASTERN AIRPORT MANAGERS' ASSOCIATION RESOLUTION No. 1

Whereas, the Southeastern Airport Managers' Association has long understood

the need for and has constantly worked for the improvement of aviation in the

southeastern United States, and
Whereas, this Association has recognized and fully approved the concept of

funding for aviation through the ADAP program, feeling that without such

funding the facilities for air carrier and general aviation would in most cases

be non-existent, and
Whereas, the lack of contract authority of ADAP funds from the aviation trust

fund beyond June 30, 1975, will soon have serious and unsafe consequences in the

development of airport facilities, and
Whereas, the pending termination date for the existing ADAP program is less

than four months away,
Now Therefore, be it Resolved, the Southeastern Airport Managers in open

session at the 10th Annual Southeastern Airport Management Seminar at Auburn,

Alabama, strongly urges the Congress to extend the present ADAP program for

a period of five years from July 1, 1975, to make all trust fund monies for air-

ports available each year on a matching basis within the program and cause

such minor modifications to the program as might reduce red tape and might

otherwise make the program more workable.
And Be It Further Resolved, that copies of this Resolution be sent to the appro-

priate Congressional Committees, the Congressional Representatives from the

southeast, the Secretary of Transportation, and to the Executive members of

the Southeastern Airport Managers' Association.
Adopted this the 6th day of March, 1975.

SHAIROD N. ROBINSON,
President.

LOGAN G. GRAY, Jr.,
Secretary,

Southeastern Airport Managers' Association.
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STATEMENT OF HENRY E. BOYD, JR., AIRPORT DIRECTOR, ON BEHALF OF THE
RALEIGH-DURHAM AIRPORT AITTHORITY

Mr. Chairman, I am Henry E. Boyd, Jr., Airport Director, at the Raleigh-
Durham Airport in North Carolina. The Raleigh-Durham Airport Authority
appreciates the opportunity to present its views encouraging the extension of
the Airport Development Aid Program and has adopted the following Resolution:
" . . . the position of the Airport Authority with respect to the Airport Develop-

ment Aid Program is generally favorable to the existing Airport Development Aid
Program and that the Congress should allow the full exepnditure of Trust Fund
monies available for airport improvements."
The exhibits prepared and submitted for your consideration contain informa-

tion regarding the operations of the Raleigh-Durham Airport, the scope of its
service area and the implications that the action you take will have on the
timely development of the airport. Our data is designed to show the area of our
responsibility, the economic, population and its other basic characteristics, the
type of plant and equipment the Authority operates on carrying out its service
obligations, information on airport income and expenses, a projection of necessary
facilities which must be required and/or constructed by the Authority in the
immediate future, and the manner in which these financial obligations will be
met both on short-term and a long-term basis. ADAP monies are a very important
part of the undertaking.
The airport operation is an essential requirement so that the travelling public

and our local users in the Raleigh-Durham area can get to and from air carrier
facilities, the seats which provide them with their air transportation needs. The
Authority is locally run, it settes not only an area of local responsibility, but the
Eastern half of North Carolina, it is locally owned and the cost of operation
requires very substantial amounts of local money.
In the view of the Airport Authority which is composed of experienced and

competent business and professional men, leaders in the Cities of Raleigh and
Durham and in the Counties of Durham and Wake, the airport users have the
logical and reasonable requirement to provide locally required funds directly
to the airport. In this connection, the people of Wake and Durham Counties
cannot independently tax or otherwise obtain local money support from the people
outside their political jurisdiction in counties directly in the airport's service
trade area to pay for necessary airport expansion and development. Therefore,
the Airport Development Aid Program provides an even means of spreading the
high cost burden to the many users of this airport and the airport system of the
nation.
The application of Airport Development Aid Program monies to various air-

ports should contemplate the primary need to improve airport paved surfaces
and approaches to the airport runways. This can only be accomplished by
expending the money for that purpose and that purpose alone.
New runway construction requires large sums of money for a relatively short

period of time, two to three years. The Raleigh-Durham Airport's need for a
second air carrier runway can be accomplished in this manner, with local match-
ing monies coming from airport revenues. However, after paving, runway improve-
ments and land acquisition reimbursements have been accomplished, the Raleigh-
Durham Airport Authority would have very little need for ADAP money foi
many years. Large ADAP participation of rtwo or three years is the essential
problem, not acquiring and squirreling away monies that might be used in years
to come.

Therefore, the Senate is respectively requested to be attentive to the problem
associated with expanding airport acreage and constructing new and safe run-
ways. The fact is that the respective sponsors of small, small-hub and medium-
hub airports are so burdened already that most of them have simply been unable
to articulate their local money problems to the Congress. This group of airports,
however, comprises about 90% of the nations air transportation system, but
as in the case of Raleigh-Durham, provides a means of .air commerce to large
surrounding areas and, of course, to incoming passengers from all over the
nation. A. fair adjustment and assistance to local sponsors in the serious financial
obligations may be accomplished by extending the Airport Development Aid
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Program and making available all of the monies in the Trust Fund that may be

used for this purpose on a first come, first served basis and until the total job

of providing totally safe operational pavements and approaches to all of OUT

airports throughout the nation has been accomplished.
The Senate is also requested to be attentive to the correct and sensible re-

quirement that any adjacent federally funded projects be carefully coordinated

with nearby airport planning. This requires eopertise in many disciplines

to achieve.
Raleigh-Durham, for example, has coordinated in the Master Planning of

Umstead State Park which shares several miles of common boundary with the

airport; the design and planning of Federal Highway Interstate 40 that passes

through the airport; the design and planning of three structures and four flood

ponds of the Crabtree Creek Watershed Flood Control Program that involves the

airport and area sewage lines, to mention a few.
In addition, expert attention has to be accorded the entire socio-economic

justification of airport development projections as related to Regional Planning,

Land Use Zoning, Tall Structure Zoning, and the impact on the local road sys-

tem. This requires intelligent and skillful evaluation of input from all airport
users and total coordination of this with everything presently involved or that

may become involved in the future development of the entire region. It isn't easy.
The competence of expert consultants, with broad expertise and qualifications in
many disciplines of planning is required. This combined with the Planning Grant
Program of the Airport Development Aid Program has made a significant con-
tribution to the development of good and solid plans to provide safe and ade-
quate airports on a long term basis. The Planning Grant Program should be
continued in order to guarantee viable, but well coordinated system of airports
to serve our nation for many years into the future.

People, Taxes and Airports require your very careful attention.
Taoes supporting the Trust Fund are paid by people this Senate represents—

not by the air carriers using the airports and collecting transportation taxes in
the conduct of business or other airport users.

Airports that may be constructed or improved by the Trust Fund monies are
indeed owned by these same People through their respective local governmental
units—not owned by the airlines or other businesses making use of the airports.
People convenience and accommodation must be the purpose of our combined

total effort.
Your honorable Committee is respectfully requested to address its efforts to

provide for each respective airport sponsor to develop and conduct consultive
process on a broad and expert basis—including input from all users of the facil-
ity, coordinated with total community and area and State planning, not domi-
nated by any particular user. In all fairness, the prerogative for final decision
on any Master Plan or Project should be solely that of the sponsor, the local
representative of the People Paying Air Transportation Taxes to support the
Trust Fund—and not a decision dictated directly or indirectly, by any collector
of Trust Fund Taxes.
A five-years extension of the Airport/Airways Act, combined with the release

of sufficient monies from the "Trust Fund" and a positive "get it done now"
philosophy by the Federal Aviation Administration in managing the Airport
Development Aid Program and Planning Grant Program could indeed upgrade the
airport system of our nation to safely meet the requirements of all segments of
modern air transportation to provide for the public convenience.

RALEIGH-DURHAM

THE RALEIGH-DURHAM AIRPORT, APRIL 7,1975

Location

The Cities of Raleigh and Durham are 23 miles apart and the airport is
equidistant from the two cities. The airport is one mile off four-lane U.S. 70
and adjacent to Interstate 40, a four-lane expressway and a part of the
Federal Interstate Highway System connecting U.S. Interstate 85 at Durham,
through the Research Triangle Park, past the airport to the Raleigh
Beltline and on to U.S. Interstate 95 at Smithfield. Chapel Hill is 18 miles from
the airport and connected by Rt. 54 at the Research Triangle Park. A new
terminal area in the Raleigh-Durham Airport, as well as an executive and
corporate terminal will be serviced, each by two interchanges connecting a
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cross service highway with this expressway. This arrangement provides excellent
ground transportation ingress and egress to the entire airport from not only
the Cities of Raleigh and Durham, but the entire 52-County Airport Trade Area.

Facitities

Raleigh-Durham is equipped with navigational aids including VOR—VHF
Omni Directional Radio Range; Tacan—UHF Tactical Air Navigational Aid;
Beacon— (Homer ) Non-directional Radio Beacon; Radar—ASR-7/ARTS III;
DF—VHF/UHF Direction Finder; ILS—Instrument Landing System (with all
components) ; RVR—Runway Visual Range; High Intensity Runway Lighting;
High Intensity Approach Lights and Sequence Flashers; and Airport Rotating
Beacon, VASI, Landing and Take-off Minimums are 200 feet ceiling and half
mile visibility.
Weather is generally good in the Raleigh-Durham area as shown by the high

percentage of flight schedule fulfillments. According to the Raleigh-Durham
Federal Aviation Administration Approach Control, actual instrument approaches
at Raleigh-Durham constitute about 3.5%. There is no undue air traffic congestion
at Raleigh-Durham and additional schedules by the air carriers can be handled
expeditiously and effectively provided terminal and runway improvements are
constructed. The length of the main runway is 7,500 feet and property has been
acquired that will accommodate the construction of an additional 10,000 foot
runway, which will be perpendicular to the existing instrument runway and be
sufficiently removed therefrom to accommodate simultaneous instrument traffic.
The design strength of the new runway will contemplate extremely heavy and
large aircraft operations in the near future. A crosswind runway will be rebuilt,
strengthened and extended to 6,500 feet and a new taxiway system will connect
the new runway system and also provide ingress taxiways to the urgently needed
new air carrier terminal apron.

Raleigh-Durham is one of the few airports in the country complying completely
with the Doolittle Zone requirements. The airport not only owns the necessary
land—one half mile from the end of each runway, but has cleared these areas on
both ends of the instrument runway, and on one end of the supplemental or
crosswind runway. All clearing is to instrument runway standards, providing
glide ratios of 50: 1 or better. These standards will be maintained in new con-
struction. Raleigh-Durham is located on one of the highest plateaus in the
Raleigh-Durham area and its adjoined on the east and sontheast by Umstead
State Park in which the Department of Interior has a substantial interest.
There are no obstructions to air navigation in the airport area. The Raleigh.
Durham Airport Authority Approach Zoning Ordinance was adopted on Septem-
ber 3, 1957, under authority of the North Carolina Model Airport Zoning Act of
1941. This Act protects airport approaches in all directions within ten miles.
Wake County adopted a Land Use Zoning Ordinance containing provisions for
Airport Districts for Noise Abatement in 1962, and has amended this Ordinance
in 1972 to protect new and extended runways. This has made for better com-
munity-airport compatibility and has already considerably influenced develop.
ment of the use of adjacent properties, particularly with respect to expansion of
jet operations at the airport.

Expansion

The Raleigh-Durham Airport contemplates the construction of an instrument
runway 10,000 feet in length and perpendicular to a projection of the centerline
of the existing 7,500 foot runway, rebuild and extend an existing runway 4,500
feet in length to 6,500 feet, strengthen and upgrade a 7,500 foot runway, a taxiway
system to facilitate use of runways and aprons, a completely new air passenger
terminal area, including air carrier parking apron, water and waste disposal
systems, new service roads for ingress and egress to the new terminal and has
purchased 2,000 acres of additional land, all for a total anticipated expenditure
in excess of seventy million dollars.'

Financing

It is anticipated that the proposed necessary improvements will be financed as
follows:
(1) Revenue Bonds supported by

'See attached cost summary.
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(a) Airport Use Fees.
(b) Aircraft Landing Fees.
(c) Fixed Base Operation Revenues.
To be used for:
(a) Land acquisition.
(b) Runway requirements.
(c) Taxiway requirements.
(d) Aircraft Parking Apron requirements.
(2) Revenue Bonds supported by:
(a) Terminal Building.
1. Fixed Rentals.
2. Percentage Rentals.
(b) Terminal Area.
1. Fixed and guaranteed Minimum Rentals.
2. Percentage Rentals.
(c) Warehouse and other Building Rentals.
A successful Referendum that would pledge the faith and credit of Durham

and Wake Counties to support the Revenue Bonds would be required.

Alternate means of financing might be increased participation in air field costs

under the Airport Development Aid Program. Inasmuch as air carrier airports

in particular are unquestionably definite parts of an Interstate Transportation

System, it does seem reasonable that the treatment accorded respective air carrier

airports by the Federal Allocation of Funds would be no less than that long

established for the Interstate Highway System. Even so, a high degree of local

airport sponsor prerogatives and ingenuity would have to be guaranteed by the
Congress.

The Airport Authority

The Raleigh-Durham Airport is a facility jointly owned by the Cities of

Raleigh and Durham and the Counties of Wake and Durham, and is operated

under the direction of a Board designated "Raleigh-Durham Airport Authority,"

and under the provisions of Chapter 168, Public-Local Laws, 1939 Session of

the General Assembly in Acts amendatory thereof. The Authority consists of

eight members, each local government being represented by two members ap-
pointed biannually by this governing board. The Authority is clothed with prac-
tically all of the powers essential to establishment and function of the airport,
including management, regulation, contracting, constructing, controlling, main-
taining, improving and leasitg property. It has the power to acquire new prop-
erty, but does not have the power to convey title to real property of the airport.
The personnel of the Authority has been consistently made up of able and expe-
rienced business and professional men dedicated to the development of adequate
and efficient air transport service for the surrounding area. There has been only
the most conservative turnover in personnel and the present Authority member-
ship has in excess of a century of service and experience.
The Airport Authority's administrative staff consists of experienced and com-

petent personnel selected for professional capability and competence. For the past
several years, it has conducted an airport management intern program, placing
professionally qualified managers in several other communities.

Raleigh-Durham Airport Geographic Service Areas

The total Airport Trade Area encompasses some 52 countries of Eastern. Pied-
mont and the Coastal Plains area of North Carolina, as well as fringe patronage
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from southern Virginia and northern South Carolina, with a total population of
over 2.5 million, more than 1.4 million of whom live in immediate and primary
trade countries surrounding the airport.

Research Triangle Area

This service area consists of Durham, Wake and Orange Counties. Durham
and Wake Counties are both standard metropolitan statistical areas (U.S.
Bureau of Census Definition), and Orange County would undoubtedly feel more
and more the spread of metropolitan characteristics. The Research Triangle
Area has experienced a constant growth in population. The Research Triangle
Regional Planning Commission estimates that the population of the three-county
area may increase to 521,000 by 1980, or an increase of 26.2% over 1970 popula-
tion of 411,700: There is a strong probability and increasing conviction that these
figures are low.

Primary Trade Area

The Primary Trade Area consisting of three counties, Durham, Wake and
Orange has a population of some 425,000, with a projected increase to 510,000
by 1980, and in excess of 600,000 by 1990.

Secondary Trade Area

The Secondary Trade Area consists of twenty-four Counties, largely rural.
This area has accelerated its growth rate recently, largely attributable to the
emphasis on industrial developinent in North Carolina. Approximately two
hundred new manufacturing firms have been established in this area since 1965.
This area has a population of 1,340,000 with projected increases to 1,482,000 by
1980, and 1,637,000 by 1990.

Outer Trade Area

The Outer Trade Area consists of tWenty-five Counties mostly to the east and
south of the Raleigh-Durham Airport. This area accounts for less than 2% of
airport passenger patronage. There is no other truck-line service available in
North Carolina east of Raleigh-Durham. However, an excellent highway system
makes it feasible for the people and businesses of these communities to take
advantage of the air carrier service offered at Raleigh-Durham Airport.

SUMMARY

Durham and Wake Counties and their respective principal cities of Durham
and Raleigh, North Carolina, provide an airport that substantially serves nearly
half of the State of North Carolina. The Constitution of the State precludes the
legal use of advalorem tax monies on airports and general obligation bond
referendums have failed.

Airport revenue per passenger throughout reflects sound management, and is
sufficient to underwrite Revenue Bonds to provide for local matching funds in
Airport Development Aid Program eligible items.
The critical need is sufficient Airport Development Aid Project money for im-

mediately needed new runway construction.

a
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RALEIGH-DURHAM AIRPORT-COST PROJECTIONS OF NECESSARY AIRPORT
DEVELOPMENT (COMPLETION BY 1980)

Runway 14R-32L: Total
Runway  $15, 146,800Taxiway  9,130,200Service roads 202,600

24, 479,600Land  3, 875,000

28,354,600

Runway 14L-32R:
Runway   5,717, 200Taxiway  2,722,400Service roads 126, 300

8,565,900Land  125,000

8,690, 000
Runway 5-23:

Runway  671,400Taxiway  2,684,400Service roads 138, 800

3,494, 600
Runway totals:

Runway  21,535, 400Taxiway  14,537, 000Service roads 467, 700

36,540, 100Land  4,000, 000
40,540, 100

Terminal area:
Apron  

3,749, 600Taxiways  
810, 800Service roads 
261, 800

4,822,200
Terminal building  22,198, 600Air cargo building 2,258, 100

Total buildings 
Grand total 24,

69,
456, 700'
819, 000

STATEMENT OF RAYMOND T. SCHULER, COMMISSIONER, NEW YORK STATE DEPART-MENT OF TRANSPORTATION, REPRESENTING COUNCIL OF STATE DEPARTMENTS OFTRANSPORTATION

As Commissioner of Transportation for the State of New York, I am a mem-ber of the Council of State Departments of Transportation and have been activelyinvolved in the Council's formation. The Council is somewhat of an umbrellaorganization, concerned primarily with issues of transportation policy and notparticularly with the technical aspects of one transport mode or another. Werely for technical expertise generally on the special modal organizations suchas the National Association of State Aviation Officials. It is in that light thatI appear before you today. NASAO is fully competent to deal with the technicalaspects of aviation; I am here to present the Council's views on two of the broad

'
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policy aspects in aviation that must be addr
essed in any new aviation legis-

lation. Briefly, the two policy items which most conc
ern the Council are:

The role of the states in airport planning and developm
ent.

The role of the states in general aviation program.

We approach both issues from the precept that 
air transportation is basically

an interstate function and as such falls und
er Federal jurisdiction. Over all

system planning, regulation, control and safety o
f aircraft operations are Fed-

eral responsibilities. It is our position, however, that s
tate and local govern-

ment have a legitimate concern and responsibility be
yond the precincts of

Federal responsibility.
When we look at the development of the major airports 

in the nation, we see

the Federal role in air traffic control and a host of re
lated operations on the one

hand and the demonstrated capability of airport manageme
nt to maintain and

improve the safety and efficiency of aircraft operations at their air
fields on

the other. It is when these airport improvements move beyond
 the normal

maintenance of safety and operational efficiency to the area of increasing ai
r-

port capacity that we become particularly concerned. Capacity improve
ments on

the field almost always have substantial effects on the surface trans
portation

system supporting the airport. State and/or local government are called up
on

to invest their limited resources in the repair of ground transport systems r
e-

quired as a result of uncoordinated changes in airport capacity. Considerable

cooperation is required between the ground systems and the air systems for

planning, construction and operation. Unfortunately, cooperation and coordina-

tion are not remarkably evident today.
I cite, for example, the air-ground development right here in Washington.

Just outside the national airport terminal a beautiful new rapid transit system

is being built. I have noticed, however, that the transit station is being built

a good half mile away from the terminal. This affords the luggage-burdened

traveler the opportunity to stretch his legs a bit between the station and the

terminal in all sorts of weather. I am not familiar with what the final design

or resolution might be. I am alert, however, to the fact that if the traveler

is to be served, someone will have to make a significant investment to move the

terminal, relocate the station or provide a means of transport between the two.

All too often, capacity increase at an airport may appear to have great benefit-

cost advantages, when viewed within the airport itself. That same capacity in-

crease, however, may force a disproportionate expenditure in the ground trans-

port system. Over all, the capacity increase which might benefit the airport may

indeed disbenefit the total transportation system when viewed as a whole. Lim-

ited transportation funds urgently needed for high priority public transportation

or highway projects elsewhere may have to be diverted to increasing the capac-

ity of the ground system which is required to support the airport expansion.

We need to view all transport programs and projects as parts of a total system,

not merely as pieces of airports, transit systems, highways or what-have-you.

In the several state departments of transportation we have a means to exericse

this viewpoint. I would submit that the states should be given the responsibility

to review any proposed airport project which would affect the capacity of the

airport. Their object would not be blind opposition to such projects—no more than

they should be made to correct the results of the blind expansion of an airport.

.It is not conflict we seek, but cooperation and coordination. With review responsi-

bilities, the states would be able to test proposed projects for systemwide cost/

benefits, to develop a coordinated schedule of both Airport and ground support

projects within the realities of time and resources and to get at implementing

the balanced transportation planning and development we all have been hearing

about for such a long time.
You will note that I have called for state review of projects. While the depart-

ments of transportation might logically act as the central state reviewing agency,

the review would also have to encompass land use, economic development and
environmental protection. Other specialties would have to be brought into the
process, along with local jurisdictions which would be directly affected by the
project and the reviewing process. We dent want to saddle airport development
with onerous reviews and clearances. But we also don't want to have 'airport
development crippled by ill-advised projects which arouse substantial and effec-
tive local opposition. No longer can airport development be a bull in a chinla
shop—the shopkeepers are arming themselves like matadores. It is in the air-
port's interest as much as it is in the ground support system's interest to have
capacity improvement projects reviewed by a responsible state agency.
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As I have pointed out, air system planning involves two separate and distinct
major program areas. One is the preservation and improvement of the safety
and efficiency of the existing airport system at its present capacity. The other
area is providing additional capacity to meet 'anticipated future growth or exist-
ing shortfalls. The State should have a different role in each of these areas.
Based on a review of airport construction projects in New York State, our

preservation project costs and additional capacity project costs have been about
equal. Based on our experience, I recommend that 50% of the available funds
be given in direct assistance to the air carrier airports in this country for their
use in improving the safety and efficiency of airport operations and replacing
existing airport facilities as they become worn out. Enplanements are an indi-
cator of activity for terminal areas, and departures are an indicator for the oper-
ational part of the airport. Since both are equally important, I recommend that
both enplanements and deplartures be used on an equal basis to determine the
distribution of our recommended primary airport preservation allocation to each
airport.
The balance of the available funds should then be made available directly to

the states on a block grant basis. These funds would be used 'to provide addi-
tional capacity for the air carrier airports, and to preserve and provide addi-
tional capacity for the general aviation airports. Because our transportation
system is constantly evolving, it is imperative that additional capacity at any
airport be constructed only when it is coordinated and balanced with the rest
of our transportation system. This portion of my proposed program, then, specific-
ally addresses the need I have been stressing: the coordination of airport growth
with the ground portion of•the traveler's trip. It permits me and the State Trans-
portation Department to carry out our mandate to develop a coordinated bal-
anced transportation system.
The distribution to the states should be on a system and minimal threshold

program needs basis. Every two years each state should be required to update
its needs estimate to complete its airport system plan. This is similar to the
interstate highway program, which the states have successfully managed over
the years. I stress again: because airport master plans are an integral part
of system planning, master planning must stay current. The Federal govern-
ment should establish the guidelines and requirements for both aviation systems
and airport master planning to ensure consistency from state to state. One of
the basic problems of any development program is to make sure that the distri-
bution formula provides a minimum funding threshold for program needs. His-
torically, the indicator for this has been an area/population formula, which is
fairly good at setting minimum threshold amounts for many programs.
In reviewing project costs in the smaller states, I recommend that one-third

of the state block grant amount should be on an area/population basis, with
the other two-thirds on a needs estimate basis. This distribution would ensure
that each state would receive sufficient funding to provide adequate financing
for both major and minor airport construction projects. Because construction
is not consistent at every airport from year to year, the states' programming
of airport construction would balance out over the long term and ensure that
the total aviation system is developed. This remedies a major defect in the ad-
ministration's proposal for a departure formula. The formula wold not meet
the financing needs for major improvements of the secondary and feeder air-

• ports, but could encourage the over-development of the primary airports in
this country.
In summary, the distribution formula for 'airport funding should be divided

so as to provide funds for preservation and routine improvement of the primary
airport system, and to allow the states to program for all other airport devel-
opment needs. Primray airports should receive direct assistance from the Federal
government on an enplanement and departure basis, and the states should receive
the remaining funds on a one-third area/population and two-thirds needs esti-
mate basis. Generaly it should be as 'follows:
A. Planning Funds—$10 million of system Planning.
B. Direct Assistance to Air Carrier Airports-50% of available development

funds. To be distributed to each airport for preservation and routine safety
and operational improvements on basis of: one-half on percentage of enplane-
meats, one-half on percentage Of departures.
C. State Block Grants-50% of available development funds. To be distributed

to each state for all other airports and for capacity improvements for primary
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airports, on basis of: one-third on area/population, two-thirds on percentag
e of

each state's needs estimate. This includes funds for master plans.

Project eligibility should be changed to allow direct assistance funding up

to 100% to preserve and maintain the primary airport system. State block gr
ant

projects should be based on 80% trust funds with matching 20% local and/or

state funding. The requirement for state and local funding places an economic

constraint in the identification of facility requirement needs.

Opponents to a state's role in airport development are quick to point out that

the states are not qualified nor have adequately trained staffs to carry out any

new responsibilities in airport development. I agree that not all states could

immediately handle any new responsibilities. However, many states—New York

and other large states in the 'Country—do have such qualified staffs. The Howe

amendment to the 'House bill is the kind of transition that is necessary to bring

all the states up to a qualified level. The basic question however is not 
whether

the states do or do not have the staffs but what relationships and responsibilities

should be delegated to the states for the efficient overall development of

transportation.
In todays' complex society and high level of government spending, we can no

longer indulge ourselves with an inefficient transportation system. New York

State—I am sure that I speak for many other states—stands ready to take

on the task of developing a safe and efficient air transportation system which

is responsive to the present and future needs of our citizens. I ask that Congress

give us this opportunity.

STATEMENT OF AEROSPACE INDUSTRIES ASSOCIATION OF AMERICA, INC.

On behalf of the nation's major manufacturers of aircraft, aircraft engines,

components, and the highly complex avionics equipment operating in the air

transport system, the Aerospace Industries Association of America, Inc., appreci-

ates this opportunity to comment for the record on the extention of the Airport

and Airway Development Act and revision of the Airport Development Aid Pro-

gram (ADAP).
Our aviation system is the finest in the world, but in some areas its growth is

outstripping the development of needed facilities. All too often jet transports

built for the 1970s are operating in airports built for the 1950s. By 1980, U.S.

airlines will be flying an estimated 299 million passengers and 257 billion revenue
passenger miles in scheduled domestic and international service annually. The
air carrier fleet is expected to exceed 3,000 aircraft by that time.
Our air transportation system cannot be considered a luxury. It is the basis of

safe, convenient and timely travel. The air routes which connect this nation's
large, medium and small population centers affect the mobility and convenience
of all American citizens, whether by transporting their mail, their armed forces,
their daily goods or themselves from place to place. The air transportation system
of the United States is a national resource.
To protect and develop this vital system, the Airport and Airway Development

Act and the Airport and Airway Trust Fund were enacted in 1970. Such legisla-
tion took a fairly realistic view, theretofore lacking, of the long range needs of
the system and took a major step toward fulfilling some of these needs by pro-
viding the continuity and security of a Trust Fund to finance them.
Now, after five years of operation under this legislation, the aerospace manu-

facturing sector of the air transportation industry continues to favor this legisla-
tive approach as the means of further increasing the safety and capacity of the
aviation 'system. While we respectfully suggest certain modifications and addi-
tions concerning the yearly funding level, Trust Fund surpluses, desirable and
undesirable uses of the Trust Fund, transfer of authority to the states, and devel-
opment of new airport and heliport sites, we strongly support a five-year extension
of the Airport Development Aid Program (ADAP) and the Airport and Airway
Trust Fund.
We endorse an annual level of ADAP funding sufficient to support a vigorous

program, on the order of $550 to $600 million. The Department of Transporta-
tion's recommendation of $350 million a year is only about nine percent over the
current figure, an amount inadequate to cope with inflation, and is certainly not
adequate to support new programs and innovative approaches to the problems
of congestion and diminished services which exist in many areas. As we enter the
last half of the 1970s we are planning and building for the 1980s. More funding
is needed than has been available in the past.
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While we would not consider it within the purview of the aerospace manu-
facturers to suggest how the monies in the Trust Fund should be collected from
the users, we would recommend that those more directly involved attempt to
arrive at a minimum level of taxation commensurate with the energetic solution
of the system's legitimate problems. Procurement and construction related to air-
ways facilities and equipment and outlays for research and development should
be included at a level compatible with realistic improvement of the Air Traffic
Control system, including provison for inflation.
However, it would be undesirable for the taxation levels to result in additional

large Trust Fund surpluses which might invite diversion of these specifically
earmarked monies to functions which have always, rightfully, been funded from
general revenues. Foremost among unintended uses of the Trust Fund would beexpenditures for FAA operating and maintenance costs. Funding of such costsfrom general revenues has traditionally reflected their importance to the safetyand economic well being of the natiOn as a whole, rather than categorizing them as
a special service to the users of the air transport system. We feel that theresponsibilities of the FAA in operating and maintaining the Air Traffic Control
and navigation system continue to be an appropriate federal function and shouldbe financed accordingly.
In truth, there is no shortage of legitimate uses for Trust Fund monies. Inour re-evaluation of the Trust Fund system we should recognize that moneyfrom all sources is tight. To assist airport sponsors in competing with otherneeds for scarce financing for necessary airport development and modernization,we recommend raising the federal. share of such projects to 80-90 percent for allairports. While we feel that some local sharing is appropriate, requiring airportauthorities and localities to raise even 10 to 20 percent of necessary funds willrepresent a challenge in present and foreseeable money markets. Revision of theAct to the aforementioned ratios to reflect these difficulties is appropriate.Even as the system now operates, airport sponsors do not have discretion asto which projects will be eligible for funding and which will not. This wasspelled out in the original legislation. Over the past five years, however, it hasbecome clear that failure to keep pace in development of the non-exclusivepublic-use (as opposed to revenue-producing) portion of terminals constitutes abarrier to the smooth and economical operation of the entire air transportsystem. While we understand the reasons for omitting such projects at the timethe legislation was enacted, we suggest that such public-use terminal projectsbe included as eligible for Trust Fund money.
Experience also -prompts us to recommend that use of the Trust Fund beextended to finance buffer zones to enhance the compatibility of airports andheliports with surrounding neighborhoods and the environment. In visualizingand modernizing the air transport system, we must continue to view it as part ofthe social, economic and everyday life of the nation's citizens, not as an airplanein the sky or an isolated landing strip. All parts of the system must be integratedwith one another and with the environment in which they operate. Buffer zonesare an essential part of the development of many airports and should be eligiblefor Trust Fund money.
Toward the same end of making the system work in a coherent and timelymanner, another, more procedural point is in order. While no one associated withthe system would dispute the desirability of giving greater attention to theeffects of technology and development on the environment, we feel that therepetitious preparation of Environmental Impact Statesments (EIS) for everyphase of on-going and anticipated airport/airway development, and the adminis-trative processes associated with EIS, have created serious delays in vitalprojects (sometimes measured in years). Such analyses should be limited to areasonable study period and should include only essential information. Moreover,they should encompass the impact of large scale planning and should not berequired for each and every construction project. We support the Administra-tion's efforts to limit Environmental Impact Statements to more meaningfuluses.
The Subcommittee may also wish to consider incorporating into the legislationthe recommendation of the Aviation Advisory Commission pertaining to theappointment of special masters in the federal courts to review federal decisionsaffecting interstate commerce. Such special masters would review certain federalprojects, including airport development proposals, and submit their findings tothe courts, ,thereby achieving a one-step decision on the merit of such cases.Such a system would provide a timely and final decision by a federal court.

61-350-75--24
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In closing, we would like to raise a question concerning growth of the air

transport system's capacity. Sec. 3(a) (2) of the Administration's proposed Air-

port and Airway Development Act of 1975 allows for "the examination of

potential locations in the United States for major new airports and the identifica-

tion of various options for financing land acquisition and development costs."

However, we find no further provision for entrance of new airports into the

system. Given the present and anticipated growth of smaller population centers

in particular, more airports and heliports will be needed, whether they be

modified secondary airports or completely new facilities such as Dallas-Fort

Worth. In operating the Trust Fund, the government must guard against

ignoring or discouraging new development. A detailed mechanism for entry of

new facilities into the system should be provided. Development of new sites

should be in the forefront of systems planning and should not be an afterthought.

The safety, convenience and general well being of a nation depend in no

small part on the development and maintenance of a dynamic, modern air trans-

port system. In studying and modifying this important legislation, we must

learn from experience while looking to the future. We •trust that everyone

concerned will do just that. Thank you for the opportunity to offer our views.

POSITION STATEMENT OF WEST ESSEX CITIZEN'S OPPOSING RECKLESS AIRPORT
DEVELOPMENT (RAID), RICHARD DIAMOND, 'CHAIRMAN

PRESS CONFERENCE DECEMBER 7, 1975 AT ROBERT TREAT HOTEL, NEWARK, N. J.

It is hard to conceive that a potential national scandal is in the making in
your own community and county; somehow that kind of thing only happens
somewhere else.

Yet, the flagrant abuse of power, the reckless use and mis-use of public funds,
the total disregard of public responsibility, and the drive for empire-building
in the attempted takeover and development of the Caldwell-Wright Airport, is
an almost incredible story of arrogance, doubletalk, and deception, leading to a
potential national scandal—a story in fact that involves four government agencies
that have been cozy and irresponsible:
The Essex County Improvement Authority (ECIA),_ which has trampled over

virtually all its obligations and public responsibilities in a drive to take over the
Airport and, in the words of its own former chairman, "become another Port
Authority."
The Essex County Board of Chosen Freeholders, which has overlooked its

basic public responsibilities.
The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), which has ignored the very

obligations written into its charter, and
The New Jersey Department of Transportation beginning with the Cahill

Administration.
It is the contention of the West Essex Citizens Committee Opposing Reckless

Airport Development that the ECIA is on an all-consuming drive to build an
empire in Essex County; that the airport is one more step in this drive; that the
airport development project is being undertaken regardless of feasibility, ac-
ceptability, or environmental impact; and that without a halt to the unbridled
drive for power by the Authority, Essex County will be saddled with a fiscal
mess rivaling New York City, and the citizens of West Essex will be subject to
major airport and commercial development that will wreck the environment in
their communities.
Consider these highlights:
'ECIA presented two contradictory versions of the same Airport project in

order to get separate Federal and 'County approval.
FAA carelessly bypassed the need for an Environmental Impact statement on

grounds it was simply funding the purchase of an existing airport; in fact, the
ECIA's plans call for using FAA funds in order to develop the airport in a way
that will seriously affect the environment.
There was no appraisal of the property until after the FAA approved it.
FAA used airport project funds to finance land acquisition which includes land

for non-airport usage; namely, 99 acres of the 278 total area.
'FAA violated federal regulations by illegally dividing a single project into

two 'separate grants, arbitrarily valuing 114 acres at $4.6 million mid later, 163
acres at $1.8 million, just to get the project going. Only 122 acres are presently
being used for the airport operation by Atlas Aircraft Enterprises, Inc.
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'Essex County Freeholders approved the ECIA's plans for a major financial
undertaking without an economic feasibility study and without even an appraisal
of value.
Thomas Coyle of the N.J. Dept. of Transportation during the Cahill Adminis-

tration refused to answer Fairchild's 21 questions about the feasibility of the
airport for six months; during that same period he encouraged ECIA to go
ahead with the project.
The development project will save 150 small, private airplanes at a cost of

about $100,000 a plane.
Now let's go back and tell you the story in brief for your own perspective—

because, and make no mistake about it—this story is complicated, and its com-
plicated nature is one reason why the ECIA has gotten so far. Nobody can
understand what's going on.
'In the beginning even before ECIA showed any definite interest in taking over

the airport, both the Boro of Fairfield and ECIA agreed there should be a calm,
logical evaluation of the airport. Was it feasible to continue it or not? There
were going to be feasibility reports and community involvement in the study.
Fine.
The story then changed. While Fairfield was honestly weighing the possibility

of taking over the airport itself, suddenly Fairfield couldn't get any information
and was left in the dark.

Meanwhile, ECIA was driving ahead as fast as possible so that it would be
in a position where nobody could prevent the takeover.
They were helped along by the Freeholders, DOT, and FAA.
The Freeholders went along with the project without making ECIA prove it

would work; the FAA looked the other way in its haste to get more aviation for
aviation's sake; and DOT helped block out Fairfield.
Meanwhile, ECIA was playing a clever game. To the FAA they said, "this is

just a request to buy an existing airport." That way they didn't have to have an
environmental impact statement. To the Freeholders they painted a rosy picture
of an economic bonanza, with whirring helicopters, a 200 percent increase in air
traffic, jets, air cargo, and a $7 million construction project. In other words, a
different hoax for different folks.
To Fairfield's Town Council, they gave little or no, real information all during

a time when they were supposed to be in community cooperation. The State went
along; Mayor John Francavilla sent DOT's Thomas Coyle 21 questions about
important matters not covered in a Porter and Ripa report that was finally
released on the project.
Mr. Coyle's typewriter was out of order for Fairfield; he didn't answer the

letter for six months, and only then because a new Commissioner—Alan Sagner—
was appointed who told Coyle to answer the letter.
For the ECIA and the FAA, however, Coyle's typewriter was a speed demon;

so apparently was the U.S. Post Office. During an incredible three-day scenario,
three letters were exchanged between Trenton, Long Island, and Belleville to
give the go-ahead to the project—involving DOT, FAA, and ECIA. While Mayor
Francavilla's 21 questions were in his desk, Mr. Coyle wrote to Mr. Bray, "it is
understood that this activity would receive the cooperation of Fairfield."
To protect itself, Fairfield hired Booz, Allen, and Hamilton, and the answer

from that firm was that there was so little information, they couldn't see spending
one cent of public money on the project.
The project is still murky. Let me show you an example of how open and

informative the ECIA is. The Arthur Young Report is supposed to be the feasi-
bility report. Fine. But when Fairfield finally got the report from ECIA., whole
sections and pages were deleted. Is that the way ECIA satisfies the public's right
to know? .
Another interesting little twist is that FAA's money is supposed to be for air-

port purposes. Fine. But the 277 acres for the Caldwell-Wright property actually
takes in industrial buildings and many acres of non-airport property. In fact,
the present airport only takes up 122 acres of the whole tract.
So public funds for airport purposes are now involved in non-airport usage.
Meanwhile, the very persuasive ECIA had received the Freeholders' blessing

for a major financial undertaking without proper study . . . a project in fact that
threatens the senseless destruction of the West Essex environment.

It is time for the people of West Essex to rise up against this threat to the
Peace and quiet of their homes and the safety of their children. We have clear
evidence the ECIA plans to make West Essex the center of a monstrous trans-
portation hub while the ECIA becomes another Port Authority.
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The Federal Courts have just squashed Morristown's ability to control jets
on weekends, so we have no chance but now to control our own future.
The Committee's position is that assuming feasibility, the Caldwell-Wright

Airport should be continued, but not developed to a grandiose scale with 30-
passenger helicopters, a 200 percent increase in air traffic, air cargo, jets, and
other development plans of the ECIA.
The airport should be operated by the Borough of Fairfield and the surround-

ing communities. It is an admitted fact that the airport requires a subsidy for
its continued existence; therefore, those who use the airport should pay for the
airport with governmental support.
Under such an operation, the Caldwell-Wright Airport could also include

existing non-airport acreage for recreational facilities, or a combination of
commercial and recreational facilities for use by citizens of the surrounding
communities.
Thank you for your attention.

DOCUMENTATION

1. HOW THE ECIA PRESENTED TWO CONTRADICTORY VERSIONS OF THE SAME AIRPORT
PROJECT IN ORDER TO GET SEPARATE FEDERAL AND COUNTY APPROVAL

A. In its pre-application for Federal Assistance in early 1974 and signed by
Arthur John Bray, Jr., Executive Director, the ECIA describes the "project"
to the Federal Aviation Administration as "Land Acquisition of the Caldwell-
Wright Airport. The project site encompasses approximately 277.5 acres and
includes all buildings, structures, appurtenances, roads, runways, aprons, tie
down pads, sewerage system, and sewage treatment plant. Water, power, gas, and
telephone lines to buildings are owned by respective utility companies." Its
application further states: "In addition, the Authority stipulates that this proj-
ect will not alter the existing character of airport usage . . . "that the purchase
of Caldwell-Wright Airport will in no way alter the airport's impact upon its
surrounding environment beyond the existing level." It must be noted that the
current Airport operation by Atlas Aircraft Enterprises, Inc. entails only 122
acres of land whereas the -ECIA is requesting 277.5 acres.
The FAA apparently knew, however, that the ECIA had other plans. In an

interdepartment memo, May 5, 1974, Joseph Aberasturi said: "After acquiring
the Airport, the sponsor (ECIA) proposes to submit an application for a PGP
project to develop a Master Plan for the future development of the Airport."
The official application dated Saturady, June 8, 1974, was approved eight

working days later on June 19. Nowhere in the application did the ECIA list
anticipated construction or construction costs.
B. The ECIA, however, had a different version for the Board of Chosen Free-

holders in July. Eugene F. Golding, Chairman of the ECIA, addresses a detailed
report to Director Thomas H. Cooke, Jr., Board of Chosen Freeholders dated
July 16, 1974—one month after the FAA's Grant Agreement. In the detailed re-
port the ECIA states: "The ECIA will acquire the 278.3 acres of Airport property
from the Curtiss-Wright Corporation and undertake the expansion, program re-
quired to develop a modern and efficient County Airport." This construction pro-
gram, as recommended by Porter and Ripa for the State of New Jersey—De-
partment of Transportation in 1973, "called for the following construction pro-
gram to accommodate 357,000 annual aircraft movements and 389 based aircraft
by 1990." Among the ECIA's airport expansion program are "to build taxiways
running parallel to each runway. 2. Construction of new buildings, as listed
below:

a. Combination terminal and administration building.
b. Emergency medical building.
c. Crash-fire rescue building.
d. Maintenance building.
e. Control tower.
f. Vehicle parking facilities.
g. A west side access road and bridge over Deepavall Brook.
h. A new apron and aircraft parking area.
The ECIA's expansion program of the Caldwell-Wright Airport also includes

according to its own report: Commuter service by New York Airways (30 pas-
senger helicopters) and expanded Air Freight services by large Cargo planes.
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2. HOW THE FAA VIOLATED FEDERAL REGULATIONS IN ITS HASTE TO GRANT ECIA THE
REST OF FAA'S FUNDS BEFORE THE CLOSE OF THE FISCAL YEAR

The FAA violated federal regulations by failing to require an EnvironmentalImpact Statement.
In addition to the 'National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, 42U.S.C., Paragraph 4332, states that every grant application for any major federalaction significantly affecting the environment requires a careful and detail inquiryinto environmental considerations. Even if there is a doubt, an enviromentalstatement is to be prepared—not by the project sponsor •but by the FederalAviation Administration. What 'DOT 5610.1B states: (1) General. Where theenvironmental consequences of a proposed action are unclear but potentiallysignificant, a statement should be prepared. . . an environment statement shouldbe prepared if it is reasonable to anticipate a cumulatively significant impact onthe environment from Federal action."
In addition, the FAA violated the statutes 49, U.S.C. ;Section 1116, by not in-vestigating the financial capabilities of the ECIA to carry out the project TheLaw requires "1) all airport development projects shall be subject to the approvalof the secretary. . . only if he is satisfied that . . . B sufficient funds are availablefor that portion of the project costs which are not to be paid by the UnitedStates..
In addition, Regulation 152.43 requires as a condition of eligibility to applyfor funds that "a sponsor must be legally, financially, and otherwise able, in-dividually in a case of a single sponsor to meet the non4`ederal share. . ." In aletter dated February 7, 1974, Mr. Joseph Aberasturi, FAA's office chief, acknowl-edges "prior to the issuanCe of any grant offer, a determination will have to bemade with respect as to whether or not the authority can met its financial obliga-tions for a project and for the upkeep of the airport." This letter asks for informa-tion on the $60,000 lent to the EcrA by the County, inquiring whether this moneywas related to the Airport. No response appears to have been forwarded to theFAA.
The FAA violated the NA'SP regarding clearance rights and landing deviceswhich are minimum 'standards required by the FAA before an airport can becomeoperative. The 49U.S.C.A., Section 1718 states as a condition precedent to hisapproval of an airport development project. . . the secretary shall receive assur-ances in writing sent to him that . . . (3) the aerial approaches to the airportwill be adequately cleared and protected by removing, lowering, relocating, mark-ing or lighting. existing airport hazards ..." No commitment appears anywherein the records that the ECIA is ever to do any of these things. Mr. Aberasturi'sProject Evaluation Report of May 24, 1974, found that according to the FAAAirport Waster Record for the Caldwell-Wright Airport that "all approaches areconsidered inadequate 'by FAA standards." The FAA and ECIA simply state thatif, as and when there is any future development project, the FAA will require itsinclusion. No attempt has ever been made to reconcile this 'statement with theclear mandate of regulation.
In addition, there is nothing in either the law or regulations which exempts "apre-existing facility from the operation of these laws."
The filing regulations ( which are under the jurisdiction of the FAA) by the

ECA were not in conformity with the FAA's regulations.
Missing were:
1. Submission of a detailed report to the Freeholders and the public as requiredunder New Jersey law was presented one month after the actual grant by the

FAA.
2. Any appraisals or data to substantiate the value of the lands and buildings tobe acquired.
3. Computations for non-eligible items.
4. Information on the ECIA's ability to raise its share.
5. Any estimated total cost of the Airport
6. Feasibiltiy projections which were current.
7. Fairfield's stated objections.
8. Requisite information costs and assurances as to how and when the required

steps to meet Federal Standards on landing devices, clearances and approaches
are to be met.
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3. HOW A PROJECT OF MAJOR ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT H
AS BLATANTLY IGNORED THE

NEED FOR AN ENVIRON&ENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT WITH T
HE FAA'S ACQUIESCENCE

The National Environmental Policy Act (DEPA) of 1969 clearly states that

every grant application for any major federal action significantly affecti
ng the

environment requires a careful and detailed inquiry into environmental con
sider-

ations.
Furthermore, the environmental determination is to be made by the FAA, not

by a project sponsor. "Regardless of the nature of the applicant's parti
cipation,

the administration must make its own evaluation of the environmental 
issues

because it is responsible for the scope and content of the draft and final 
environ-

mental statement."
The ECIA sough to avoid the stautory provisions on the grounds that they were

merely acquiring an existing airport. They have circumvented the need 
for an

impact study by relying upon a letter from the ECIA's treasurer to the FA
A

which contains conclusionary language stating that the proposed project "w
ill in

no way alter the airport's impact upon its surrounding environment beyond t
he

existing level."
However, the projected intensification of use of the airport as shown in 

the

FAA's own National Airport System Plan (NASP) clearly shows that more th
an

acquisition of land is involved. Clear zone acquisition is contemplated, along wi
th

extensions of an existing runway as well as other improvements.

NASP indicates a sizable growth pattern planned for Caldwell-Wright t
hat

within five years it would move from a medium density to a high density airpor
t.

Within ten years 'both the number of aircraft operations (232,000 to 442,000) an
d

passengers (134,000 to 261,000) are expected to double.
Certainly, if we use the FAA's own standards we must draw only one c

on-

elusion: If the FAA and the ECIA contend that no improvements or changes a
re

contemplated for the operation of the airport, then both have failed to s
atisfy

the requirements of the Airport Development Project which by definition co
n-

templates upgrading of the Caldwell-Wright Airport facility and meeting Federal

Standards for landing aids and runways.

4. HOW ESSEX COUNTY WILL BE SUPPORTING A MAJOR FINANCIA
L BURDEN THAT WILL

SAVE ONLY 150 SMALL, PRIVATE AIRPLANES AT A COST OF $1Q0,00 0
 A PLANE

The estimated cost to the land (although not released by the ECIA) is esti-

mated at $8 million. The Porter and Ripa Report had projected that approxi-

mately $8 million of improvements would be required. The New Jersey Depart-

ment of Transportation has predicted "The closing of CWA would effectively and

immediately cause the abandonment of 150 general aviation aircraft." In short,

the acquisition and outdated projected improvement costs totalling $16 million

to save 150 aircraft will cost over $100,000 a plane.
In order to best understand the unanswered question of feasibility of the

Caldwell-Wright Airport operations, one must refer to the Porter and Ripa

Report, the Young Report, the "detailed report" submitted to the Board of Chosen

Freeholders and the current marketability of bonds.
Originally, the Porter & Ripa Report (PAR) was designed as a "feasibility

study" agreed upon by the ECIA and the various governmental agencies includ-

ing the Borough of Fairfield. The mere title of the final report submitted to the

ECIA by PAR—"Overview and ownership alternatives report with the suggested

airport master plan for Caldwell-Wright Airport" indicates the content was not

a feasibility study. The financial data presented in the report was obsolete the

day it was published and should have been updated prior to its release.

The PAR depicts marginal operations at low money rates and no reimbursement

to Fairfield for its loss of ratables. If these taxes were applied to the airport's

revenues and expenses, the operation would run in the red.
The PAR also depicts the sale of 99 acres which it considers surplus for the

operation of the Airport which were to provide additional revenues for Airport

operations.
As a result of the unanswered 21 questions in the PAR report, Fairfield hired a

firm with aviation experience, Booz, Allen and Hamilton, management consult-

ants. In its report, Booz, Allen and Hamilton stated among its conclusions :
1. "In summary it does not appear that the importance of the airport to local

commerce and development has been substantiated."
2. "The ultimate decision regarding airport disposition should be developed in

the context of a rigorous evaluation of the costs and benefits of each option as
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they affect both the Borough of Fairfield, and as important, the other affected
communities. To date, this analysis has not been accomplished."

3. "On balance the inflation and shortage of energy will lead to a significant
increase in the cost of aircraft ownership and use. In addition, the availability
of fuel to accommodate significant growth in general aviation is by no means
certain. The impact of these variables on future demand should be specifically
evaluated in assessing the future based aircraft and traffic situation at the
Caldwell-Wright Airport."
4. "Prudence would appear to indicate that the financial feasibility analysis

be recast in light of some 'worst case' assumptions regarding the following cost/
revenue variables: (1) Airport usage, (2) Continued near-term rapid increases in
land acquisition and capital improvement costs, and (3) Increased long-term
borrowing costs."
In order to protect itself, the ECIA retained its own accountants (Arthur

Young) to develop a further "feasibility study." Unfortunately to this date the
Borough of Fairfield as well as -the Board of Chosen Freeholders have not seen
this report. What was sent to Fairfield was an expurgated report omitting all the
financial data necessary to make a valued judgment on the feasibility of the
Airport.

5. HOW THE ECIA PLANS TO MAKE ITSELF ANOTHER PORT AUTHORITY, USING PUBLIC
FUNDS TO BUY AN UNSAFE, ECONOMICALLY UNFEASIBLE AIRPORT

In April, 1974, the then chairman of the Essex County Improvement Authority
Eugene Golding at a meeting with Fairfield's Airport committee that he intended
to employ the acreage of Calthivell-Wright Airport on Passaic Avenue to erect
and lease buildings. This property is not required for airport use. The income
from these buildings would be used to sustain in the airport operation. It was
at this meeting that the Airport Committee learned that the ECIA intended to
lengthen the present 4,700-foot runway to 5,000 feet and that the rear property
of the airport would be retained for possible airport use. Originally this land
was to be sold.
In April of 1973 Mr. Golding indicated that he had visions of the Caldwell

Airport operation becoming another Port Authority. Mr. Bray concurred, in his
own words he sees it as a "Multi-modal transportation hub" and a 'fly-in" indus-
trial park.
If the ECIA contends as it has over the past two years and in contractual

agreements with the FAA that it is involved in land acquisition only, then it has
acquired an unsafe airport. In addition, the FAA has entered an agreement for
an unsafe airport since there are no clear zones nor adequate landing lights.

6. HOW THE PUBLIC HAS BEEN DENIED ACCESS TO INFORMATION AND THE SIX-MONTH
REFUSAL TO ANSWER 21 PERTINENT QUESTIONS ABOUT THE PROPOSED AIRPORT TAKE-
OVER

The Arthur Young Report on which the ECIA based in part their feasibility
judgments on the airport operations has never been released to Fairfield nor the
residents of Essex County. This report was not part of the documents given to
the Board of Chosen Freeholders in the ECIA "detailed report." The Borough
of Fairfield obtained a copy by way of the courts. However, this expurgated ver-
sion lacked so much financial data that it was useless to anyone. Review of the
document gives one the feeling recently associated with the review of an edited
transcript of a tape recording released by the White House staff under former
President Nixon due to large blanked-out portions.
In April 1973 the Borough of Fairfield and the ECIA issued a joint statement

under which the ECIA would withhold itself from any further exploration
regarding the airport until the Porter and Ripa Report was completed and
further discussions were held with Borough officials. The report was not given
to the Borough of Fairfield until August 21, 1974, and it was then given 9 days
to review the report; however, it asked for more time. After studying its copy
the Borough directed twenty-one critical questions to the Department of Trans-
portation which was responsible for the report. Such questions included data on
tax subsidies, projections on feasibility, alternative methods ,of financing, -com-
pleteness and accuracy of projections on income and expenses; and the impor-
tance to the feasibility of the project of rentals from industrial buildings
unrelated to the airport but located on the tract.
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Hon. HOWARD CANNON,
U.S. Senator.
Las Vegas, Nev.

The questions received no response for close to six months. However, while

overlooking the Borough's request, in the interim the Department of Transporta-

tion at the behest of the ECIA endorsed the ECIA's acquisition of the airport

stating that "It is understood that this activity would receive the cooperatio
n of

the Borough of Fairfield. (ECIA letter Coyle to Bray 11/30/1973.)

AIRPORT COMMITTEE,
Bemidji, Minn., September 3, 1975.

U.S. SENATE,
Committee on Commerce,
Aviation Subcommittee,
Washington, D.C.
GENTLEMEN: Bemidji Municipal Airport is an Air Carrier Airport served by

three flights a day by North Central Airlines with flights to Minneapolis, MN,

Thief River Falls, MN., and Grand Forks, North Dakota. Bemidji is located in

North Central Minnesota and serves a radius of about 100 miles with a popula-

tion of about 150,000 people. The city of Bemidji is just over 11,000 population.

In 1974 North Central Airlines boarded about 13,500 passengers in Bemidji and

we have had a steady growth of about 1500 passengers a year. Air Travel is about

our total public transportation as we are about 225 miles from any major city.

With fuel cost rising we need this airport more than ever. The Bemidji Airport

also also does a brisk amount of small aircraft business. Our nation must look

to more public transportation if we are to meet our energy needs.
We are in favor of Federal Airport Certification for Air Carrier Airports

because for the first time we will have a much safer operation. However this

Certification places a financial burden upon our city because of our size. Some of

our costs are new airport lighting, Crash Fire Rescue vehicle and building, secu-

rity, airport maintenance and many more people. Project funding a 75% and 80%

has been a blessing to our airport but even our share of projects is a burden to

a small city.
Our urgent needs are,:
1. A new ADAP Prgram for a five year perid so we can use over 20 year

Master plan to the best and most economical advantage.
2. Formula Block Grants to Air Carrier Airports with a minimum of $150,000

a year so we can fund needs because of Federal Certification.
3. We favor 80% Federal Share in grants to Air Carrier Airports.
4. Urgently needed is 80% Federal funding for terminal building and area.
5. We favor 80% funding for land aquisition.
-6. We need 100% funding for ILS or NILS and navigation equipment and

personnel.
7. We do need immediate action on this program as winter comes early in the

North.
Truly yours,

L. W. MALTAIS.

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS,
REGIONAL COOPERATION FOR REGIONAL PROBLEMS,

Los Angeles, Calif., September 4, 1975.

DEAR SENATOR CANNON: Hollywood-Burbank Airport is classified as a region-
ally significant airport in the six-county SCAG region. The airport handled some
1.6 million passengers (in and out), or 5.7% of the region's total during calendar
year 1974. Because of this volume of traffic, the airport is considered an integral
part of the region's air transportation system.
SCAG policies relating in general to the region's airport system and specifically

to Hollywood-Burbank Airport are set forth in two SCAG publications: "South-
ern California Regional Airport System Plan," and "1975 Regional Transporta-
tion Plan." Our findings indicate that the overall capacity of the existing airport
system is expected to be adequate to handle forecast demand through 1985, how-
ever, by 1995 capacity will be a problem unless additional facilities are developed.
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In light of he forecast capacity constraint, an adopted SCAG policy is that exist-
ing major airline airports in the region, including Hollywood-Burbank Airport,
be expanded. (At the time this policy was adopted, expansion plans coupled with
higher aircraft load factors at the airport were expected to increase its annual
passenger capacity to some 2 to 3 million). Our adopted policies state that the
greatest emphasis on expansion should be at Los Angeles International and
Ontario International, while at the other four major airline airports, Hollywood-
Burbank, Long Beach, Orange County and Palm Springs, primary emphasis
should be placed on achieving better utilization of present flight schedules. The
policy for these four airports reflects public concern with increased aircraft noise
exposure levels likely to result from increases in airline operations.
We have recommended that all airports of regional significance should ulti-

mately be in public ownership to assure their permanent availability as part of
the regional airport system. Public aquisition of Hollywood-Burbank Airport is
encouraged and supportedby SCAG to assure that the airport will continue to fill
its important role in the system.

Additional SCAG airport policies relative to the possible expansion of Holly-
wood-Burbank Airport include:
Any airport development proposal shall demonstrate that it is cost-effective

with respect to regional or local air transportation needs, and such analysis shall
consider indirect social costs or adverse impacts of aviation activity or airport
construction.
Airport construction as well as airline and general aviation operations shall

be required to comply with state and federal environmental criteria regarding
noise pollution, air quality, water quality, and the protection of open space and
cultural facilities.

If you have any questions regarding these policies or other matters, please
contact me.

Sincerely,
JAMES HAYES,

President.

OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR,
Des Moines, Iowa, September 10, 1975.

Hon. DICK CLARK,
U.S. Senator,
Washington, D.C.
DEAR DICK: In connection with the pending Airport Development Aid Program

(ADAP) legislation, the critical details of which are soon to be debated in the
Congress, the National Governors' Conference, State DOT Secretaries and Na-
tional Association of State Aviation Officials have carefully reviewed the Admin-
istration's proposed ADAP legislation.
The states, and particularly Iowa, agree with the proposed 5-year extension

of ADAP, and support the philosophy of strengthening the state and local gov-
ernment role in program administration, with a concomitant reduction of federal
review and development requirements. Compelling evidence demonstrates that
state administration of airport development programs is more cost effective and
less time consuming than federal administration.
The states and the State of Iowa believe that the annual funding level of

$350 million is inadequate to meet the needs, and a minimum of $500—$600 milliod
is recommended to at least maintain the present level of construction and to meet
the known development needs. Adequate funds are now available in the Aviation
Trust Fund with a balance of approximately $900 million, and the user charges
presently levied generating approximately $1 billion per year.
The Administration's proposed allocation of ADAP funds should be revised

in favor of the smaller air carrier served, reliever and general aviation airports
which have the greatest financial need and the least self-financing capability.

All airport facilities development should continue to be guided by State and
National Airport System Plans. Amendments which will permit project funding
without regard to long-range planning conducted by the state are unacceptable.
Iowa has an Airport System Plan and it is presently being revised and updated
with a completion date of March 1, 1976.
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We recommend a federal match of at least 75% with a minimum match of
10% by all airports and 20% by large and medium hub airports.
We agree with the Administration's proposal to provide a discretionary fund

to be used for airport development and to make an annual $10 million grant
available to planning agencies for airport system planning. However, the recom-
mended funding level should be substantially increased, since historically the
Discretionary Fund has been Y3 of the total national apportionment for Air
Carrier/Reliever Airports.
We would appreciate it if our views and recommendations are transmitted

to the appropriate committees.
Sincerely,

ROBERT D. RAY,
Governor.

THE COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS,
EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT,

Boston, Mass., September 22, 1975.
Hon. HOWARD W. CANNON,
Chairman, Aviation Subcommittee,
Senate Commerce Committee,
Washington, D.C.
DEAR SENATOR CANNON: I would appreciate your permission to have the follow-

ing position of the Commonwealth included in the record of the current hear-
ings on extension of the airport development aid program.

While we generally support the joint statement of the Conference of State
Departments of Transportation, the National Association of State Aviation
Officials, and the National Governors' Conference which was presented to the
committee on September 9th, we would like to emphasize the following specific
points which are of greatest interest to Massachusetts:
The program should be extended for at least five years to permit effective

planning and efficient operation.
Project eligibility should be expanded to include the purchase of land and

easements to improve airport environmental comparability. This would, for
example, allow federal aid for the purchase of easements in noise impacted
locations around Boston-Logan, our major terminal airport, the proceeds of
which could then be used by the recipients for such worthwhile purposes as
school soundproofing and the like.
The Secretary of Transportation should be authorized and directed to use

the present trust fund surplus to cover the costs of retrofit of airline jets not
meeting FAR 36. I am enclosing my recommended legislative language to accom-
plish this.
The Secretary of Transportation should be authorized to delegate to qualifying

state agencies the administration of any portion of the program which the
evidence indicates can more efficiently and more cost-effectively be handled at the
state level. Such delegation should be subject to compliance with a compre-
hensive national transportation plan which has been coordinated with com-
parable state plans, and with uniform minimum national design standards.

Additionally we support the strengthening of the state role in aviation, spe-
cifically the requirement that all layout plans and projects be certified by the
Governor as consistent with state transportation plans. We do not condone dele-
tion of the National Airport System Plan; we believe its preparation and updat-
ing, based heavily on state plans, should be a continued requirement of FAA.
We are opposed to any weakening of the environment provisions of the current

Act or any exemptions from NEPA. Similarly, proposals to have only State envi-
ronmental standards apply in certain instances would be an unacceptable
weakening.

Sincerely,
THOMAS P. O'NEILL, III,

Lieutenant Governor.
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[The following information was referred to on p. 103:]

U.S. DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

(Civil Action No. 75-0679)

CITY OF Los ANGELES, PLAINTIFF,

V.

HON. WILLIAM T. COLEMAN, JR., Secretary of Transportation of the United
States, et al., DEFENDANTS

FINDINGS OF FACTS, CONCLUSIONS OF LAW AND ORDER

On May 10, 1975, this matter- came on for hearing on application of the plain-
tiff, City of Los Angeles, for a preliminary injunction enjoining the Federal De-
fendants, their agents and others acting in concert with them, pending the
final hearing and determination of this action, from obligating to anyone other
than the plaintiff any and all funds to which the City of Los Angeles is entitled
under the Airport and Airway Development Act of 1970, 49 U.S.C. § 1701 et seg.
This Court on May 2, 1975 granted relief by a Temporary Restraining Order
which expired on May 12, 1975 and was continued until May 15, 1975. A modifica-
tion was made in the original provisions of the Order of May 2, 1975, as reflected
in the hearing transcript of May 10, 1975, at 56-59.
The Court has reviewed and considered the points and authorities in support

and in opposition to the relief sought by the plaintiff, the various affidavits
submitted by the parties and the oral presentations of their counsel, and as re-
flected in the following Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law, is of the opin-
ion that the present relief sought by the plaintiff should be granted.

FINDINGS OF FACTS

1. Plaintiff City; of Los Angeles is a municipal corporation of the State of
California, which through its Board of Airport Commissioners owns and operates
the Los Angeles International Airport, located in the City of Los Angeles.

2. Los Angeles International Airport is served by air carriers certificated by
the Civil Aeronautics Board.

3. The Airport and Airway Development Act of 1970, Pub. L. No. 91-258, 84
Stat. 219 as amended, 49 U.S.C. § 1701 et seq. ("Act"), provides a total obliga-
tional authority of $2,500,000,000 for airport assistance [49 U.S.C. § 17011, for
the period July 1, 1970 through June 30, 1980. Of this amount $1,460,000,000 is
authorized for obligation for airport development through June 30, 1975 [49
U.S.C. § 1714(b) ]. No obligation for airport development is to be incurred after
June 30, 1975 [49 U.S.C. § 1714 (b ) ].

4. The Act establishes in the Treasury of the United States a trust fund known
as the Airport and Airway Trust Fund for the purpose of meeting the obligations
of the United States incurred under the Act [49 U.S.C. § 1742].

5. Pursuant to the Act, amounts equal to the minimum amounts authorized
to be obligated in each fiscal year for airport development remain in the Airport
and Airway Trust Fund until appropriated for liquidation of contract authoriza-
tions. [49 U.S.C. § 1714(e) (2).]

6. Defendant Coleman is the Secretary of Transportation of the United States,
charged by 49 U.S.C. § 1702 with the recommendation and implementation of
national transportation policy and charged by 49 U.S.C. § 1712 with the prepara-
tion of a national airport system plan for the development of public airports
of the United States.

7. Defendant Dow is the Acting Administrator of the Federal Aviation Admin-
istration, charged by 14 C.F.R. § 152.3 with the publication of a national airport
system plan. Defendant Dow administers the Airport Development Aid Program.
[14 C.F.R. § 152.23 (b).]
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8. Defendant Simon is the Secretary of the Treasury of the United States,
who controls the Airport and Airway Trust Fund. [49 U.S.C. §1742.11
9. Defendant Lynn is the Director of the Office of Management and Budget

of the United States, and in this capacity, has overall responsibility for the
operation of the Office of Management and Budget, and is specifically responsible
for establishing quarterly apportionment and/or obligation amounts to be admin-
istered by the Department of Transportation and the Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration pursuant to the Act.

10. The Act authorizes Defendant Coleman to enter into grant agreements
with airport sponsors in amounts "not less than" $250,000,000 for each of the
fiscal years 1971 through 1973, and $275,000,000 for each of the fiscal years 1974
and 1975 for development of airports served by air carriers certificated by the
Civil Aeronautics Board. [49 U.S.C. § 1714(a) (1).] The addition of authority
to enter into grant agreements of not less than $30,000,000 for fiscal years 1971
through 1973, and $35,000,000 for fiscal years 1974 and 1975 for development of
other (general aviation) airports, brings the total authority of defendant
Coleman to enter into development grants to $280,000,000 per year for fiscal years
1971 through 1973, and $310,000,000 per year for fiscal years 1974 and 1975.

11. The amounts so authorized by the Act to be obligated are minimums not
maximums. [H.R. Rep. No. 459, 92d Cong., 1st Sess. 3.]
12. The Act requires defendant Coleman to apportion 1/3 of these annual

authorizations to airports served by air carriers certificated by the Civil Aero-
nautics Board, to each such airport in the ratio that the number of passengers
enplaned at such airport bears to the total number of passengers enplaned at all
such airports. (Enplanement formula.) [49 U.S.C. § 1715(a) (1) (B).]

13. The amounts apportioned according to the enplanement formula are to
remain available only to airport sponsors in the ratio set by the formula for the
fiscal year in which apportioned and the next two fiscal years. After that time,
defendant Coleman is given discretion to distbribute these funds as he sees fit.
[49 U.S.C. § 1715 (a) (3).]

14. Plaintiff City of Los Angeles has committed itself to projects involving
land acquisition in 1974 and 1975 in reliance on plaintiff's statutory entitlement
as provided by the Act's enplanement formula. One of the purposes of such land
acquisition projects was the reduction of noise impact in noncompatible areas
surrounding Los Angeles International Airport. (Supplemental Affairs of Moore
at IN 5-6, and Davidson at VT 6-7.)

15. Plaintiff City of Los Angeles timely and properly applied for a grant under
the Act, and has taken the following actions to fulfill the requirements under
the Act:
(a) April 2, 1974.—Plaintiff received letter from Chief, Airport District Office

FAA, that Plaintiff's project would be eligible for Federal participation under
the Act. ( Supplemental Affidavit of Yee, 11 3 and Exhibit A thereto.)
(b) October 10, 1974.—Plaintiff submitted its Pre-Application Form for its

project entitled "REIMBURSEMENT OF FUNDS EXPENDED FOR THE PUR-
CHASE OF PROPERTY WITHIN THE TRANSITION ZONE IN NORTH
BOUNDARY AT LAX" (Affidavit of Yee at 'A and Exhibit B •to Complaint
at 1).
(c) November 7, 1974.—Defendants notified Plaintiff that its proposal was

"eligible for funding by this agency and can compete with similar applications
from other grantees." (Affidavit of Yee at ¶5). The notice also contained the
caveat that:

the demand for participation in the ADAP program far exceeds the Federal
funds available for the Fiscal Year 1975 program. Therefore, we may not
be able to program your request in this Fiscal Year. However, your request
will be retained in the system for consideration within funds that may
become available in the future. Accordingly, we suggest you continue its
processing.

(Attachment B to Defendants' • Reply to Application for Preliminary In-
junction and Prayer for Dissolution of Temporary Restraining Order).
(d) January 27, 1975.—Plaintiff submitted additional documentation and

material as requested by the FAA (Affidavit of Yee at ¶6).
(e) February 21, 1975.—Plaintiff's representative was advised by Defendants'

representative that there were problems associated with the project application
(problems other than the fact that the project was not eligible) (Affidavit of
Yee, If 7; Affidavit of Dallas ¶ 9).
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(f) February 25, 1975.—Plaintiff's and Defendants' representatives met todiscuss alleged inadequacies in Environmental Impact Statement (Affidavit ofYee at ¶ 8).
(g) March 19, 1975.—In a meeting with representatives of Defendants, Plain-tiff's representatives were advised of funding problems (Affidavit of Davidson,If 6 )•
(h) March 25, 1975.—In a meeting with representatives of Defendants, includ-ing the Deputy General Counsel of the Department of Transportation, Plaintiff'srepresentatives were again advised of funding problems (Affidavit of Moore,li )•
(i) March 26, 1975.—Plaintiff submitted a letter to the Deputy General Coun-sel of the Department of Transportation memorializing the March 25, 1975 'meeting (Exhibit B to Affidavit of Moore). In that letter it was stated:In that meeting we informed you that although the City of Los Angeleshas an otherwise acceptable project and application under ADAP, we havebeen advised that there are no available ADAP funds for our project (Ex-hibit B to Moore Affidavit, pa0 1).

Plaintiff received a reply letter dated April 18, 1975 from the Deputy GeneralCounsel of the Department of Transportaiton affirming that no funds were avail-able (Affidavit of Moore, If 9 and Exhibit D to Affidavit of Moore). No mentionwas made in defendants' reply (Exhibit D) relative to any alleged uncertaintyconcerning the acceptability of plaintiff's project.
(j) March 28, 1975.—At request of defendants, plaintiff submitted its formalproject application, which was and is in full compliance with the Act andregulations (Affidavit of Yee at ¶ 9).
(k) Plaintiff's project substantially meets the requirements of project eligi-bility as required by FAA regulations. 14 C.F.R. § § 152.43, 152.45.16. Los Angeles total estimated project cost is $21,436,690.00. The total Federalgrant requested by Los Angeles is $11,515,790.00.
17. Plaintiff was informed by representatives of defendants on March 25,1975, that the sole operative reason for defendants' failure to obligate funds toplaintiff is that plaintiff's project is of an insufficiently high "priority" and con-sequently that there are no funds available for obligation. (Affidavit of Mooreat 11 7).
18. The "priority" system used by Defendants is not a mathematical computa-tion, but "the exercise of judgemental discretion. . . ." [FAA, Fifth AnnualReport of Operations Under the Airport and Airway Development Act at 9, 10.]19. Defendants have no statutory authority to exercise any "judgementaldiscretion" or to establish any priority system as to mandatory enplanemententitlement funds under the Act.
20. A goal of the Act is the facilitation of long-term planning by airportsponsors. This is accomplished by two means: (1) by requiring apportionedfunds to remain available for the airport sponsor for the year of apportionmentplus two years [49 U.S.C. § 1715(a) (3) ] ; and (2) by authorizing the Secretaryof Transportation to incur obligations to enter into grant agreements to beliquidated within 3 years. [49 U.S.C. § 1714(b).]21. Under the type of funding mechanism employed by the Act, the FederalDefendants are given "contract authority" which permits them to make con-tracts and incur obligations payable at a later time. As these obligations falldue, Congress routinely "appropriates" funds for their liquidation. [49 U.S.C.§ 1714; H.R. Rep. No. 1111, 93d Cong., 2d Sess. 17 (1974) ; H.R. Rep. No. 285,93d Cong., 1st Sess. 19 (1973) ; H.R. Rep. No. 1082, 92d Cong., 2d Sess. 16 (1972) ;H.R. Rep. No. 341, 92d Cong., 1st Sess. 13 (1971).]
22. In keeping with the scheme of long-term planning, the annual Departmentof Transportation Appropriations Acts establish two figures for airport develop-ment grants in accordance with the Act:
(a). the figure for "appropriation liquidate contract authorization" [e.g., 120Cong. Rec. S 15017, daily ed. Aug. 15, 1974] represents an appropriation forthe Secretary's liquidation of obligations previously incurred.(b) the figure "Grants-in-aid for airport development (limitation on obliga-tions)" [e.g., 120 Cong. Rec. S15020, daily ed. Aug. 15, 1974] represents the Act'sauthorization to the Secretary to incur new obligations to be liquidated in lateryears.
23. In the fiscal year 1975 Appropriation Act [P.L. 93-391 at § 302], "Grants-in-aid for airport development [limitation on obligations]" is $310,000,000, the



378

same figure as that computed from the Airport an
d Airway Development Act.

[49 U.S.C. §§ 1714(a) (1) and (2).]
24. Since the Airport and Airway Development Act w

ent into effect in 1970,

defendants have failed to obligate a total of 193.7 mil
lion dollars of the aggregate

of authorized sums for fiscal years 1971 through 1974.

25. During fiscal years 1974 and 1975, plaintiff was appo
rtioned certain amounts

under the enplanement formula of the Act. Planitiff has
 been obligated only a

small part of these enplanement funds. The parties
 agree that the sum of

approximately $9,585,000 represents that portion of pla
intiff's 1974 and 1975

enplanement funds which have not been obligated to it.

26. No funds can be obligated under the Act after June
 30, 1975. [49 U.S.C.

§ 1714 (b) ]. There are, however, remaining funds of 119.
9 million dollars [Affi-

davit of Rich] and since the filing of the complaint
 the defendants have an-

nounced approval of awards of approximately 2.5 million
 dollars for airport

projects other than plaintiff's. Thus, the $9,585,000 cl
aimed by plaintiff may be

obligated to others unless defendants are restrained by th
is Court pendente lite.

27. The Plaintiff will be irreparably harmed by the loss o
f the $9,585,000 to

which it is entitled under the enplanement formula, as Pl
aintiff City of Los

Angeles has planned, and continues to plan airport de
velopment projects in

reliance on its entitlement under the Act's enplanement formul
a as a mandatory

allocation of funds for eligible projects. ( Supplemental Af
fidavit of Moore at

¶1I5-6.) Los Angeles has been given no indication, prior to the
 pleadings in this

case, that any of Defendants or ;their agents would oppose the
 eligibility of Los

Angeles for a grant of $9,585,000 on any grounds other than 
the unavailability

to Defendants of funds from the Airport and Airway Develop
ment Trust Fund.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

1. This Court has jurisdiction over this cause under 28 U.S.C. 
§§ 1331, 1337

(1970) and the cause arises under 49 U.S.C. § 1701 et seq. (1970.)

2. This cause presents an actual controversy, ripe for determinati
on by this

Court.
3. Plaintiff shows a substantial likelihood of success on the merits.

(a) Plaintiff City of Los Angeles has substantially fulfilled all the requi
rements

of the Act to receive $9,585,000, the amount requested from Defendants 
Dow

and Coleman.
(b) The Act does not authorize the Secretary to establish a priority syste

m by

which he may reduce or wipe out a sponsor's apportioned share of enpla
nement

formula funds.
(c) The obligation of authorized and apportioned funds under the statuto

ry

scheme may not be refused because of priorities which are not established b
y

Congress. Plaintiff should not have been required to compete with other 
airport

sponsors for its authorized and apportioned enplanement funds.

(d) The Defendants are without discretion as to amounts of mandato
ry

enplanement entitlement funds that they must apportion and therefore obliga
te

to qualified projects.
(e) Defendants Coleman and Dow have no discretion to obligate to anyone

other than Plaintiff City of Los Angeles the $9,585,000 required by the Act to b
e

apportioned for obligation to Los Angeles and which has not been obligate
d

to Los Angeles.
4. The public interest favors preliminary injunctive relief.

i(a) Public policy favors the issuance of a preliminary injunction to prevent

continued application of a standard which contravenes Congressional intent.

(b) The relief encompassed by this preliminary injunction does not require

the expenditure of any Treasury funds, but only maintains the status quo and

preserves the jurisdiction of this Court by requiring that defendants do not

irrevocably dispose of the $9,585,000 to which plaintiff may become entitled as a

result of these proceedings.
(c) The withholding of $9,585,000 will not irreparably harm the government

or others who have applied for these funds because this Court will proceed to a

final judgment in this case on an expedited basis so that the matter may be

resolved before the Act expires on June 30, 1975.
(d) Defendants have unobligated funds sufficient to carry out the mandatory

provisions of the Act under which Plaintiffs claim.
5. Plaintiff's legal remedy is inadequate.
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(a) Irreparable harm will occur without preliminary injunctive relief. After
June 30, 1975, Defendants will be unable, under the Act, to obligate to Plaintiff
funds to which Plaintiff is entitled under the Act.
( d) Defendants' current actions in obligating funds to which Plaintiff is

entitled to airport sponsors other than Plaintiff, frustrates the goal of the
Act of assisting local airport development planning.
Now therefore it is ordered by the Court that a preliminary injunction be

entered enjoining and prohibiting the Defendants, their agents and others
acting in concert with them from obligating the sum of $9,585,000 to which
plaintiff may become entitled pursuant to these proceedings, or from taking any
action which will impair their capacity to carry out an Order by this Court
to obligate to Plaintiff prior to June 30, 1975, the $9,585,000 which plaintiff claims
under the Airport and Airway Development Act; and it is further
Ordered that counsel shall appear before this Court on May 19th, 1975 at 9 :30

A.M. for purposes of scheduling an expedited disposition of this matter.
Entered: May 14, 1975.

BARRINGTON D. PARKER, •
U.S. District Judge-
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