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LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL

Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON,
Chairman, Senate Committee on Commerce,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. CuairMAN: The following is the interim report of the
Subcommittee on Aviation to the Committee on Commerce on the
national airport system.

In August 1967 the subcommittee held 4 days of hearings to explore
the needs, problems, and means necessary to insure the continued
maintenance of an adequate national airport system.

The purpose of this interim report is to present to the full committee
a summary of the testimony presented at the hearings, a discussion
of the scope and severity of problems confronting air transportation,
an analysis of possible solutions, and the tentative conclusions and
recommendations of the subcommittee.

Sincerely
’ A. S. Mike MONRONEY,

Chairman, Subcommitiee on Aviation.
(111)






THE NATIONAL AIRPORT SYSTEM

INTRODUCTION,

This Nation has the finest, safest, most efficient and most widely
used airports in the world. This network of over 9,900 public and
private airports, comprising the national airport system, has con-
tributed greatly to the unprecedented era of prosperity enjoyed in
this country during the past 25 years. It has provided to American
business and the traveling public a freedom and ease of movement
unknown in the history of man. The national airport system plays a
vital part in the defense and security of the country and is utilized
extensively by the military. . '

Anyone who has traveled by air during the past year recognizes,
however, that there are serious problems of congestion at many of our
Nation’s airports which could impede the present and future growth
of air transportation and restrict the Nation’s mobility to an in-
tolerable extent. The present airport congestion problem is over-
shadowed by far by the threat of virtual strangulation of these vital
arteries of transportation based on the predicted growth in air traffic
and the radical changes in aircraft technology that are certain to
occur in the next 10 years.

The Federal Government has played an important role in the de-
velopment of the existing national airport system by providing grants-
in-aid under the Federal Airport Act, initially enacted in 1946. Current
authorization for grants-in-aid under this act will expire at the end of
fiscal year 1970. Serious doubt has arisen since the last extension of the
Federal Airport Act about its effectiveness in light of today’s traffic
and technology and the financial capacity of State and local govern-
ments to provide the financial resources for the development of new
airports and the improvement of existing airports during the next 10
years. The most recent congressional appropriations for airport de-
velopment, which have been less than the amount authorized, presage
congressional disapproval of appropriations out of the General Treas-
ury for airport development.

To consider the extent and severity of present airport problems and
to determine the magnitude of future development needs arising from
the tremendous predicted increase in traffic and change in aircraft
technology, the subcommittee held 4 days of hearings beginning
August 28, 1967. Representatives from all segments of aviation—the
users, the operators, the traveling public—and the leading Federal
officials responsible for air transportation, the Secretary of Transporta-
tion, the Administrator of the Federal Aviation Administration, and
the Chairman of the Civil Aeronautics Board, testified before the sub-
committee. The purpose of this interim report is to present to the full
committee a summary of the views of the various aviation interests, a
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discussion of the scope and severity of present and future problems
confronting air transportation, an analysis of possible solutions, and
the tentative conclusions and recommendations of the subcommittee.
Additional hearings will be necessary to explore in greater detail
certain areas where statistical and financial data were lacking. The
tentative conclusions and recommendations do not represent in any
way the firm or fixed view of the subcommittee, because the presenta-
tion of additional facts might warrant substantial change. The sub-
committee presents this interim report as a working paper for sub-
sequent hearings to be scheduled as early as practicable and to estab-
lish the broad guidelines upon which detailed legislation can be
developed this year. ‘

- HisTory oF THE FEDERAL AIRPORT AcT

The Federal Airport Act (Public Law 377, 79th Cong., 60 Stat.
170), enacted in 1946, established a program of Federal aid to provide

a system of public airports adequate to meet the needs of civil aero-

nautics. The act authorized grants-in-aid to State and local govern-
ments on a matching basis for the construction, development, and
improvement of civil airports. The annual authorization and appropri-
ations have varied and to some extent been uncertain. Despite the
vast amount of Federal funds granted, the amount has always fallen
short of the demand. The amount available in any one year has never
exceeded $75 million.

During the 1950’s, Federal assistance was available for both termi-
nal area development and runway construction. Since 1961 the only
_ items eligible for Federal assistance have been those related directly to

safety, such as runway and taxiway construction, land acquisition,
and the purchase and installation of safety devices such as high
intensity in-runway lighting. Passenger terminal facilities are not
now eligible items for Federal grants.

Under this grant program, 2,249 public airports have been developed
or improved with the expenditure of almost $1.2 billion in Federal
funds. This has been a significant, but still small, part of the total
investment made by State, local, and Federal Governments in the
national airport system amounting to almost $6 billion. The money

“has been used for the construction and development of small airports
in thousands of ‘communities across the country serving general
aviation users, as well as for the development of more than 500 airports
serving the airlines. Over the last 3-year period, 144 reliever airports
have been included in the grant program. This is the result of the $7
million a year set-aside for such airports which was incorporated in the
1961 extension of the Federal Airport Act. These airports have helped
to alleviate the congestion at the major hub airports serving airline
passengers.

In fiscal year 1968 the Federal Aviation Administration announced
its grants-in-aid program to provide $70.2 million in matching funds for
the improvement of 386 airports. To illustrate the magnitude of
demand for Federal assistance the Administration received 778

. requests for aid totaling $339.3 million. Based upon the improbable

assumption that only half of the requests for 1968 were absolutely
vital, the Federal assistance provided amounted to less than half of
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even that amount. And the amount requested was strictly for items
eligible under the Federal Airport Act and did not include equally
essential and desperately needed terminal area facilities.

The experience under the latest extension of the Federal Airport
Act indicates that reliance can no longer be placed upon the appropri-
ations process and the use of general funds, if the Federal Government
is to participate to the extent it should in assisting State and local
communities to undertake needed airport development. The amount
authorized for fiscal years 1968, 1969, and 1970 has been $75 million
annually. The amount appropriated was $66 million for fiscal 1968,
and $70 million for fiscal 1969. The House Appropriations Committee
in its report on the Department of Transportation appropriation for
fiscal 1968 stated: : : A :

" The committee is wéll aware that the airports in our major cities are
growing more and more congested and that this airport congestion is
a major factor in the safety and convenience of air travel. Notwith-
standing, the committee does not feel that the grants-in-aid program
as authorized provides the best means for coping with this problem.

Although significant assistance has been provided to State and local
governments for airport development under the Federal Airport Act,
the expiration of the act at the end of fiscal year 1970, the low level of
funding in previous years, the uncertainties inherent in the appropri-
ations process, the magnitude of future expenditures required, the

resent demands on the Federal budget which will not abate in the
oreseeable future, and the size and prosperity of those who utilize
our Nation’s airports suggest & change in the nature and amount of
Federal assistance for airport development.

Furure AirrorT NEEDS

All the witnesses before the subcommittee agreed substantially
on the magnitude and the absolute necessity of future airport develop-
ment in the United States. By the end of 1973 an additional $3 billion
must be invested in the national airport system. Another $3 billion
will be required by the end of 1975 making a total estimated invest-
ment over the next 8 years of $6 billion. This will require the expendi-
ture of as much money over an 8-year period as has been expended
in total during this century for development of the national airport
system. This total, of course, includes terminal area and airport access
needs as well as runway development.

The present FAA 5-year plan for fiscal years 1968 through 1972
includes development .at 548 air carrier airport locations within the
United States, 11 of which are new locations. The plan also includes the
development of 225 reliever airports around high activity air carrier
hubs. The Federal share of this development alone would amount to
$1.53 billion. This does not include the matching funds from State and
local governments for runway needs, nor does it include any of the
amount that must be spent for passenger handling facilities.

Airport congestion has been and will be caused by the astounding
growth in air transportation. During fiscal years 1962-66 the number
of passengers enplaned by U.S. scheduled air carriers rose from 66.6
to 114 million, a 71-percent increase. The actual number of passenger-
miles flown increased from 42.5 to 76.4 billion. The aircraft fleet has
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changed from a predominantly piston fleet to pure jet. Today com- -
mercial air transportation accounts for more than 60 percent of the
- intercity travel by common carrier in the United States. Over 90
ger.cent ‘of - overseas passengers traveling to and from the United

tates move by air. The amount of air cargo carried by U.S. airlines
has doubled, rising from 1.6 billion revenue ton-miles to 3.5 billion.
At the same time the:general aviation fleet has risen from 84,000 to
104,000 aircraft. The number of turbine-powered general aviation
aircraft has quadrupled. : : : :

This grow?;h is dwarfed by that predicted for the immediate future.
Passenger travel will triple within the next 10 years to a total of
almost 400 million passengers a year. Air cargo is expected to reach
six to eight times its present volume. The air carrier fleet will increase
by about 1,000 aircraft and the aircraft types will change radiecally.
Tie next 10 years will see the advent of the jumbo jets carrying from
350 to over 500 passengers and the introduction of the -supersonic
aircraft whose speed alone will triple aircraft utilization. The general
aviation fleet will double to about 200,000 aircraft in operation within
the confines of the United States. " ‘

Listed bélow aré some of the charts presented to the subcommittee
by the Federal Aviation Administration containing the statistics
upon which the FAA forecast has been based. They are conservative
estimates and show dramatically the magnitude of the problem facing
our airports from anticipated traffic increase alone.

THE NATIONAL AIRPORT PLAN, 1968-72—NATIONAL ECONOMIC INDICATORS

Percent
1965 1970 1975 1980 fmwthﬁ

220 235 21
942 ) 89
286 482 - 407
3.4 184.6 418

12 7 . 325

Population (millions). . __. C 194 206
Gross national product (billions of 1958 dollars)_.._........_. 614
Air carrier enplaned passengers (millions). .. ......._. .-
Aircraft operations, FAA tower airports (millions).
Fuel consumption billions of gallons). ... . 7.
Civil aircraft; :
Air carrier. 2,125 2, 540 , 600 70
General aviation...__... : ;. 88,742 128,000 166,000 210,000 137
Aircraft production 11,050 20,850 26,500 33,500 203

1965 1980 Percent
increase

Aircraft operations (millions). 20.
Enplaned passengers (millions).. 69.
Air cargo tons (millions)_ 1.
General aviation based aircraft (thousands). 2.

&8

1,377
16

. . 22 LARGE HUB FORECAST OF SELECTED 1980 FACILITY NEEDS
Air carrier: - ’
Gate positions. - .
Vehicle parking area.(square yards).
Terminal building area %square feet). .
Cargo building area (square feet)
Aircraft apron area (square yards).
General aviation: .
" Vehicle parking area (square yards)
. Terminal building space (square feet).
Aircraft apron area (square yards):
Hangar area
pen area N
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The following chart prepared by the FAA for the subcommittee
shows the investment that will be required for the development of
general aviation airports through the 1978 timespan:

ESTIMATED FUNDING REQUIREMENTS FOR DEVELOPMENT OF GENERAL AVIATION AIRPORTS!

1969-73, estimated 1974-78, estimated
requirements 2 requirements 3

Purpose of expenditure —
Number of Millions of Number of Miilions of
units dollars units dollars

1. Construction of new ‘‘reliever’* airports. 74 100 150 200
2. Other new airport construction 645 200 35 10
3. Development of existing airports 1,574 265 750 80

TO0A) - - oo e cceeeaaman mmmemmeeenen L] 290

1 Total construction costs for all types of development presently eligible for FAAP assistance at airports exclusively

serving general aviation, .

2 R ded develof tained in the 1966-67 national airport plan. L

3 Preliminary estimate of additional and continuing development nee; ed to meet forecast general aviation growth
through 1980.

The funding required for development of air carrier airports will
exceed $5 billion during the same time period. The amount required
in the New York City area alone will in all probability exceed three-

uarters of a billion dollars. Chicago is planning improvements at

"Hare Airport that will run close to $300 million and is also con-
sidering the construction of a new airport that will cost at least another
$300 million. Dallas and Fort Worth are planning a new $250-million
airport. A new airport at New Orleans will cost almost $350 million.
Los Angeles has a $500-million airport expansion program. Equally
staggering sums will be required for airport development at hundreds
of medium- and small-size cities. in the United States to cope with
existing jet aircraft and the new and larger jets to be put into operation
in the next 2 or 3 years.

The introduction of short-haul jets, such as the DC-9, the BAC-111,
and the Boeing 737, by the local service airlines has necessitated a new
round of extensive runway lengthening and strengthening at the
several hundred air carrier airports in smaller communities. The small
general aviation airport must also be improved as the business aircraft
fleet becomes predominantly turbine powered.

Most of the money that will be needed for development at air
carrier airﬂorts will be for terminal area needs. The following table
contains the best estimate of the Airport Operators Council Inter-
national as to the amount that will be needed for terminal area
development, as opposed to runway construction and improvement:

89-854 0-—68——2
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AOCI AIRPORT FINANCING ESTIMATE (PROJECTION BASED ON SAMPLE)
NEED THROUGH 1973 (67 U.S. MEMBERS)
{in thousands]

FAAP eligible Noreligible Total
Amount  Percent  Amount  Percent Amount  Percent

Large hub (15 of 22).._ $458,133 25 $1,404,164 75 $1,862,297 ___.
Medium hub (23 of 31) 197,208 56 153, 400 4 350,608 . __.
Small hub (21 of 34)... 63,202 56 3 “ 113,746 ...
Nonhub (80f 13).......... ... ... 17,587 % 5,872 25 23,459 ...

Total (67 of 100)... ... 736,130 31 1,613,980 69 2,350,110 100

PROJECTED NEED THROUGH 1973 (U.S. AOCI MEMBERS—100 AIRPORTS)

23 262,000 n 000
56 :2'204,000 “® n’k’gf,m ——-
57 78,000 43 l&,% [

72 10,000 28 36,
30 2,554,000 70 3,635,000 100

PROJECTED NEED .THROUGH 1973 (ALL NON-FEDERAL U.S. AIR CARRIERS—525 AIRPORTS)

Large hub. oo 90,00 23 w 77 0w .
Modium Rub. Son & PheNe B PEm
Small hub....-.I10TIIIIIIII 264000 57 196,000 43 80000 O
Nomhub.. -7 TTIIIIIIIIIIII 70000 77 B0 3 oS00

O I L9400 41 291000 5 48400 100

- Unless the terminal areas are expanded and improved they will be the
bottlenecks of commercial aviation when the jumbo jets are introduced.
It would not, of course, be proper for the Federal Government to
bear the full cost of future airport development. Airport development
has always been the primary responsibility of State and local govern-
ments and will continue to be so in the future. The best estimate pre-
sented to the subcommittee as to the amount of funding that could be
provided by State and local governments was $3% to $4 billion of the
total anticipated $6-billion need. This would leave about $2 billion un-
funded for which Federal assistance of some form will be required.
These amounts are needed for airport development alone and do not
include money that will be required for the installation of airport con-
trol towers, instrument landing systems, terminal area radars, en route
traffic control centers and other parts of the national airways system
which are funded 100 percent by the Federal Government out of
eneral funds. These additional aviation needs are mentioned to
illustrate the immensity of the investment that will be required within
the next 10 years to maintain a system of airports and airways ade-
quate to meet the needs of commerce and the traveling public.

CurrRENT AIrRPORT CONGESTION

The so-called airport problem consists of two parts: (1) current
airport congestion for which additional airport construction and
development, even on a crash basis, is no solution; and (2) future
airport congestion for which the solution is the construction of new
airports and the improvement and expansion of existing airports to
cope with predicted traffic levels and types of aircraft that will be
flying in the mid-1970 time period.
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Even if the Congress authorized a massive program of Federal
matching funds to assist States and local communities to construct new
airports, our existing airport congestion would grow to crisis pro-
portions before the first new airport could be put into operation. The
delays that are necessarily entailed in the planning, financing, and
construction of new airports will cover a period of 5 to 10 %ears. It
takes that long to put a major new airport into operation. Thus, no
matter how massive a program of airport development is undertaken,
it 'will not alleviate the immediate congestion problems confronting
the American public in trying to travel from one destination to another.

There is severe congestion existing today, in the air, on the runways,
in the terminals, and in the ground approaches to the airports. Other
ways must be sought to alleviate this congestion at and around our
Nation’s airports. These solutions entail better utilization of existing
airport facilities and impinge to some extent upon the virtually un-
limited access which all segments of aviation have at airports today.

This congestion, despite the extensive scare publicity it has received,
is prevalent at only a few of the Nation’s airports. It exists at the
large hub airports which number only 22 out of the 525 which serve
the airlines and at some of the medium hubs. But congestion is severest
at the airports serving the largest metropolitan areas, such as New
York City, Chicago, Los Angeles, and Washington, D.C.

The congestion in the terminals and on the ground approaches to
the airports is caused predominantly by the airlines and their passen-
gers. é)ongestion in the air around airports and on the runways is
caused by a combination of general aviation aircraft flying into and
out of major hub airports and the peak-hour scheduling practices of
the airlines. This congestion can be isolated further to certain periods
of time during the day. It is not prevalent around the clock on a
24-hour-a-day basis. Much of today’s congestion at the major hub
airports can and should be eliminated by a more effective utilization
of existing airport facilities.

General aviation

The general aviation segment of the aviation community has been
criticized extensively and unfairly during the past year. Newspaper
articles and editorials which have appeared decrying airport conges-
tion have laid the blame in large part on general aviation. General
aviation has been treated as the black sheep of the aviation community
without regard to its importance in air transportation or to the rights
of general aviation users to utilize the airways and airports equitably
with commercial aviation.

It is true that severe congestion exists at major hub airports, due
in part to the increasing use which small, general aviation aircraft
make of them. But this is an isolated problem for which specific
solutions must be sought. Any broad, nationwide attempts to restrict
or constrain general aviation movements would be unfair and unrea-
sonable and go far beyond the measures necessary to cope with the
problems caused by general aviation aircraft at the major hub airports.

Better utilization must be achieved at these major hub airports.
This will entail restrictions and constraints upon the hitherto unlimited
access which general aviation aircraft have had to these airports.
At those airports where general aviation aircraft contribute substan-
tially to the congestion in the airways around the airport and on the
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runways, steps must be taken to spread the flow of traffic over a
longer period of the day and to apportion the use of these airports
between commercial and general aviation on a basis other than first
come, first served.

The ideal and ultimate solution is the provision of separate and equal
airport facilities for general aviation in the major hub areas. This con-
cept was embodied in the 1961 extension of the Federal Airport Act
by providing for a $7-million annual set-aside for construction of
reliever airports. These reliever airports have not-been equal or ade-
.quate in the sense that convenient ground transportation and naviga-
tional aids have not been provided. Satellite airports are the long-term
answer to the probléms in areas where there are substantial move-
ments of general aviation and commercial aviation aircraft.

For the short term other suggestions have been made as to ways
to alleviate existing congestion. The Secretary of Transportation men-
tioned the imposition of higher airport charges during peak hours,
which would work to discourage both general aviation and commercial
aviation use of airports during peak hours. The immediate improve-
ment of existing reliever airports through provision of convenient
ground transportation and installation of instrument landing systems,
control towers, and radars is another short-term method that could be
used to alleviate the congestion at major hubs.

Some airport authorities are considering the imposition of peak-
hour restrictions on general aviation during certain periods of the day
which would limit use of the airport entirely for commercial aviation
purposes at those times. Proposals have been made to require higher
qualifications for general aviation pilots flying into major hub areas
and to require better navigational instrumentation a,l?d radio equip-
ment on board general aviation aircraft. !

" In fairness to the general aviation community, it has recognized the
existence of a congestion problem at the major hub airports due to
general aviation operations. Various solutions have been proposed by
general aviation to alleviate this congestion, such as—

1. The construction of shorter, parallel runways at existing
airports for exclusive general aviation use.

2. The establishment of separate radio frequencies within
airport control areas for general aviation aircraft.

3. Separate approach and departure routes and altitudes for
general aviation aircraft. ,

4. The dissemination of better and more accurate information
by the FAA in the Airmen’s Information Manual to enable
gen(i,ral aviation pilots to utilize airports more safely and effec-
tively.

' 5.yThe improvement of existing reliever airports to permit all-
weather operations.

6. The improvement of ground transportation facilities from
these airports to the downtown area. -

All of these suggestions should be considered carefully. Many of
them require action by the local community or airport authority.
None of the suggestions should be precluded. But it is important that
the remedy for the problem at a particular airport not go beyond what
*is required to solve that airport’s problem.
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The subcommittee will explore this aspect of the current airport
congestion problem at its subsequent hearings and will welcome
further testimony from those persons that would be affected by the
various solutions proposed. There can and must be achieved a better
utilization of the existing airport system even though it may require
a break with past traditions or philosophies about the free and un-
limited access to airports. The cost of an airport development pro-
gram based on free and unlimited access to all airports by all segments
of aviation would far exceed the price that State, local, and Federal
Governments can or will pay. Better utilization of existing airports
and construction of separate and equal general aviation airports at
substantially smaller cost is a more reasonable and desirable course.

Commercial aviation

A major portion of the runways and, particularly, the terminal
area congestion at large and medium hub airports results from the
scheduling practices of the commercial airlines. The airlines bunch
their flights in the early morning and late afternoon hours and thus
bring upon themselves much of the congestion that occurs. Pas-
sengers prefer to depart and arrive during these periods of the day
which accounts for most of the flights being scheduled at those times.
But when the cost of constructing new airport facilities to meet
peak-hour requirements reaches the magnitude mentioned previously
in this report, there are valid reasons for setting limits upon passenger
convenience. .

Current airline schedules at major hub airports border on the
absurd. In many airports there are as many as 10 or 15 scheduled
departures all leaving at the same time and as many arrivals scheduled
for the same minute of the day. These practices result in an under-
utilization of existing airports. If planning for new airports is based
on achieving maximum peak-hour capacity, then money is wasted
because the facilities are not used sufficiently during other times of
the day. A balance must be struck between the convenience of pas-
sengers and the massive cost to State, local, and Federal Governments
to provide terminal area facilities adequate to cope with the sudden
surges of traffic at peak hours.

The Secretary of Transportation in discussing this aspect of the
airport Iproblem offered the following comments:

do not think the possibilities of spreading out the sched-
ules of the scheduled air carriers have been given enough
attention. Perhaps we could move some of the peak-time
flights to other times. I believe that it is very possib}fe by now
that the average air passenger will be quite ready to consider
a flight at an odd hour if he can avoid the aggravation of
trying to move during the conventional hours. There are
incentives that might be offered which help to influence his
choice. Cheaper air fares for off-hour travel, for example.
Airport operators might try offering incentives to both air
carriers and general aviation to use airports less at peak
hours, by raising airport charges for services provided during
peak hours, and lowering them during the off-hours.
Measures such as these can be initiated by the local airport authorities
or the airlines. The airlines should effect voluntary changes in schedul-
ing practices to alleviate the congestion that occurs during peak hours.
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The Civil Aeronautics Board in the exercise of its regulatory
authority can act to alleviate congestion at airports. The Board in its

route cases can authorize direct or through service between points;

thus making it possible to bypass congested transfer airports where
it has previously been necessary to stop to make connections or to
satisfy mandatory certificate requirements. The Board can suthorize
additional service to smaller airports near major congested hubs
where adequate traffic potential justifies direct service to other points.

The Board has recently initiated several cases that could prove to
be of major significance in terms of the effective utilization of existing
airports and the alleviation of airport congestion. One such case is
the Washington-Baltimore area investigation which will explore ways
to relieve the serious congestion at Washington National Airport, to
distribute more equitably the airline service between the National
Capital’s three major airports and to provide convenient air service
for this area’s residents. The Board has also instituted an investigation
with respect to the feasibility of using V/STOL aircraft in the north-
east corridor from Boston to Washington. The extensive use of STOL
aircraft for short-haul flights in the northeast corridor would dramatic-
ally reduce the runway and: airway congestion that exists today. The
transatlantic route investigation 1s another example of the Byoa.rd’s
initiative in seeking to provide better airline service for the American
public and to alleviate the congestion that is so severe in the New
York City area. The Chairman of the Civil Aeronautics Board stated
in the hearings that only one-third of the transatlantic passengers
today actually originate or terminate in New York City. Additional
investigations such as these could possibly result in substantial
alleviation of the congestion that exists at other airports such as
Chicago, Los Angeles, Washington National, and Atlanta. They cer-
tainly offer a sound alternative to the expensive and wasteful course
of constructing new airports in these major metropolitan areas for
predominantly transfer traffic.

The Board should continue to explore ways to alleviate congestion
at airports, because this involves adequacy of commercial airline
service just as much as the type of equipment used or fares charged.
The Board: should review airline scheduling practices to determine
whether airport congestion can be alleviated by spreading airline
schedules outside of peak hours.

The most efficient utilization of jet aircraft is responsible for part
of the peak-hour scheduling practices of the airlines and may inhibit
radical changes in airline scheduling practices, But somehow the
more efficient utilization of existing airports must be factored into
whatever equation the airlines use in determining efficient utilization
of aircraft. If airport delays are costing the airlines millions of dollars
a year, it would be in their interest to help alleviate the delays by
better airport utilization.

The Board must also consider whether it should have specific
statutory authority over the scheduling practices of the airlines. The
subcommittee will consider this specific point at its hearings and ex-
pects the Board to address itself to the need for this regulatory
authority.
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Furure AirPORT DEVELOPMENT

To prevent future airport congestion that could impede not only
the growth of air transportation, but restrict the growth of the national
economy itself, planning and construction must begin immediately
for new airports and for the improvement and expansion of existing
airports. No existing airport is equipped to handle the deluge of
passengers that will debark from the Boeing 747 in early 1970 or from
a commercial version of the C5~A in the mid-1970’s if that aircraft
should be developed.

Ten years from now more than 1 million passengers a day will be
boarding the commercial airlines of the United States. The number
of general aviation aircraft will almost have doubled. These two sta-
tistics alone justify the conclusion that substantial airport develop-
ment, both commercial and general aviation, must occur.

Although the State and local communities will continue to provide
the major share of funds for airport development, there is a definite
Federal responsibility to assist State and local governments in this
massive development activity.

Financing the national airport system

The subcommittee has reached some tentative conclusions concern-
ing ways to finance future development of the national airport system:

: 1. An airport trust fund, similar in nature and operation to

the successful highway trust fund, must be established to provide
adequate and certain funding for airport development.

2. User fees must be imposed on commercial aviation and
general aviation to raise funds adequate to finance the Federal
share of anticipated airport development cost. ‘

Because aviation is no longer a fledgling industry in need of Govern-
ment protection to nurture its growth and because of more urgent
demands on the Federal dollar, it is no longer feasible to fund the
grants-in-aid program under the Federal Airport Act by appropriations
from the General Treasury. Even if this method were continued, the
amount of appropriations that would in all probability be allocated to
the program would fall far short of the sums needed. The history of
appropriations under the Federal Airport Act during this decade is
persuasive evidence of this.

Trust fund financing of airport development would provide a reason-
ably certain amount each year and an amount adequate to meet the
Federal share of airport development costs. Although the construction
of the Interstate Highway System out of the highway trust fund has
not proceeded exactly as planned, great progress has been made, which
otherwise would not have been made und%r any other form of financing.
Trust fund financing would enable the airport operators, who must
construct the airports, and the airlines, who operate into them, to
plan their capital investments with greater care and prudence. From
the Federal Government standpoint its share of airport development
costs would no longer be a direct drain on the Treasury or on the gen-
eral taxpayer, who does not receive any special benefit from the na-
tional airport system. The principle that the user should pay for special
benefits or facilities made available to him is a sound one, especially in
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light of the stature and prosperity of both commercial and general
aviation.. The extra convenience and safety these users would derive
from an adequate airport system would more than offset the added
cost to them of the user fee. :

There should be imposed some form of user fee or charge on both
commercial aviation and general aviation. The revenues derived
would go into the airport trust fund and should be available for the
development of both commercial and general aviation airports. Be-
cause military use of civil airports is substantial, there is justification
for continuing to appropriate some money from the General Treasury
for airport development. An annual appropriation into the airport
trust fund to reimburse the fund for mifi)tary use of civil airports is
one method the subcommittee will consider. A formula must be
devised to determine the appropriate contribution that should be
made from general tax funds for the military’s actual use of civil
airports and for the value to the Nation of having a modern system
of civil airports available in national emergencies. ‘

" Although the major share of the funds will be required for develop-
ment at air carrier airports, there must be set aside an adequate sum
to be spent only for general aviation airport construction and improve-
ment. General aviation airports fall into two categories. One is the
so-called reliever airport located in or near major metropolitan areas
which provide general aviation aircraft an alternative to flying into
the busy and congested air carrier airport. The reliever airport allevi-
ates congestion problems substantially and thus is a benefit not only
to the general aviation user, but also to airlines and airline passengers.
The purely general aviation airport is one that serves only general
aviation and does not qualify as a reliever airport. This type of airport
constitutes almost all of the Nation’s 3,700 public airports and all
of the Nation’s 6,200 private airport facilities. - :

General aviation should be charged a fee adequate to cover the
Federal share of developing purely general aviation airports. The cost
of developing reliever airports, however, should not be imposed: en-
tirely on general aviation. Because of the substantial benefits that
flow to the airlines and its passengers, they should bear a substantial
part of the cost of these airports. This share should be reflected in the
amount of any set-aside made out of the trust fund for general aviation
airport development. The subcommittee will explore this further at
the subsequent hearings, but it would appear at this time that ap-
proximately 15 percent of the trust fund money should be devoted to
this purpose. General aviation should contribute also to the cost of
~* air carrier airport development, but only for facilities needed and used
by general aviation. o '

The remainder of the trust fund would be available for development
of ‘air carrier airports. This money would go to State and local govern-
ments as grants on a matching fund basis. The amount of Federal
grant shouiri be. at least 50 percent of the development cost. Whether
or not it should be higher will be determinéd by the subcommittee
after further hearings. The FAAP program has operated on a 50-50
matching fund basis, except for specified safety aids. More persuasive
evidence as to State and local governments’ inability to finance up to
half of the cost of this development will have to be presented to the
subcommittee, before it would be justified in varying from the 50-50
matching fund formula contained i the existing Federal Airport Act.
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There is a serious question whether trust fund money should be made
available for terminal area development, because of Congress’ previous
action in making terminal area development ineligible under the
Federal Airport Act. The proportion of funds needed for this type of
development is so huge in relation to runway development needs at air
carrier airports that terminal areas may require Federal assistance
also. This is one of the main issues the committee will want to consider
at its hearings.

Direct or guaranteed loans for airport development are an alterna-
tive means of Federal assistance. A loan program might be incorpo-
rated into the trust fund concept for terminal area development. A
portion of the trust fund could be set aside to establish a revolving
fund out of which loans could be made to State and local governments
for terminal area development. The revolving fund could be replen-
ished each year out of revenues derived from the user fees. Although
the committee is aware that a loan program of any sort presents
difficulties for the airport authorities, particularly the types of loans
that have been proposed recently, the subcommittee will want to
explore this in much greater depth. Federal loan programs have worked
successfully in many other fields and the subcommittee is not at all
convinced that some form of loan program cannot be devised which
would be of substantial benefit to local airport authorities.

One of the difficulties confronting the subcommittee in determining
what the appropriate Federal share should be and the type of Federal
assistance that should be rendered is the extreme dearth of information
concerning the financial condition of the Nation’s airports. Federal
assistance should be limited to that amount which is in excess of the
financial resources of these airports. But the committee was presented
with no information from which it could determine the financial condi-
tion of the Nation’s airports, especially the 22 major hub airports.
These airports have a substantial revenue generating capability be-
cause of the tremendous traffic that will occur. Also, many of these
airports can derive additional funds out of general obligation bonds.
The medium hub airports and the small hub airports are in a different
category with respect to revenue generating capacity, because the air-
line traffic at these points may not be adequate to pay the substantial
debt service on revenue bonds. The extent to which money could be
raised through general obligation bonds is probably also limited. But
the subcommittee has no means of determining what the financial
capacity of the airports is. No intelligent determination of the appro-
priate Federal share can be made without this information,

There is another factor which must be given great weight in deciding
the amount and nature of Federal assistance. That is the sudden
surge of capital required over the next 8 to 10 years for airport develop-
ment. There is some doubt that this quantity of money will be avail-
able on the private bond market if aﬂ airports seek to raise it at the
same time. This could present problems for the airports in the major
metropolitan areas, even though their revenue generating capability
is sufficient to pay off revenue bonds over a long period of time. The
subcommittee wiﬁr explore this factor in much greater detail. The sub-
committee expects to receive testimony from witnesses familiar with
the private bond market to help determine the amount of private
bond money that will be available and the airports that might have




sufficient revenue generating capacity to finance the bulk of their needs
through revenue bonds. g ., L
- Type of user fees R ‘
The most difficult question to resolve is the exact type and nature
of user fees to be imposed on the various segments of aviation. There
are several ways in which the money needed can be raised. The sub-
‘committee has not decided exactly what user fees should be imposed.
But any fee that is imposed must be fair and reasonable to all segments
of aviation, generate enough funds to cover the Federal share of airport
development, and have some direct relationship to the use made of
airport facilities by the different aviation segments. S
Revenue can be raised from the commercial aviation segment
through a fixed passenger tax, an increase in the passenger ticket tax,
a tax on all commerciaf aviation fuel, or a combination of two or more
of these fees. Listed below are tables showing the amount of gnticipated
revenue that could be derived from each of these user fees.

$1 PASSENGER TAX

Passenger Passenger
Year originations 1 . Year . - onj ns !
) ~ (US. domestic, (U.S. dom
in millions) in millions)
$117.2 ] 1973 $190. 4
126.9 | 1974 212.0
138.7'| 1975 . 231.4
153.6 —_—
170.6 Total ! 1,346.8

.1 Based on FAA forecasts of enplanements adjusted to origlﬁations on basis of historical relationship of enplanements to

originations.
o 2-PERCENT TICKET TAX
’ Yea} Amount .Year' Amount '
(in millions) (in miltions)
1. S . 83,262 | 1973 : ; . $158,913
1969... 94,753 | 1974__. 180,344
0. 107,496 | 1975.
122,709 _ .
139,643 Total.... 1,093,420
2-PERCENT DOMESTIé TICKET TAX AND $2 INTERNATIONAL PASSENGER TAX
- fin miltions} -
. ) International
Year : . passengers Head tax 2 2-percent = Total tax
- : departing ticket tax. . - .
. ‘United States ! )
1968, e eomsnioeane - 6,338 12,776 262 08
1969 7,155 ’14, 3i0 ﬁ.]& ﬁgioss
8,014 16,028 107,496 123,524
976 17,952 122,708 140,661
19 178 s DEels  lsras
1974 = . 12,610 25,220 180,844 206,064
1975 - : 13,833 27,666 , 800 233,468

. Total_.. J— - . 78,283 156, 576 1,093,420 - 1,249,996

1 International ’{)'assengers departing United States obtained from U.S. Department of Justice, Immigration and- Naturali-
zation Service, 'Report of Passenger Travel Between the United States and Foreign Countries,” r_n&ected at the rates of
112 percent for years 1967-74, 109.7 percent for years 1975-80, and 108.5 percent for years 198 . with 1966 as base
:arl.] NO'{I]E; The‘g Be{(%entage: )used represent the average growth rate per annum as forecast by the i'AA, Lockheed, and
e U.S. airlines. ‘D"’ forecast. . .
-2 Hoad tax computed at the rate of §2 for each international passenger departing the United States. o
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2-CENT-PER-GALLON COMMERCIAL AVIATION FUEL TAX

{in miltions]
Year Tax Year Tax
$115.00 | 1973 $191. 00
138.8 207. 80
. 226.60
161,40
173.60 1,365. 00

The $1 passenger tax and the increased ticket tax would be the
simplest user fees to administer and would more fairly represent an
airline passenger’s use of airport facilities. But neither would generate
enough revenues to cover the Federal Government’s probable share
of airport development costs, especially if terminal area development
is included. A combination of the various taxes may have to be
adopted and the committee will study proposals along these lines. Too
high a fixed passenger tax would adversely affect short-haul air
transportation. ‘

General aviation must also contribute to the additional cost of
airport development. At the present time there is a fuel tax on aviation
gasoline used by general aviation. This does not include, however,
jet fuel that is being used increasingly in pure jet and turbine-powered
general aviation aircraft. Also, the amount of money derived from
this tax goes into the highway trust fund, and is general aviation’s
contribution to the cost of maintaining and operating the airways
system. This would limit the use of this user fee for airport develop-
ment purposes, but some revenue could be raised by imposing upon
general aviation aircraft a straight 4-cent-per-gallon nonrefundable tax
on all fuel used in general aviation aircraft, including jets. Half of the
revenue could be placed in the airport trust fund for construction of
general aviation airports. The remainder would continue to be allocated
to offset general aviation’s proportionate share of the cost of the
airways system. The following table shows the amount of revenue
that could be generated by such a tax:

4-CENT-PER-GALLON TAX ON GENERAL AVIATION FUEL
[tn millions}

Year Tax Year Tax

$32.0
34.4
36.8
204, 4
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Additional funds could be raised from the general aviation segment
by the imposition of an annual license fee. The amount that could be
derived from this source is listed in the table below:

ESTIMATED ANNUAL LICENSE REVENUE FROM FIXED-WING GENERAL AVIATION AIRCRAFT

Assumed Estimated

Year and type of aircraft Number as annual annual

of yearend license fee license -

revenue
100, 000 ©$50 $5, 000, 000
‘!)2:650 100. . 1,465,000
2,260 500 1, 130,000
Total Ll s 116,910 _.....___.. 7,595,000
1969—Single-engine, piston__________________________ ... .. 106, 100 . 50 5, 305, 000
Multiengine, piston.__. 15,700 100 1,470, 000
Turbine_.__...... e e P - 2,900 500 1, 450, 000
TOAL. o oo e 124,700 .. © 8,325,000
1970—Single-engine, piston_ 112, 200 50 5, 610, 000
Multiengine, piston__ 16, 750 100 1,675,000
Turbine. 3,500 . 500 1,750, 000
CTotal e 132,450 ____._._..__ 9, 035, 000
1971—Single-engine, piston 118, 300 50 5,915, 000
Multiengine, piston.._ 17,800 100 1,780,000

Turbine._.._______. - 4,100 500 2,050,
Total . 140,200 ___________. 9, 745, 000
1872—Single-engine, piston ] 124,350 50 6,217,500
- Multiengine, piston - 18, 850 100 , 885, 000
Tuebine. . ..o 4,750 500, 2,375,000
Tofale o e 147,950 _._.________ 10,477,500
1973—-Sinfl_e-engine, piston 124, 350 50 6,217, 500
Multiengine, piston , 850 100 , 885, 000
Turbine......._... . 4,750 500 2,375, 000
B USRS 147,950 .. _______ 10, 477, 500
1974—Single-engine, piston. ... ... ... 124,350 50 6,217, 500
ultiengine; piston..__ ... _______ ... R 18,850 100 1, 885,000
Turbine....._....._. c——- 4,750 500 2,375,000
Total. . _.......... - 147,950 ________.___ 10, 477, 500
1975—Single-engine, piston. I 124, 350 50 6,217,500
Multiengine, piston.__. ... oo ooen .. ce—- 18, 850 100 1,885,000
Turbing. oo oeee oLl 4,750 500 2,375,000
Total ... _____. I 142,950 __________.. 10,477,500

NOTE: Aircraft data are forecast figures taken from *Aviation Forecasts, Fiscal Years 1967-77"' prepared January 1967
by the Office of Policy Development, FAA. Aircraft data are for eligible aircraft only.

This user fee would raise $76,610,000 by the end of 1975. Consider-
ing the services that are rendered to general aviation by the Federal
Government and the extent of general aviation airport development
anticipated in the future, such a charge would be reasonable and fair.
In the case of small single-engine aircraft the annual fee would be
less than the amount charged by most States for an automobile tag.
Such a small charge would not be detrimental to the continued growt
of general aviation and would enable that segment to pay a part of
the cost of facilities used by general aviation.
. The testimony presented at the subsequent hearings should be
directed toward the various types of user fees that can be imposed.
Fees such as the ones listed above must be imposed on all segments
of aviation, if the Nation’s airports needs are to be met.
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Administration of the airport trust fund

The airport trust fund should be administered by an agency of the -
Federal Government. Because of the previous experience of the Fed-
eral Aviation Administration under the Federal Airport Act, that is
the most likely place to vest responsibility for administration of the
airport. trust fund. '

Allocations from the fund should be determined by the agency
administering the fund. These allocations should be made on a basis
similar to that used to allocate funds under the Federal Airport Act.
This would retain in the Government which imposes the user fee the
control and responsibility for deciding where the monies raised should
be spent. The subcommittee will review the area-population formula
contained in the Federal Airport Act to determine whether this
method of allocation should be continued. The subcommittee is
convinced that control over allocations to communities within a
State must be maintained by the Federal Government, if the trust
fund is to be administered fairly and if it is to have any substantial
relation to the need for airport construction that exists at any par-
ticular point in time.

AirroRT NOISE

Jet aircraft noise at the Nation’s airports has become increasingly
annoying to persons living around the airports. The noise problem
affects airport and runway locations, the flight patterns in and out
of airports, and the total amount of airport development cost. The
Federal Government’s role in the effort to alleviate airport noise has
thus far been limited to the expenditure of substantial sums of money
for research and development of a quieter jet aircraft engine, noise
abatement procedures, and compatible land-use planning.

The subcommittee does not believe the problems relating to airport
noise should be intertwined with the question of airport financing.
Nor does the subcommittee believe that the Federal Government
has any liability for airport noise. The subcommittee prefers to treat
this issue separately.

The Secretary of Transportation has recommended legislation to
permit the Federal Government to set maximum noise levels at airports
and to enforce those standards by regulation. This legislation would
also permit the Government to fix the noise level of jet aircraft engines
through the certification procedure. This legislation will be considered
separately by the subcommittee following the airport hearings. The
subcommittee can then determine whether or not this is the proper
course for the Federal Government to take.

NaTIOoNAL AIRWAYS SYSTEM

A problem related to airport development is the improvement and
modernization of the national airways system, which encompasses the
en route air traffic control centers, flight service stations, airport
radars, airport traffic control towers, and other navigational facilities
manned by the Federal Aviation Administration to assist aircraft
in getting to and from the Nation’s airports. Substantial capital
expenditures must be made over the next 8 years to modernize the
national airways system so that it can handle the number and different
types of aircraft tlZat will be introduced into the system.
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Presently the total cost of acquisition, maintenance, and the
operation of the national airways system is borne by the Federal
Government. The Federal Aviation Administration is given an annual
appro;i‘ﬁation to cover this cost. The 5-percent ticket tax imposed
on. airline passengers and the fuel tax imposed on general aviation
fuel is intended to offset to some extent the cost to the F.
of operating this system. , :

. The subcommittee hopes to determine in the subsequent hearings
the cost associated with improving and modernizing the national
airways system, both in terms of capital expenditures and the cost of
annual maintenance and operation. III; order to expedite the moderniza-
tion of the national airways system, the subcommittee believes that the
capital acquisition cost should also be financed out of a trust fund such
as that envisaged for airport development. Priority should be given to
the acquisition and installation of facilities such as airport control
towers, instrument landing systems, airport surveillance radars, and
approach lighting. This would increase significantly the safety and the
utilization of the hundreds of air carrier airports coming into the jet
age which do not have these navigational and safety aids. i

TENTATIVE CONCLUSIONS

1. The Federal Government has a responsibility to assist State and
local governments in the planning, construction, development, and
improvement of the Nation’s airports. This should take the form of
financial assistance to the communities. The national girport system
must include not only adequate airports to serve the commercial
airlines and their passengers, but adequate and separate airports and
runways for general aviation aircraft in metropo].itan areas where
congestion is a serious problem. These general aviation airports must
have the same operational capabilities for allweather flying as exist
at air carrier airports. o . ‘

2. The Federal share of airport development costs should come from
revenues generated by the imposition of user fees on commercial
aviation and general aviation of the type and nature discussed in
this report. Some contribution should ge made from general tax
funds for military use of civil airports.

3. An airport trust fund should be established into which the reve-
nues derived from the user fees would be deposited. The funds would
be used to provide Federal assistance for a program similar to the
existing Federal grants-in-aid program under tﬁe ederal Airport Act,
The amount of the Federal contribution should be at least 50 percent
of the cost of eligible projects. The financing of terminal area develop-
ment must be investigated further. Consideration should be given to-
the feasibility of direct or guaranteed loans as a supplement to any
grants-in-aid program established and funded out of an airport
trust fund. ' ' :

4. Steps should be taken immediately by local airport authorities
and Federal regulatory agencies to alleviate the congestion that exists
today at major metropolitan airports caused by extensive general
aviation use and peak-hour scheduling practices of the commercial
airlines. To a great degree airport congestion occurs because of
underutilization of existing facilities.
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5. The capital acquisition cost of improving the national airways
system shou}l)d also be financed out of a trust fund supported by
revenues derived from user fees with priority given to the purchase
and installation of airport-related facilities, such as airport control
towers, instrument landing systems, airport surveillance radars, and
approach lighting. :

6. The Federal Government should continue its research and
development efforts designed to achieve a quieter jet aircraft engine,
improve noise abatement procedures, and develop more compatible
land use around airports. The subcommittee will consider proposed
legislation that would extend Federal responsibility to the fixing of
noise standards on jet engine manufacture and operations around
the Nation’s airports.

O






