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BY THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL

Report To The Congress
OF THpE UNITED STATES 9 il

Developing A National Airport System:
Additional Congressional
Guidance Needed

In the next decade, over $10 billion will be
needed to develop a national airport system.
Of this, about $3 billion is needed to develop
some 2,600 general aviation airports to serve’
business and pleasure flying. However, addi-
tional congressional guidance is needed to
help identify those general aviation airports
essential to a national airport system.

State and local airport planning financed with
Federal grants was to support development of
the national airport system; this has not oc-
curred. Federal legislation should be enacted
to require State and local airport plans as a
prerequisite for Federal airport development
grants.

Sufficient grant funds have not been available
to finance airport improvements. Also, the
existing method for funding such improve-
I
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a national airport system. The Congress 109129
%I’Buld establish priorities for~distributing —
ederal airport development grants.
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COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES
WASHINGTOM, D.C. 20548

B~164497(1)

To the President of the Senate and the u]()<2@¢ND]
Speaker of the House of Representatives(i

This is our report on the need for additional congressional
guidance in developing a national airport system. The report
discusses national, State, and local airport planning and the
funding of airport improvements with Federal grants under the
Airport and Airway Development Act of 1970, as amended, and con-
tains several recommendations for amending the act when the
Congress considers whether to extend it beyond 198C.

Copies of this repert are being sent to the Director, Office
of Managerent and Budget; the Secretary of Transportation; the
Chairman of the Civil Aeronautics Board; the National Transporta-
tion Safety Board; interested congressional committees; and other
parties.

Tew (A flast

Comptroller General
of the United States







COMPTROLLER GENERAL'S DEVELOPING A NATIONAL AIRPORT
REPORT TO THE CONGRESS SYSTEM: ADDITIONAL
CONGRESSIONAL GUIDANCE NEEDED

Additional congressional guidance is f
needed to help identify those general *
aviation airports essential to development

of a national airport system. Federal

legislation also is needed to:

--Improve State/local airport planning
so that these plans can be integrated
into a national plan consistent with
congressional objectives.

--Establish priorities for distributing
Federal airport development grants to
develop the national system effectively.

GENERAL AVIATION AIRPORTS

In January 1978, the Department of Trans-
portation's “ederal Aviation Administration
(FAA) issued ational airport system
plan. . owed that over illion
will be needed in the next decade to im-
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rove 3,100 of the Nation's airports and to
build almost 500 new ones. Airports must

Federal airport development grants.

The national plan includes about $2.9 bil-
Iion to improve Some 2,600 general aviation
airports (those basically serving business/
corporate and pleasure flying). About
2,500 of these airports were included be-
cause of their "significant national
interest."

FAA defined general aviation airports hav-

ing significant national interest as those

with 10 based aircraft and situatéd 30

minutes or more from anothér airport in the
national plan. lt—beliewved this definitiEﬁﬂ&VﬂS;fz_
provided as many citizens as possible with
reéasonabte—access—to g safe and adequate

airport and that this was, in effect, the
national interest.
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4/05 ng this definition, FAA reduced by
about 400 thsmnumbﬁxggf general aviation
wAngluded in the 1978 national
plamw as compared to the old national plan.
Thls reduction may not have heen as large
as the Congress intended-and further re-
ductions were possible. An additional 500

g_neral aviation airports could have been
had F ed aircraft

;nstead of 10 in its definition of signifi-
cant national interest. (See p. 10.)

Reductions could also have been made had
FAA included more regional general

aviation airports in the national pilan.

In two regions, GAO identified 18 general
aviation airports that could have been
combined to form 8 regional airports. FAA
has attempted to promote regional airports
but has had limited success because of com-
munity opposition. (See p. 16.)

Two aviation groups--one representing
general aviation and the other State
aviation officials--objected to the FAA
definition of significant national interest
because it resulted in fewer general avi-
ation airports in the national plan. In
fact, over 1,000 more airports are in State
plans than are in the national plan.

Airport representatives and Federal Avia-
tion Administration regional officials also
have objected to the definition. (See p.
13.)

Including too many general aviation air-
ports in the national plan overstates de-
velopment cost and can result in unneces-
sary development. However, including too
few airports could result in a less than
adequate national airport system.

Thus, the Congress should review the Federal

WW ter-
mine 1ts acceptability. If unaccepta

thé Comgresy 8hould incorporate an accept-
able definition in the authorizing legisla-
tion. (See p. 21.)
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STATE/LOCAL AIRPORT PLANNING

FAA's airport planning grant program
was established to

--promote an integrated planning process
whereby State and local airport plans
could be used to develop the national
plan,

--promote the effective location
and development of airports, and

--improve airport planning.

At the time the 1978 national plan was
prepared, less than one-fourth of the
2,868 public airports included in the
national plan had completed airport
master plans.

FAA recognizes the importance of airport
pIannlng and has developed basic plan-
n;ng~gn1de11nes. However, airport
master plans are not required as _a con-
dition for Federal algpgrtmdeuelgghgnt
grants~ Also, in recent years planning
grant funds have not been sufficient to
fund all requests. (See p. 23.)

Most States have developed State airport
system plans, but in the two regions GAO
reviewed State plans were either too old,
lacked the necessary data, or were other-
wise not useful in developing the national
plan. FAA's planning guidelines were not
always adhered to when State plans were
prepared, nor had grant funds been used
to any great extent, at least until 1977,
to maintain a continuous planning pro-
cess. (See p. 26)

Improvements in Federal Aviation Admin-

\
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Tear Sheet

istration planning guldéTlnes are needed
to focus greater attention on the merlts

airport noise problems are adéquately
considered and plans are fully coordin-

ated with State and 16cal interests.

(sse pp. 28 and 3I1.])
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The agency recognizes that planning needs
improvement and has acted to do this. (See
p. 35.)

However, more stringent requirements are
needed and ftlie Congress should:]

%%g;*LRequire airports to have an approved

master plan and be included in an ac-
ceptable State or regional system plan
as a condition for eligibility to re-
ceive Federal airport development grants.

--Determine whether funding will be suf-
ficient to pay for a higher level of
planning.

--Require future revisions in the national
plan to be based on FAA-approved or
acceptable State/local airport plans.
(See p. 42.)

AIRPORT DEVELOPMENT GRANTS

Grant funds have not been sufficient to
finance airport development needs; about
$1.2 billion is needed annually, but air-
port development grants are adequate to
cover only half of these needs. In ad-
dition, airport improvements, some of which
are considered safety related, have been
left unfunded while grants at other air-
ports have been used to retire bond debts.

Most airport representatives were opti-
mistic that their needs would be funded in
the next 10 years, but past experience does
not support such optimism. In the first 7
years of the airport development aid pro-
gram, only about 47 percent of airports
included in the national plan received
development grants. (See p. 44.)

Under current legislation, FAA has not
been able to effectively use development
grant funds to carry out the national plan

6r assure t 1 tant airport needs,
such as safety, were met. (See p. 44.)

Priorities are needed to distribute airport
development grant funds to assure that they

iv




are used effectively. Even if funding
were increased, priorities would provide
a mechanism to implement the national
plan systematically and to measure pro-
gress. Priorities also could assure
that grant funds are used at those air-
ports with the greatest financial need.
(See p. 52.)

‘ {jﬁe Congress should /establish priorities
2&%1 to distribute airport development grants.
(See p._52.)

AGENCY COMMENTS ﬁ

FAA officials expressed some concern with
GAO's recommendations, but overall they
believed the recommendations were appro-
priate for consideration in formulating
legislation to extend the Airport and Air-
way Development Act beyond 1980.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

In enacting title I of Public Law 91-258, known as
the Airport and Airway Development Act of 1970 (49 U.S.C.
1701), the Congress found that the U.S. airport and airways
system was inadequate to meet current and projected growth
in aviation and declared that substantial expansion and
improvement were needed to meet the demands of interstate
commerce, the postal service, and national defense. To
help rectify these problems, the act

-~directed the Secretary of Transportation to prepare
a national airport system plan (NASP) to develop
airports,

--established an expanded program of Federal matching
grants to fund airport development and airport
planning, and

--set authorized funding levels for the grant programs
and established formulas for their distribution.

The 1970 act has been amended three times--in 1971, 1973,
and 1976--to increase and extend authorized funding, in-

crease the types of airport improvement projects eligible
for funding, revise the formulas for distributing funds,

and require revisions in the NASP.

Title I1 of Public Law 91-258, known as the Airport
and Airway Revenue Act of 1970 (49 U.S.C. 1742), estab-
lished a trust fund, financed from certain aviation taxes,
to assure a long-term source of funding for the grant pro-
gram authorized by title I.

NATIONAL AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN

The Airport and Airway Development Act of 1970 directed
that the NASP set forth, for at least a 10-year period, the
type and amount of airport development considered necessary
to meet civil aviation and postal service needs and national
defense requirements. Further, the act provided that the
NASP should consider the needs of all segments of civil
aviation and should not be limited to any class or category
of public airport.

The 1976 amendments to the act directed the Secretary
to issue a revised NASP by January 1978. Besides meeting
the requirements of the 1970 act, the revised NASP was to




--contain estimated costs that were accurate enough
to be used to make future year apportionments
for airport development grants,

--identify the levels of public service and use made
of each airport, and

--identify the projected development necessary to
fulfill the level of service and use of each airport
during the succeeding l0-year period, 1978-87.

The revised January 1978 NASP, which was prepared by
the Department of Transportation's Federal Aviation Admin-
istration (FAA), states that 3,137 of the Nation's 13,380
existing airports (2,868 public and 269 private) are es-
sential to the Nation's air transportation system. The
NASP shows that $10.6 billion will be needed in the next
decade to improve existing airports and to build 483 new
airports. Private airports are not eligible for Federal
airport assistance grants, but grants are given to public
entities to purchase such airports. In total, the NASP
provides for the development of 635 air carrier, 193 com-
muter, 204 reliever, and 2,571 general aviation airports.
The NASP shows that some $7.5 billion, or 70 percent of
the 10-year total, will be required in the first 5-year
period, 1978-82.

The NASP states that there seems to be a clear legisla-
tive intent to describe the Federal interest in airports as
participation in a broad and balanced system and that the
Federal intent of assuring a balanced airport system was
a commonly used objective in national airport planning.
According to the NASP, this objective suggests taking into
account the diverse needs of communities with respect to
all segments of aviation and implies that Federal interest
extends beyond Civil Aeronautics Board- (CAB-) certificated
air carriers and into the broad category of general aviation,
so that all communities with a need for air transportation
will have reasonable access to an adequate airport.

The criteria used to include airports in the NASP
were the principal means of assuring a balanced system.
In general, these criteria provided for including in the
NASP those airports

--served regularly by airlines holding a certificate
of public convenience and necessity from CAB (air
carrier airports);

--enplaning not less than 2,500 passengers by CAB-
registered commuter air carriers and air taxi




operators and certain intrastate carriers during
the preceding calendar year (commuter airports);

-=-having the primary function of relieving congestion
by attracting general aviation traffic away from
ailr carrier airports (reliever airports); and

--regularly serving aircraft transporting U.S. mail,
reqularly used by aircraft of the Air National
Guard or Army reserves, or having a significant
national interest (general aviation airports).

STATE AND LOCAL AIRPORT PLANNING

To provide for an integrated planning process in
support of the NASP and to promote the effective location
and development of airports, the act authorized FAA to make
grants to finance the development of State, regional, and
metropolitan airport system plans and individual airport
master plans. According to FAA planning guidelines:

--State airport system plans represent the aviation
facilities needed immediately and in the future to
meet the State's air transportation needs and over-
all goals. They recommend the general location and
characteristics of new airports and the nature and
expansion for existing ones. They show the timing
and estimated cost of development, relate airport
system planning to the State's economic development
and environmental goals, incorporate regicnal/
metropolitan airport system planning, and provide
the basis for definitive and detailed individual
airport planning.

-~Regional/metropolitan airport system plans serve
much the same purpose as, and are considered a sub-
system of, State system plans. Such plans are
useful for regional/metropolitan areas forecasted to
have a population of 500,000 during the planning
period.

--Airport master plans present the planner's con-
ception of the ultimate development of a specific
airport and the research and logic from which the
plan evolved, and they display the plan in a graphic
and written report. Master plans are prepared tc
modernize and expand existing airports and to select
sites for and plan new airports within the framework
of regional/metropolitan and State airport system
plans.




An integrated airport planning process requires a
State's airport system plan to be properly coordinated
with appropriate regional/metropolitan airport system
plans, individual airport master plans, the State compre-
hensive plan, local comprehensive plans, and the air-

port planning efforts of adjacent States.

trated this concept as follows:

FAA has illus-

THE BUILDING BLOCKS OF AIRPORT PLANNING
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Froblems encountered by State and local governments and
organizations involved in coordinating and integrating the
various federally assisted planning programs were addressed
in our report "Federal Assisted Areawide Flanning: Need to
to Simplify Policies and Practices" (GGD-77-24, Mar. 28,
1977). In that report, we recommended that the Congress
establish a national policy on areawide planning and provide
a basis for strengthening planning focal points at the area-
wide level. 1In addition, we recommended that the Cffice of
Management and Budget:

--Require federally funded State agencies to use the
designated areawide comprehensive planning agencies
to carry out and coordinate areawide planning.

--Require Federal planning assistance recipients tc
cocrdinate their planning activities with designated
planning organizations and w1th other organizations
doing similar planning.

--Continue its efforts to remove impedients to co-
ordination and integration of planning activities.

~-Develop planning principles and require that they
be used in federally assisted planning programs.

We stated that improvements were essential if the
present fragmented Federal approach to planning assistance
was continued but that planning would be considerably bet-
ter if the number of federally assisted planning programs
was reduced.

Legislation to establish a naticnal policy on areawide
rlanning was considered by the 95th Congress but was not en-
acted. This matter willnprobably be considered by the 96th
Congress. The Cffice of !Management and Budget agreed to
study our recommendations.

One way to reduce the number of federally assisted
planning programs and at the same time promote intermcdal
planning by State and local agencies would be to consolidate
the Department of Transportation's airport, highway, rail-
road, and transit planning grant prcgrams into a block grant
for transportation planning. " We recommended this to the
Secretary of Transportation in our report "Making Future
Transportation Cecisions: Intermodal Planning Needed" (CED-
78-74, Mar. 16, 1978). 1In addition, we recommended that the
Secretary




--merge existing modal planning staffs into a single,
all mode field capability tc assist State and local
transportation agencies;

--develop unified planning regulations for all trans-
portation planning;

--gponsor the development of, and serve as a clearing-
house for, examples of intermodal planning; and

--conduct training programs for State and local
transportation planners to acquaint them with proven
intermodal planning methods.

The Department of Transportation agreed that additional
steps were needed to promote intermodal planning by State
and local governments. It said that the President's January
26, 1978, legislative proposal, the Highway and Public
Transportation Improvement Act of 1978, would consolidate
highway and transit planning funds for use in all transporta-
tion planning activities. It also stated that airport and
railroad planning funds were not included in this proposed
consolidation but that they would be considered when the
Department of Transportation takes up authorizing legislation
for those modes.

In enacting the Surface Transportation Assistance Act of
1978 (Public Law 95-599, Nov. 6, 1978), the Congress did not
consolidate highway and transit planning funds as requested
in the President's January 1978 legislative proposal. How-
ever, according to a Department of Transportation official,
the act requires comprehensive, coordinated, and continuous
planning for highway and transit planning which should
promote increased coordination with other transportation
modes and increased intermodal planning. In addition, the
Department is considering consolidating the highway and
the transit administrations.

AIRPORT DEVELOPMENT AID PROGRAM

In order to establish, in conformity with the NASP, a
nationwide system of public airports adeguate to meet pre-
sent and future civil aeronautics needs, the 1970 act
authorized FAA to grant $2.4 billion for airport development
through September 30, 1977, and an additional $1.7 billion
through fiscal year 1980. Under this airport development
aid program (ADAP), public airports included in the NASP are
eligible for matching Federal grants for a wide variety of
projects to improve their safety and capacity. Eligible
projects include such activities as land acquisition; runway,
apron, and taxiway construction; airport lighting; the




non-revenue~producing parts of terminal buildings--baggage-
handling facilities, gates, etc.; airport roads; and elec-
tronic and visual approach aids. The Federal share of pro-
ject cost is generally 90 percent. 1/ However, at large and
medium size air carrier airports, the Federal share¢ »>f pro-
ject cost is limited to 75 percent and the Federal share for
the construction of terminal buildings is limited to 50 per-
cent.

The following chart shows the distribution of fiscal
year 1978 authorized funding levels for ADAP grants. Under
the distribution formulas provided for in the act, two-thirds
of the funds available for air carrier development is dis-
tributed to airports based on enplaned passengers, and the
remaining one-third distributed at the Secretary's discretion
with $15 million specifically earmarked for use at commuter
airports. Authorized funds for general aviation development
grants are distributed to airports at the Secretary's dis-
cretion, provided $15 million is used at reliever airports
with any remaining funds divided as follows: 75 percent to
airports on the basis of State population and areas, 1 per-
cent to airports in U.S. territories, and 24 percent at the
Secretary's discretion.

AIR CARRIER —— GENERAL AVIATION
$465 MILLION §TEMILLION

STATE AREA/POPULATION
$45 MILLION

RELIEVER DISCRETIONARY
$15 MILLION

COMMUTER
DISCRETIONARY
$15 MILLION

GENERAL AVIATION
DISCRETIONARY
$14.4 MILLION

TERRITORIES DISCRETIONARY
$0.6 MILLION

TOTAL FUNDS AUTHORIZED —~ $540 MILLION
FISCAL YEAR 1978

1/Eighty percent for fiscal years 1979-80




TRUST FUND

The Airport and Airway Revenue Act of 1970 established
a trust fund to provide an assured long-term source of
funding for airport and airway programs. Amounts equivalent
to taxes received by the Department of the Treasury on air-
line passenger tickets, waybills, aviation fuel, and air-
craft tires and tubes are deposited in the trust fund.

Programs financed from the trust fund fall into four
basic categories:

--FAA's airport planning grant and ADAP programs.

--FAA's facility and equipment program which provides
funds for air navigation aids.

--FAA's operations.
--FAA's research and development program.

As of September 30, 1978, about $9.8 billion had been
deposited in the trust fund of which $6.1 billion, or 63
percent, came from taxes on airline passenger tickets. Out-
lays from the fund have totaled about $6.1 billion and com-
mitments against the fund account for another §1.5 billion,
leaving an uncommitted balance or surplus of about $2.2
billion. The largest amount of outlays, about $2.1 billion
or 34 percent, has been for grants for airport planning and
development.

According to FAA, air carrier activity has generated
about 93.5 percent of trust fund revenue and air carrier
airports have received about 86 percent of ADAP funds. In
contrast, general aviation has generated 6.5 percent of
trust fund revenue, but general aviation airports received
about 14 percent of ADAP funds.

SCOPE OF REVIEW

We reviewed pertinent legislation; related congres-
sional reports and hearings; FAA and CAB policies, pro-
cedures, and records; and reports and studies from numerous
sources on the planning and development of airports, Federal
airport assistance programs, and the Airport and Airway Trust
Fund. We interviewed FAA, CAB, State, and regional planning
officials; local airport representatives; and officials from
various associations interested in the operation and develop-
ment of airports.




A questionnaire was used to obtain a random sampling of
the views of airport representatives on some of the problems
facing their airports and variocus aspects of the Federal
airport assistance program and the NASP. Appendix I con-
tains our questionnaire methodology, and appendix II sum-
marizes the questionnaire results.

Our review was made at FAA and CAB headquarters in
Washington, D.C., and in FAA's central and western regions
located in Kansas City, Missouri, and Los Angeles,
California, respectively.




CHAPTER 2

BETTER GUIDANCE NEEDED TO DEFINE

NATIONAL INTEREST IN GENERAL AVIATION AIRPCRTS

The 1978 NASP shows that $2.9 billion is needed to
improve 2,571 general aviation airports. FAA included 2,485
of the 2,571 airports, thus making them eligible for FAA
development grants, because it believed that they had sig-
nificant national interest. Whether this number is ade-
quate for a national airport system depends on the accepta-
bility of FAA's definition of significant national interest.

Using its definition of significant national interest,
FAA was able to reduce the number of airports included in
the MNASP by 438 compared to the number included in the old
NASP. But this reduction, some of which was merely a book-
keeping reduction, may not have been as large as the Con-
gress intended. Congressional committees had criticized
the old NASP because it included too many airports.

Further reductions could have been achieved had FAA
adopted a more stringent definition as to what constitutes a
general aviation airport of significant national interest or
provided for more regional general aviation airports. Many
areas of the country are served by two or more airports
located in close proximity to one another when only one air-
port would suffice to serve the region's aviation needs.

FAA has attempted to promote regional airports in such
situations but with limited success because of community
opposition to the concept.

At least two aviation groups have objected to FAA's
definition of significant national interest because it
resulted in fewer general aviation airports being included
in the NASP. Airport representatives and FAA regional
officials have also objected to the definition.

Including too many general aviation airports in the
national plan can result in excessive airport development
and an overstatement of the cost of developing a national
system, whereas too few airports results in an understate-
ment of cost and a less than adeguate national airport
system. :
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NUMBER OF NASP AIRPORTS
HAS BEEN REDUCED

In amending the Airport and Airway Development Act in
1976, the House and Senate reports 1/ stated that the number
of airports included in the NASP had steadily increased and
stated that the Secretary of Transportation needed to be
nore selective in designating airports for inclusion in the
NASP. Further, the reports stated that the NASP should only
include airports which have a role in the national system.

The House and Senate reports recognized that the
Secretary had not been given adequate guidance on the types
of airports that should be included in the NASP, and to help
rectify this problem the 1976 amendments established
specific entry criteria for including airports in the NASP.
(See p. 2.) However, this action left the Secretary with
little discretion, except for reliever airports and general
aviation airports, for reducing the number of airports con-
tained in the NASP.

The 1978 NASP contains 438 fewer airports, mostly
general aviation airports, than contained in the NASP on
June 30, 1975. However, 140 of the airports eliminated, or
about 32 percent, were merely bookkeeping reductions. For
example, in its environmental impact statement on the NASP,
FAA stated that

"The apparent decline in General Aviation (GA} airports
is basically (in part) a matter of bookkeeping. 1In
the earlier NASP, when a replacement airport was
included, the airport to be replaced was also left in
the NASP. In the updated NASP, the airport to be

replaced is eliminated and the new GA airport included.’

Our review in FAA's central and western regions con-
firmed FAA's statement. In the central region, 29 of the
59 general aviation airports dropped from the previous NASP
were new airports needed to replace an existing airport or
an existing airport that was to be replaced by a new one,
both of which were included in the previous NASP but not
in the new one. In the western region, 22 of the 79 air-
ports deleted from the previous NASP were deleted for this
same reason. Although only the existing airport or the new
replacement airport is shown in the 1978 NASP, development
cost for the airport shown includes improvements for both
the existing and replacement airports.

1/H.R. Rep. No. 594, 94th Cong., lst Sess. (1975) and S. Rep.
No. 643 and 975, 94th Cong. 2d Sess. (1976).
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Of the 2,571 general aviation airports included in the
1978 NASP, 2,485 were included because they were believed to
have significant national interest. The remaining 86 general
aviation airports were required to meet Postal Service needs
or national defense requirements.

FAA has defined airports of significant national in-
terest basically as ones having at least 10 based aircraft
(or engines) and serving a comnunity located 30 minutes or
more from another existing or proposed NASP airport. Also,
basically all airports had to be included in an acceptable
State or regional system plan to be included the 1978 NASP.

Airports were also considered to have significant
national interest, and therefore were eligible for inclusion
in the 1978 NASP, if they were (1) included in the previous
NASP and (2) obligated 1/ to the Federal Government as a
result of a prior FAA development grant. Although 1,362 of
the 2,485 general aviation airports met this reguirement,
airports had to have at least 10 aircraft (or engines) and
be located 30 minutes or more from another NASP airport to
have been included in the previous NASP. Further, an air-
port's obligation to the Federal Government was not con-
sidered a basis for inclusion in the preparation of the
1972 NASP.

An additional 251 of the 2,485 airports were included
on the basis of special justification, such as serving an
isolated area or Indian tribe or having benefits that ex-
ceeded the cost of the airport. Appendix III contains
FAA's criteria for determining whether an airport could be
expected to have benefits exceeding its cost.

FAA believes its definition of 10 based aircraft and
30 minutes ground travel time provides as many citizens as
possible with reasonable access to a safe and adequate air-
port and that this, in essence, was the national interest.
The 30-minute distance was intended to provide comnunities
with reasonable access to an airport to fulfill Congress
intent to develop a broad and balanced system of airports.
Ten based aircraft (or engines) was used to identify air-
ports that had sufficient aircraft operations (takeoffs
and landings) to justify and support an airport, thus
assuring to some degree the airport's viability.

1l/0bligations include such commitments as operating the
airport in a safe, economical, and efficient manner
and refraining from certain discriminatory practices.
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In defining significant national interest, FAA
attempted to establish a stringent definition which, if
used, would have limited further the number of general
aviation airports included in the 1978 NASP. 1Initially,
FAA considered using 20 based aircraft instead of 10, but
it dropped this definition because FAA believed it was too
restrictive.

FAA's environmental impact statement on the 1978 NASP
indicated that use of 20 based aircraft instead of 10 could
have reduced further the number of general aviation airports
included in the 1978 NASP by about 500 airports.

SIGNIFICANT NATIONAL INTEREST
HAS NOT BEEN ADEQUATELY DEFINED

State aviation and FAA regional officials questioned
whether FAA's definition was adequate to measure significant
national interest. For example, in response to FAA's pro-
posal to use 20 based aircraft instead of 10, some FAA
regional officials responsible for preparing the NASP stated
that the numbers of aircraft alone did not show national
interest. An FAA official in one region stated that little
correlation, if any, existed between an airport's national
role and the number of based aircraft. Most FAA regional
officials believed that significant national interest had not
been adequately defined but needed to be.

The Aircraft Owners and Pilots Association, in comment-
ing to FAA on the 1978 NASP entry criteria (10 based air-
craft), stated "The NASP entry criteria for general aviation
airports that your staff has created simply does not reflect
the intent of Congress." The association also stated

"Significant national interest in a particular airport
must be considered in the light of the greater national
interest in and need for a complete system of airports
which provides ready access to all communities by
general aviation users.”

The National Association of State Aviation Officials
commented to FAA on the 1978 NASP entry criteria that "A
continuing problem with all NASP reduction exercises is con-
fusion over the definition of "national interest" versus
"State or local interest."

Both associations have strongly objected to reducing the
number of general aviation airports included in the NASP.
According to the Aircraft Owners and Pilots Association, it
and other aviation organizations have continually asked why
FAA has felt compelled to constrain general aviation by
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limiting the number of general aviation airports included in
the revised NASP. Association officials told us that use of
the fixed based aircraft criteria is meaningless since many
airports have a lot of traffic but no based aircraft. They
believed all airports which provide a connection to the
Nation's airport system are of significant national interest
and should be included in the NASP.

Response from airport representatives to our question-
naire showed that 48 percent agreed, while 19 percent dis-
agreed, with FAA's definition of general aviaticn airports
of significant national interest. Respondents who disagreed
believed other factors should also be considered, citing
such things as service and facilities provided by an airport,
uses of aircraft, community needs and resources, population,
and community attitude toward the airport. As shown in the
following table, there was little difference in opinion
between all respondents and those representing general
aviation airports.

Percentage of respondents

No No
Agreed Disagreed opinion response
All respondents 48 19 26 7
General aviation
respondents 46 19 27 8

State aviation officials in one of the five States we
contacted said:

--We don't know what FAA means by significant national
interest.

--FAA's criteria of 10 based aircraft and 30 minutes
driving time to the nearest general aviation airport
already in the NASP are not economical. It might be
nice to use their criteria if we had unlimited funds,
but we have to look at what we can afford.

In response to the latter comment, an FAA official said
this is by far the minority view and that most communities
and State agencies fight for airports to serve each separate
town, regardless of the distance from a neighboring airport
or how many based aircraft they have.

In comparing this State's airport system plan with the
NASP, we found that the NASP contained more airports than
State officials had originally included in their plan.
State officials said 18 airports were added to their plan
because FAA told them their plan should have at least the

14




same number of airports as the NASP, although FAA officials
denied telling the State this. State officials also said
they changed their plan to agree with the NASP because FAA
was paying for two-thirds of the cost of preparing the
State's plan. Airport development needs shown in the NASP
for these 18 airports accounted for about $20 million of
$160 million in airport development needs for the State.
State officials said they were planning to update their
State plan and to classify airports as either primary or
secondary airports. They said that the 18 airports would
probably be classified as secondary and that only primary
airports would be eligible for State development aid.

A State Director of Aviation in another State said that
FAA's definition gave little or no consideration to the
airport's importance. He said that other factors, such as
aircraft use, community interest, and vital needs, should be
considered and that FAA's definition did not adequately
reflect actual need. He cited an example of a small com-
munity that had a great interest in its airport because of
its importance to the community. However, because this
airport did not have the required number of aircraft, it
was not included in the NASP. In contrast, he said another
airport at a nearby community where there was little com-
munity interest or need was included in the NASP because it
had the required number of aircraft.

In developing State system plans, States considered
some but not all of the following factors: aeronautical
need, aircraft engines, registered pilots, 30-minute ground
travel time to another general aviation airport and 60-
minute travel time to an air carrier airport, all airports
in the State, an airport's economic growth, and population.
In total, State system plans contain about 1,000 more air-
ports than shown in the NASP.

At an FAA consultative -planning conference held on June
1, 1978, on post-1980 airport and airway development legis-
lation, FAA stated that the Federal role in airport and air-
ways development will be examined extensively in the months
ahead because the legislative authority for the Airport and
Airways Trust Fund and several important programs financed
by the fund will expire in 1980. Regarding general avia-
tion, FAA stated that

"Consideration should also be given to dropping, part-
ially or fully, general aviation from ADAP funding.

If general aviation airport financing were turned over
to State and local governments, in conjunction with
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the private sector, and they were able to generate
sufficient revenue through State and local taxes and
various tax incentives (in lieu of trust fund taxes)
it might be advantageous to drop partially or totally
funding of general aviation airport projects through
ADAP. Removing these airports from ADAP eligibility
might mean they are not part of a national system."

POTENTIAL EXISTS FOR REGIONAL
GENERAL AVIATION AIRPORTS

Many areas of the country are served by two or more
airports located close to one another when only one airport
would suffice to serve the needs of the region. The NASP,
however, contains few provisions for regional airports al-
though the potential for more exists especially among
general aviation airports. Regional airports can eliminate
or reduce development needs at adjacent airports.

FAA advocates and encourages regional airports. It
believes the concept has appeal because, among other bene-
fits, it is the lowest cost solution to the Federal Govern-
ment as fewer airports would be eligible for FAA development
grants. FAA recognizes, however, that when communities
examine their airport needs, the lowest cost to the Federal
Government, or even to the community itself, may not be
their governing consideration. According to FAA, this is
exemplified by the numerous regional airports that were
never built under the unsuccessful FAA/CAB joint policy
adopted in 1961 to promote regional airports and the
number of regional airport proposals rejected by local
decisionmakers during the past 8 years. These included
regional air carrier airports to serve New Orleans-Baton
Rouge, Louisiana; Buffalo-Niagara, New York; Lewiston,
Idaho, and Clarkston, Washington; Farmington, New Mexico,
and Durango-Cortez, Colorado; and a regional general avia-
tion airport to serve Shenandoah-Red Oak-Clarinda, Iowa, for
which planning in all but one of these efforts was funded
under FAA's airport planning grant programn.

FAA officials said that FAA has received correspondence
from communities which are against the regional airport con-
cept and have written their representatives in the Congress
to object. For example, the mayor of Mountain View,
Missouri, objected to a proposed regional airport in Pomona,
Missouri. This proposal would have resulted in removing the
Mountain View Memorial Airport from the NASP, thus making it
ineligible for FAA development grants; an action the mayor
believed would have an adverse economic impact on Mountain
View.
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Opportunities for regional air carrier and commuter
airports have become increasingly limited. Air carrier and
commuter airports replaced by a regional airport lose their
status as either an air carrier or commuter airport. Since
the 1976 amendments to section l12(a) of the Airport and Air-
way Development Act were made, such downgrading in air carrier
or commuter status has been precluded. Section l2(a) of the
act requires FAA to include in the NASP

--as air carrier airports, all airports served regularly
by airlines certificated by CAB, and

-—as commuter airports, all airports served by commuter
airlines registered with CAB and generating 2,500
Oor more passengers annually.

In addition, the Airline Deregulation Act of 1978
(Public Law 95-504) further limits consideration of regional .
airports for cities served by air carriers. The act, through
amendments to the Federal Aviation Act of 1958 (49 U.S.C.
1301 et seq.), guarantees that "essential air transportation"
will continue for at least 10 years to all cities listed on
air carrier certificates issued by CAB including cities at
which an air carrier has suspended service. It defines
essential air transportation as not less than two daily
round trips, 5 days a week, or the level of service pro-
vided during calendar year 1977, whichever is less. The
act prohibits a termination in service until suitable re-
placement service can be found and charges CAB with the
responsibility for finding replacement service. The act
also authorizes a new subsidy program for air carriers and
commuters to assure that essential air transportation will
be provided. On January 1, 1985, the act would transfer
these responsibilities and programs to the Department of
Transportation.

Despite the limited potential for regional air carrier
or commuter airports, a potential exists for regional gen-
eral aviation airports. For example, in FAA's central and
western regions, we identified a potential for at least
eight regional general aviation airports. More may be pos-
sible in these regions, but we did not expand the scope of
our work to identify all potential locations.

The 8 regional general aviation airports were derived
by pairing 18 general aviation airports, as shown in the
following table. The table shows each airport's maximum
annual capacity in terms of operations--takeoffs and
landings--and, as reported by the NASP, the number of
current annual operations and the forecasted number of
annual operations expected in 10 years.
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Operations

General aviation Combined
airports Capacity Current 10-year 10-year

Sikeston, Missouri 180,000 26,000 '~ 36,000
Dexter, Missouri 250, 000 20,000 38,000
Charleston, Missouri 140,000 3,000 12,000 86,000
Shenandoah, Iowa 130,000 12,000 17,000
Red Oak, Iowa 150,000 12,000 21,000
Clarinda, Iowa 180,000 9,000 15,000 53,000
Russell, Kansas 161,000 14,000 22,000
LaCrosse, Kansas 187,000 4,000 7,000 29,000
Cozad, Nebraska 160,000 10,000 14,000
Lexington, Nebraska 150, 000 17,000 22,000 36,000
Yucca Valley, California
Twenty Nine Palms, 160,000 19,000 30,000

California 162,000 19,000 30,000 60,000
Yuba City, California 215,000 46,000 73,000
Marysville, California 160,000 56,000 94,000 167,000
Woodland, California 235,000 39,000 62,000
Davis, California 220,000 45,000 71,000 133,000
Marana, Arizona
Tucson (Avra Valley), 121,000 13,000 23,000

Arizona 152,000 61,000 107,000 130,000

18




The conditions at these airports basically meet FAA's
criteria used in preparing the 1972 NASP, which emphasized,
more so than the 1978 NASP, the development of regional
general aviation airports. In its instructions for prepar-
ing the 1972 NASP, FAA instructed its offices to consolidate
general aviation airports into regional airports located in
such a way that a single airport would not degrade existing
and potential demand. FAA also instructed its offices to
use 30 minutes or less by ground from another NASP airport
as a principal consideration in recommending regional
general aviation airports. As can be seen from the table
above, at least one airport in each pairing has the capacity
to handle the combined operations forecasted in 10 years for
all the airports paired. Also, travel time between the
paired airports was about 30 minutes or less by road. In
addition and more importantly, FAA's 1972 instructions
stated that a community's unwillingness to participate in
regional airport development was not to be a controlling
factor for not recommending a regional airport.

Details on the Shenandoah, Red Oak, and Clarinda air-
ports are presented below to show the effect regional air-
ports can have on NASP development needs and the reluctance
of communities to accept the concept even when this course
of action is suggested through the local airport planning
process.

shenandoah, Red Oak, and Clarinda Airports

In the central region, general aviation airports at
Shenandoah, Red Oak, and Clarinda are located in a triangu-
lar pattern in southwest Iowa about 20 road-miles apart, as
shown in the following illustration.
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FAA has awarded about $56,000 in grants at the three
airports, including an $8,400 grant for a joint airport plan-
ning study. This joint study showed that a regional airport
should be developed to serve the three communities. Although
none of the existing airports was recommended for develop-
ment as a regional airport, the propcsal died when Clarinda
withdrew its support because the recommended site for the
regional airport was about 5 miles closer to Shenandoah than
to Clarinda.

In the 1978 NASP, FAA estimated that about $3.3 million
would be needed in the next 10 years to improve these three
airports. FAA has already approved a planning grant for the
Shenandoah airport to plan future development. Although
development for all three airports is provided for in the
NASP, the projected activity levels of the three airports 10
years from now, if concentrated at Shenandoah, would bring
it up to only 41 percent of the capacity of its current
facilities. Development of the Shenandoah airport as a
regional general aviation airport would eliminate about
S2 million from the NASP for improvements at the Clarinda
and Red Oak airports. This does not mean that those air-
ports would have to be closed. 1If State and local interests
are served by these airports, support from these entities
would be appropriate.




CONCLUSIONS

FAA's definition of significant national interest
determines the number cof general aviation airports needed
for a national airport system. The Congress needs to review
this definition to determine whether the number of general
aviation airports included in the 1978 NASP provides for the
development of an adequate and efficient national airport
system.

The number of general aviation airports included in the
1978 NASP could be sufficient, but if too many airports were
included, the cost to develop a national airport system
would be overstated and unnecessary development could result.
Fewer general aviation airports could have been included in
the plan, and such reductions may even be desirable based
on congressional criticism of the old NASP. In contrast,
too few general aviation airports could result in a less
than adequate national airport system. More airports
could be needed as evidenced by the concerns of general
aviation interest groups and the provisions in State airport
system plans for 1,000 more general aviation airports than
contained in the NASP,

Regional general aviation airports have the potential
of providing, with fewer airports than currently exist, an
adequate yet efficient national airport system. Therefore,
the Congress should consider the contributions of regional
general aviation airports in determining the acceptability
of FAA's definition of significant naticnal interest and
provide FAA with appropriate guidance on the extent to
which it should pursue the development of such airports.

RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE CONGRESS

We recommend that the Congress, to provide better
guidance on the Federal role in developing general aviation
airports:

~--Review FAA's definition of significant national
interest to determine its acceptability and, if un-
acceptable, incorporate an acceptable definition into
section 11 of the Airport and Airway Development Act
(49 U.S.C. 1711).

--Provide FAA with appropriate guidance on the extent

to which it should pursue the development of regional
general aviation airports.
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AGENCY COMMENTS AND OUR EVALUATION

FAA agreed that additional guidance from the Congress
was needed to define significant national interest. However,
FAA considered our questionnaire results—-48 percent of air-
port representatives agreed with FAA's definition in con-
trast to 19 percent that disagreed--as a vote of confidence
in FAA's definition. Also, FAA believed the Congress should
provide criteria sufficient to promote regional airports.

We recognize that airport representatives' agreeing with
FAA's definition could be considered a vote of confidence.
However, our questionnaire was not sent to general aviation
airports that were excluded from the NASP. 1In total, 6,900
public and privately owned airports are open to the public,
but less than half, about 3,100, are included in the NASP.

No doubt some of the excluded airports would believe they
should be included in the NASP because inclusion is necessary
to be eligible for Federal grants.
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CHAPTER 3

IMPROVEMENTS NEEDED IN STATE

AND LOCAL AIRPORT PLANNING

State and local airport planning needs to be improved
to accomplish FAA's airport planning grant program objec-
tives and improve the NASP's reliability. The Congress
established FAA's airport planning grant program in 1970
to promote an integrated planning process whereby State
and local plans could be used to develop the NASP, pronote
the effective location and development of airports, and
improve airport planning. (See p. 3.) Our review showed
that:

--Many airports contained in the NASP were not covered
by airport master plans. Plans had not been required -
as a condition for FAA development grants, nor were
funds sufficient to fund all requests for planning
grants.

--State system plans were either too old, lacked the
necessary data, or were otherwise unacceptable to be
useful in developing the NASP. FAA had not required
adherence to its planning guidelines, nor had plan-
ning grant funds been given to States, at least until
1977, to maintain a continuous planning process.

Airport planning also needs to be improved to focus
nore attention on the merits of regional airports and as-
sure that airport noise problems are adequately addressed
and plans are fully coordinated with State and local in-
terests. Improvements in FAA planning guidelines and ad-
herence to these guidelines will be needed to accomplish
this.

Although State/local airport plans were generally not
available or useful to aid in development of the NASP, FAA
had not fully determined what airport improvements airport
representatives believed were needed and when. Our question-
naire showed that many airport representatives

--had not been contacted by FAA during the year pre-
ceding publication of the NASP,

--were unaware of what FAA had recommended for their
airport, and
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~-~disagreed with the timing of the FAA-recommended
improvements.

FAA recognizes that planning needs to be improved, and
it has taken action and is considering several other options

for doing so.

MANY AIRPORTS LACK A MASTER PLAN

According to data FAA gathered in 1977 when it prepared
the NASP, less than one-third of the 2,868 existing public
airports included in the NASP had a completed master plan or
had one under way. Completed master plans were available
for use in preparing the NASP for only 616, or about 21 per-
cent, of the existing public airports. An additional 287
airports had plans under way. Although the NASP includes
483 new airports for the next decade and about $1.5 billion
to begin their development, plans for only 46 new airports
had been completed. Plans for an additional 68 new airports

were under way.

FAA planning reguirements

FAA's airport planning guidelines state that:

"If future airport developments are to be successful,
they must be based on guidelines established as the
result of comprehensive airport system plan studies
and airport master plan studies.”

According to the guidelines, the overall objective of
the airport master plan is to provide a basis for future
development that will satisfy aviation demand and be com-
patible with the environment, community development, other
modes of transportation, and other airports. More specifi-

cally, the master plan:

--Provides an effective graphic presentation of ultimate

airport development (airport layout plan) and antici-
pated land uses adjacent to the airport (land use

plan).

~--Establishes a schedule of priorities and phasing for
various improvements proposed in the plan.

--Presents the pertinent backup information and data
which were essential to the plan's development.

-~Describes the various concepts and alternatives which
were considered in establishing the plan.
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-—-Provides a concise and descriptive report so that the
impact and logic of the plan's recommendations can be
clearly understood by all concerned with the airport's
developnent.

FAA recognizes the importance of airport planning but
does not require an airport to have a master plan. The only
requirement for an FAA grant is that the airport have an
approved airport layout plan and be included in the NASP.

An airport layout plan is a graphic presentation, or blue-
print, of existing and proposed airport development. It is
one element of a master plan, but most layout plans have
been developed without the benefit of a master plan.

Because master plans provide the detail documentation
necessary to support development, airport layout plans
developed without the benefit of master plans may contain
projects whose development is uncertain, according to FAA
officials. FAA officials said that the validity of an air-
port layout plan prepared without a master plan depends on a
number of factors, including the experience of the person
preparing it, the availability of other plans such as State
system or area comprehensive plans, and the complexity of
the location. FAA officials also said that an airport lay-
out plan prepared by an experienced aviation planner with
the benefit of a State system plan may well suffice for a
low activity general aviation airport.

At a January 1978 meeting concerning transportation,
FAA's Director, Office of Aviation System Plans, stated:

"On the planning side, I would require plans (master)
as a prerequisite for ADAP funding in the air carrier
system. Similarly, on all new air carrier/commuter/
reliever airports, a system plan showing the need for
the airport would be required before a master plan
could be initiated. 1In the general aviation program,
I would levy a requirement on states to develop system
plans and subsequently master plans for all airports
falling within the system plan. Emphasis would be
placed on establishing a continuous planning process,
with supportive funding, designed to prepare and up=-
date system and master plans for: (a) defining the
need and timing of projects; (b) estimating project
costs; (c¢) allocating resources on the basis of pro-
ject worth; and (d) identifying projects proposed to
be undertaken with Federal funds." (Underscoring
added.)
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Planning funds are inadequate
to meet demands

According to FAA's August 1977 report "Establishment of
New Major Public Airports in the United States," FAA's air-
port planning grant program has been the primary source for
funding airport planning. From inception of the program in
1970 through fiscal year 1978, FAA had about $72 million
available for airport planning grants of which $55.2 million
was used for airport master planning grants at 1,330 airports
with the remainder used for system planning. Although FAA's
planning grant program has been the primary source of funds
for planning, airports have developed master plans, or parts
thereof, without FAA planning grants. FAA said this was
especially true at major air carrier airports.

For fiscal years 1971-74, excess funds were available
for planning grants. According to FAA, of the $60 million
authorized by the Airport and Airway Development Act ($15
million a year for 4 years), $40 million was actually
appropriated of which $30 million was obligated. FAA
attributed the excess to the newness of the program. How-
ever, as the program has matured and become more sophis-
ticated and as communities have demanded improved planning,
the demands for planning funds have exceeded available
funding.

Since fiscal year 1975, all available funds have been
used; many requests have not been acted upon because of in
sufficient funds. At the end of September 1978, unfunded
requests for master and system planning grants totaled about
$4 million. This demand for planning grants is probably
understated. FAA officials in the central and western
regions said that they had not encouraged, and sometimes
even discouraged, eligible applicants from applying because
of the shortage of funds.

USEFULNESS OF STATE SYSTEM PLANS
IS QUESTIONABLE

State airport system plans are designed to provide
decisionmakers with an effective tool to direct and in-
fluence airport development to assure achievement of State
goals and objectives, control development of the State's
resources, integrate the various transportation modes into
an effective and efficient total transportation system, and
maximize system benefits for all citizens.

According to FAA planning guidelines, which were
developed jointly by FAA and the National Association of
State Aviation Officials, a primary goal of a State
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airport system plan, from a national level, is to ensure
compatibility with the content, format, standards, and
criteria of the NASP so that applicable portions may be
integrated into the national plan. The guidelines suggest
that FAA regulations and advisory circulars on such things
as airport design, runways, and paving should be used to
identify needed airport improvements. Also, the guide-
lines emphasize that State system planning should be
continuous so that plans remain current and valid.

Other important goals of the State system plan in-
cluded, but are not limited to, the following:

--Provide a basis for coordination with other State
and regional planning and involve local, State, and
national political and individual interest in a
comprehensive and systems approach to airport plan-
ning and development.

--Provide a product for use at the local level in
regional/metropolitan system and master planning.

~-Identify the general location of all airports (by
type and size) and recommended development (with
estimated cost) that will be required to make air
transportation reasonably accessible and compatible
with community goals.

--Provide priorities for State resource allocation.

At the time the 1978 NASP was prepared, 1,930 of the
2,868 existing public airports, about 67 percent, and 308 of
the 483 new airports were included in State system plans.
According to FAA, only five States had not received a grant
for system planning.

Although many airports were covered by a State airport
system plan, such plans were not very useful in developing
the NASP in the two regions we reviewed. For example, the
December 1976 airport system plan for Kansas did not show
needed improvements for each airport in a form FAA could
use. Nebraska's July 1977 State-funded plan contained very
limited data on needed improvements and failed to use FAA
airport standards to identify improvements. Missouri's
December 1969 airport system plan was prepared before FAA's
planning grant program began and was considered too old by
FAA. JIowa's May 1976 airport system plan, although con-
sidered good by FAA, was limited to improvements for which
funding was expected to be available.
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In FAA's western region, California was working on but
did not yet have a completed plan. Aviation officials in
Arizona told us that its State plan had been prepared by
consultants without any community involvement and that they
considered the plan worthless.

FAA's guidelines are basically sound but adherence to
them is not required. In addition, FAA had not provided
sufficient planning grant funds for continuous airport
system planning until fiscal year 1977. According to FAA,
system plans that are not continuously maintained usually
have a 5-year life, after which time a complete update of
the system plan would be necessary.

In fiscal year 1974, FAA started to make grants to fund
continuous airport system planning. Through the fiscal year
1976 transitional quarter, only six sponsors had received
grants for such planning. In fiscal years 1977-78, 19 spon-
ors received grants for continuous system planning. Accord-
ing to an FAA official, sponsors have been reluctant to re-
quest grants for such planning because they have no assurance
that additional funds will be provided yearly, which makes it
difficult for them to maintain an adequate staff.

AIRPORT PLANS ARE NOT ADEQUATE
TO PROMOTE REGIONAL AIRPORTS

As noted in chapter 2, development of regional airports
could reduce the number of general aviation airports needed
for a national airport system. FAA recognizes the merits
of, and has attempted to promote, regional airports (see p.
16), but its planning guidelines do not mention the merits
of such airports. Despite this, some States have considered
regional airports. For example, Michigan's State airport
system plan attempted to evaluate potential regional airport
locations. Kansas' State airport system plan recognized
that a potential existed for regional airports but failed to
identify possible locations. In addition, FAA has made a
number of grants to finance joint planning studies for re-
gional airports (see p. 16}, although such studies have not
" always been implemented.

GOOD AIRPORT PLANNING CAN ASSURE
THAT NOISE PROBLEMS ARE ADDRESSED

Land use incompatibilities, attributed to ineffective
zoning and other land use controls, have contributed to the
unavailability of land for airport expansion and increased
exposure to unacceptable noise levels. Adherence to FAA's
planning guidelines is needed to assure that noise control
and land use compatibility studies are made at airports.

28




According to the Department of Transportation's
November 1976 Aviation Noise Abatement Policy statement,
aircraft noise is a significant annoyance for 6 to 7 million
Americans. This annoyance was considered particularly
serious at 23 major airports where about 500,000 people were
severely bothered by aircraft noise.

The statement recognizes that the magnitude of the
noise problem at any particular airport depends on many
factors and that the number of noisy airports will vary,
depending on the criteria used to define airport noise. For
example, in contrast to the 23 major airports identified in
the statement, the Air Transport Association of America had
identified 26 airports as noise sensitive. The Airport
Operators Council International believed all airports served
by jet air carrier service were, or would soon be, affected
by noise. Based on an analysis of complaints, airport use
restrictions, litigation, and the number of people affected,.
FAA had identified 100 airports where noise was an issue in
varying degrees. However, the statement stated that by any
definition it was clear that an acute noise problem exists
at many airports located in metropolitan areas.

Federal noise standards have been implemented to con-
trol aircraft noise at its source. Under these standards,
air carriers will have until 1985 to replace or retrofit
their noisy aircraft to bring them into compliance with the
noise standards. The noise abatement policy statement
indicates that the replacement and retrofitting of noisy
aircraft should significantly reduce noise levels at the 25
largest air carrier airports as well as benefit many other
air carrier airports. However, the statement recognizes
that this action alone will not suffice and that airport
proprietors and local governments will also need to acquire
land and assure compatible land use in areas surrounding the
airport to confine severe noise exposure within airport
boundaries and to minimize the impact of noise beyond those
boundaries.

Airport master plans which include land use and noise
abatement studies provide the means for accomplishing this
objective. However, many airports do not have a master
plan. (See p. 24.) Also, according to State aviation
officials, land use or noise abatement studies were not
included in many of the existing master plans.

According to FAA's airport planning guidelines, a
land use study identifies noise impacted areas and land
uses in the vicinity of the airport and develops, through
coordination with jurisdictions surrounding the airport, a
strategy for achieving land use compatibility. Land use
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studies have been mentioned in the FAA guidelines as an
element of master planning almost since inception of the
planning grant program.

FAA attributes the absence of master plans and land use
studies therein to several factors. It stated that the
planning grant program is voluntary and that sponsors may
elect not to participate. It also said that total adherence
to its published guidelines is not required to assure suf-
ficient latitude in the planning process, since extensive
land use planning may not be appropriate in some cases.

Because jurisdictional control is often fragmented, FAA
said it strongly suggests that all master plans that are to
include analysis of land use off the airport be cosponsored
by the airport and involved jurisdictions or that letters of
agreement be obtained. FAA said difficulties in making
these arrangements have also contributed to the absence of
land use studies in master planning.

_In fiscal year 1977, FAA began a 2-year pilot program
to fund, as one aspect of the master planning process, air-
port noise control and land use compatibility studies with
its planning grant funds. The noise control study is de-
signed to identify physical and procedural changes, such as
the installation of noise suppression barriers and use of
preferential runways, that can be made to reduce noise. The
land use compatibility study is, in effect, a land use study.

Participation in this pilot program is also voluntary.
Grants for such studies were to be limited to airports having
or preparing up-to-date master plans because of the inter-
relationships that exist between this element and other ele-
ments of the master plan and the necessity for evaluating
trade-offs, such as changes that lessen noise impacts but
adversely affect airport capacity.

According to FAA's implementing instructions, detailed
land use planning is not mandatory, but when it is desired,
the jurisdiction with the authority to control land use
should be involved in the study. If this is not possible,
then involving the areawide/metropolitan planning organi-
zation in the study or limiting the study's work scope to
generalized land use planning should be considered. A
generalized land use study should consider broad policies
and recommend ways to reduce and control noise.

FAA had funded 29 studies as of September 1978, at
which time the pilot program expired. However, FAA plans to
continue funding noise control and land use compatibility
studies as an eligible master planning activity.
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The proposed Aircraft and Airport MNoise Reduction Act
of 1978 (E.R. 8729 and S. 3279) would have authorized grants
for developing noise impact maps and noise ccmpatibility
plans for individual air carrier airports. Noise impact
maps, by using a single system to measure noise impacts as
established by the Secretary of Transportation, would
identify existing incompatible land uses and describe air-
craft operations expected at the airport during 1985 and how
those operations would affect such a map. Revised maps
would be required if changes in airport operations would
create new incompatible land uses. Noise compatibility
plans would identify ways to reduce existing and prevent
additional incompatible land uses within the area covered by
the maps. Develcoping maps and plans would be purely
voluntary. The act also would have authorized grants to
carry out noise compatibility plans. The Congress adjourned
without enacting this legislation, but this matter is ex-
pected to come up again in the 96th Congress.

AIRPORT PLANS SHQULD BE COORDINATED
WITH PUBLIC INTEREST GROUPS

FAA's master planning guidelines state that airport
master plans draw widespread interest from citizens, com-
rmunity organizations, airport users, areawide planning
agencies, conservation groups, ground transit officials, and
others. The guidelines state that the plan must be coordi-
nated with these groups during the critical stages of its
development so that it will receive public acceptance.

To help accomplish this task, FAA has issued separate
advisory circulars on obtaining community participation.
In addition, FAA's gqguidelines state that airport master
plans of areawide significance will be required to be in-
corporated in the community's unified work program. The
unified work program aims to coordinate and integrate all
transportation and transportation-related planning activi-
ties within a metropolitan area. The development of unified
work programs, although underwritten by the Department of
Transportation, is a joint responsibility of areawide plan-
ning agencies, State departments of transportation or high-
ways, and other planning or operating agencies authorized
to carry out transportation-related planning.

FAA's planning guidelines provide for developing a study
design for the master plan and suggest that the study design
include (1) mechanisms for obtaining citizen participation
and informing the general public of the progress and results
of the plannlng process and (2) procedures for coordination
and review activities by participating and nonparticipating
public and private agencies.
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Similarly, FAA's guidelines for system planning state
that coordination is essential. They state that the airport
policies and plans of the State and municipalities should be
made compatible with total transportation planning, urban
land use, environmental and conservation planning, fiscal and
economic policy development, and airport and aviation
plans of adjoining geographic areas.

Examples we found where plans had not always been ade-
quately coordinated follow.

In developing the master plan for Arizona's Glendale
Municipal Airport, the consulting firm hired by the city to
prepare the plan recommended that a new airport be built
within the adjacent City of Peoria. The plan had not been
coordinated with Peoria; when the plan was completed, the
City of Peoria opposed it and initiated action to block
building the airport there.

The master plan for development of the Pulliam Airport
in Flagstaff, Arizona, called for extensive runway construc-
tion to allow the airport to handle jet aircraft. According
to Arizona State officials, the plan had not been coordinated
with the State, which subsequently found that the only air
carrier using the airport had no intention of using jets at
this airport.

NASP DEVELOPMENT NEEDS WERE NOT
FULLY COORDINATED WITH AIRPORT SPONSORS

Although few airport master plans were available and
airport system plans were not always useful to support
development of the NASP, FAA had not fully coordinated with
airport sponsors to determine their needs. Such coordination
was specifically provided for in the 1976 amendments to the
Airport and Airway Development Act, which directed the
Secretary to consult with each airport sponsor.

In preparing the NASP, FAA instructed its regional and
district offices to coordinate with State and local govern-
ments and other interested parties as appropriate, including
airport operators and/or sponsors, aviation commissions, and
other local planning agencies.

In the central region, FAA officials said their coordi-
nation procedures included sending each airport listed in
the central region's portion of the NASP a letter outlining
FAA~recommended improvements based on FAA's airport design
standards. The central region's letter requested each air-
port to contact the region if they had any questions about
FAA's recommended improvements. Although our test of these
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procedures for one State indicated that the region had
copies of the letters it sent to each airport, our question-
naire results in the central region showed that 27 percent
of the airport representatives could recall having no con-
tact from FAA in the year preceding publication of the 1978
NASP.

Our questionnaire showed that about 44 percent of the
airport representatives nationwide could recall having no
contact from FAA in the year preceding publication of the
NASP requesting comments on the FAA-recommended improvements
for their airports. More important, most of these repre-
sentatives, and a number of representatives interviewed,
contended that no one associated with their airport knew
what projects FAA had recommended for their airport.

Forty-eight percent of the gquestionnaire respondents
said they knew what projects FAA recommended for their air-
ports. However, many of these respondents disagreed with
the FAA-recommended development needs or their timing.
Specifically:

--80 percent believed one or more additional projects 1/
were needed at their airport.

--9 percent believed some of the projects recommended
were not needed.

--13 percent believed one or more of the projects
recommended by FAA for the first 5 years, 1978-82,
should be deferred until later.

--27 percent believed one or more of the projects
recommended by FAA for the 6~ to l0-year planning
period, 1983-87, should be developed earlier in the
1978-82 time period.

FAA stated that by and large, coordination with State
and local officials during preparation of the NASP was
adequate. It stated that our questionnaire results under-
stated the true level of coordination because:

1/Response to our questionnaire could not be analyzed to
determine whether the additional projects needed were
eligible for FAA development grants and therefore eligible
for inclusion in the NASP. However, a cross analysis of
our questionnaire results (questions 12 and 24) showed
that at least 10 percent of all respondents had additional
needs for airport improvements which were eligible for
FAA development grants.
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~-The person receiving the questionnaire was not the
same person contacted during coordination.

--In some cases, a recently published master plan was
consulted in lieu of personal contact.

--In some cases, when it was felt that State aviation
authorities were more familar with the airport's
needs than the county or town, coordination went i
through the State office. i

--In many cases, the coordination may not have occurred
in the past year because at small airports coordina-
tion every 2 years is deemed adequate.

We mailed our questionnaire to airport representatives,
using FAA's records to identify the appropriate addressee.
Our cover letter requested the respondent to obtain answers
from other knowledgeable airport officials if the respondent
could not reasonably answer any of the guestions.

In our pretest of the guestionnaire, two of the six
airports we contacted stated that they had disagreed with
the timing of FAA's recommended improvements and had called
FAA's central region on this. However, FAA had not changed
the timing for these improvements.

Various State officials and airport representatives
said that they had no intention of improving their airports
to the extent recommended in the NASP. For example, the
NASP includes the cost for paving crosswind runways at many
general aviation airports. One State official told us that
most general aviation airports in his State have turf cross-
wind runways and that the airport sponsors simply cannot
afford to pave them.

One airport representative told us that his community
could develop a suitable airport without Federal aid for
less money than it would cost the city to participate in a
federally funded project. He said that the NASP recommen-
ded over $1 million to improve this airport. An FAA-
financed planning grant study prepared by an engineering
consulting firm recommended improvements costing about
$500,000. However, the city plans to develop a suitable
airport with local funds for about $140,000.

At other airports NASP improvements were not always
consistent with airport sponsor needs or with development
already underway. One airport sponsor told us that a
runway safety area and clear zone were needed but were
not provided for in the NASP. This sponsor also planned
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to improve the passenger terminal and expand the airport's
aprons at a cost of $310,000. The NASP, however, included
about $800,000 for this project. At the time the January
1978 NASP was prepared, this sponsor had a master plan study
underway and according to FAA, the NASP has been revised
since then to incorporate recommendations contained in the
completed study.

At another airport, the NASP included $4.2 million for
terminal development; however, construction of this building
began in April 1977 with a grant from the Economic Develop-
ment Administration.

FAA stated that the NASP contains preliminary data
which is subject to modification both in scope and estima-
ted costs as projects move from planning to design stages.
It stated that because the NASP was updated over a 2-year
cycle, it may contain some stale data, such as costs for a
project already under construction, or carry rough cost
estimates when more accurate engineering estimates are
available. However, it stated that in all cases the NASP is
never far behind in adjusting its recommendations and con-
sequently remains a realistic, reliable, and conservative
national estimate.

FAA RECOGNITION OF PLANNING DEFICIENCiES
AND EFFORTS TO RESOLVE THEM

In its August 1977 report "Establishment of New Major
Public Airports in the United States," FAA acknowledged
that:

--No mechanism exists to effectively incorporate
regional planning and implementation agencies into
airport master planning programs.

--Development plans usually do not address the airport
environs as a system because of piecemeal planning
by various agencies, although imbalances exist be-
tween airside and landside capacity.

--Mechanisms do not exist for effectively incorporating
citizen participation into the airport planning pro-
cess before formal public hearings are held.

--Zoning ordinances and other forms of land use con-
trols have been ineffective.

The report suygygested a number of changes for the Fed-
eral role in the airport planning process to resolve these
deficiencies as follows:
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--Better coordination should take place between the
four levels of airport system planning (national, 5
State, regional or metropolitan, and master plan), b
and consistency should be achieved at the national i
level. W

~--FAA could establish and distribute annually a set of
comprehensive planning guidelines and 20-year traf-
fic projections based on a common set of demographic,
economic, and technological assumptions to ensure
continuity among plans.

L
b
i,
o

-~Existing federally coordinated planning programs for
metropolitan areas could be improved or modified as
appropriate to elicit the direct cooperation and in-
volvement of all levels of government in airport
planning programs.

--Further research could be performed dealing with cur-
rent questions, such as potential airport capacity
increases available through implementation of non-
capital innovations (for example, hourly quotas or
peak-hour pricing) and the development of a long-
term planning process for major new airports.

--The Department of Transportation could encourage the
use of a common noise rating systemn.

--FAA's present efforts could be expanded to provide
additional guidance on citizen involvement in airport
planning and to design a program to educate the
general public on positive and negative public im-
pacts.

~-Airport system planning programs could include de-
tailed assessments of the benefits and costs of
adapting military airfields for civilian use.

In response to the proposed changes recommended in the
Federal role in the airport planning process, an FAA official
told us that FAA:

--Was currently working with the military to obtain
greater civilian use of military airfields and had
several projects underway.

--Had issued advisory circulars on citizen participa-
tion, used an estimated 10 percent of planning grant
funds to support citizen participation, and required
in particular situations provisions for obtaining
citizen participation to be included in the study
designs for airport plans.
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--Requires use of an integrated noise model for environ-
mental impact statements but did not advocate any one

common measurement system, such as Noise Exposure
Forecast.

--Had made or sponsored nunerous assessments of non-
capital alternatives, had a workshop composed of
system users underway to study this matter further,
and used its planning grants to determine require-
ments for new airports.

--Gave most of its metropolitan airport system planning
grants to metropolitan planning organizations, which
are also responsible for surface transportation plan-
ning, and required airports to be in a system plan as
a condition for a master planning grant.

--Provides terminal area forecast and technical assist-
ance and advisory circulars and reconciles forecasts
in system plans when they do not agree with the Fed-
eral forecast.

~-~-Devised the planning process and set up & system for
integrating and coordinating planning.

FAA's options for extending the
act beyond 1980

In its ongoing efforts to develop a legislative proposal
for extending the Airport and Airway Development Act beyond
1980, FAA had four options under consideration in June 1978.

One option would continue the existing planning grant
progranm with some minor modifications to provide more annual
funding and special emphasis on noise control/land use com-
patibility and access planning.

Another option would tie system and master planning
more closely together by passing all planning grant funds
through States and metropolitan planning organizations to
strengthen the planning coordination process. Because air-
port sponsors are often independent or semiautonomous
authorities or special districts, this approach would more
closely tie airport master planning to the regional decision-
making process.

FAA is also considering whether to conscolidate airport
system planning into a total transportation planning program.
Consolidation of transportation planning programs was recom-
mended in another of our reports. (See p. 5.) Under this
option, airport system planning funds would be combined
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with other Federal transportation planning funds and appor-
tioned to recipients to be used for any type of transporta-
tion planning activities to assure a broad, intermodal
approach to solving related problems; remove competition
among the modes; and provide flexibility to sponsors. To
minimize the potential of aviation planning being over-
shadowed by surface transportation activities, maximum or
minimum levels for modal planning could be specified.
Because of limited intermodal trade-offs during master
planning, FAA did not consider it appropriate to integrate
master planning into this intermodal program. Instead,
under this option master planning could either be admin-
istered as it is currently or incorporated into ADAP as an
eligible work activity.

The fourth option would integrate master planning with
ADAP, thereby eliminating separate grant program requirements
and constraints on the anount of available planning funds.
This option, however, would allow sponsors to use all their
funds for development at the expense of planning unless
master plans were required before development projects could
proceed.

Other options being considered include

~-seeking increased planning authorization and appropri-
ations, earmarking a percentage of planning funds for
system planning, or combining airport system planning
into a consolidated planning program to promote con-
tinuous system planning; and

~-requiring airport development to proceed in accordance
with an adopted master plan as a condition for Federal
airport development aid.

CONCLUSIONS

More stringent requirements are needed to improve State
and local airport planning if the objectives of FAA's planning
grant program are to be accomplished. Airport master plans
and acceptable State, regional, and metropolitan system plans
should be required as a condition for Federal airport de-
velopment grants to help assure that airport planning is ac-
complished. FAA approval of master plans and acceptance of
system plans are needed to assure that plans adhere to FAA's
airport planning guidelines and thus are useful in developing
a reliable NASP. To assure that such plans are in fact used
to support the NASP, future NASP revisions should include the
condition that State and local airport plans must be used.




Adherence to and improvenents in FAA planning guidelines
are also needed to promote the effective location and develop-
ment of airports. Guidelines should be strengthened to focus
greater attention on the potential and merits of developing
regional general aviation airports. Adherence is necessary
to assure that proper attention is given to this matter and
to assure that plans are adequately coordinated and address
noise problems.

More planning grant funds will probably be needed if

~-all airports are required to be covered by airport
master plans and included in State and local system
plans,

--adherence to FAA's planning guidelines is required,
and

--a continuocus system planning process is maintained.

Even with enough funds, sufficient time would be re-
quired to develop required plans. Consequently, a time
limit should be set beyond which Federal airport development
grants will not be provided until required plans are submit-
ted. This time limit would also be useful in establishing a
date for development of a revised NASP based on State and
local planning. After the time specified, airports, espe-
cially small general aviation airports, could be exempted
from having a master plan as a condition for Federal as-
sistance if only safety or emergency improvements were
needed or existing equipment or facilities needed replace-
ment, providing the latter projects would not enlarge the
airport, expand its capacity, or noticeably increase its
existing activity.

Airports where noise is a problem should be required to
include airport noise control and land use compatibility
studies in their master planning. Noise impact maps, such
as those contained in the proposed Aircraft and Airport
Noise Reduction Act of 1978, could be useful in helping the
airport identify whether it had a noise problem and to what
extent. A general land use study would be appropriate in
those instances where cooperation from adjacent jurisdic-
tions could not be obtained. A noise control and land use
compatibility study would assure that the noise problem
is addressed. If acceptable reductions in noise cannot be
made, then other alternatives, such as construction of a
new airport, would have to be considered.
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AGENCY COMMENTS AND OUR EVALUATION

FAA agreed that planning grant program objectives had
not been completely achieved but believed substantial pro-
gress had been made with the appropriations available. As
evidence of this, it said that industrial representatives
have stated that the 1978 NASP was the best yet as a result
of FAA's planning grant program.

FAA stated that its current policy was to lean heavily
on airport system and master plans in developing the NASP.
However, they are not always available or may be outdated
or contain recommendations which for various reasons are
not appropriate for a conservative statement of national
airport needs. Further, it stated that the NASP is a Fed-
eral document, represents a Federal evaluation, contains
implied Federal recommendations, and is clearly a Federal

responsibility.

FAA stated that State system plans list the aviation
facilities needed to meet the State's air transportation
needs and goals and represent the State's perspective. 1In
the ideal situation, FAA believed everything recommended in
the NASP would be supported in principle by the States and
localities, but it believed that in reality divergence in
objectives between a national plan and State/local plans
was to be expected because of differences in Federal, State,
and local priorities. However, FAA believed it would be
abdicating its responsibility to the Congress to deliver a
professional evaluation of national needs if the NASP were
reduced to a mere compilation of local desires. For this
reason, FAA believed it must retain discretion to review
and coordinate State and local plans, not simply package
them. Because of this, FAA stated that it primarily uses
the State system plans as information which it considers
and evaluates in preparing the NASP.

FAA believed that its existing guidelines were suf-
ficient to support the NASP and allow sponsors to explore
a range of planning alternatives. It was opposed to con-
ditioning plan approval and acceptability on adherence to
its guidelines. It believed this would lead many airports
to adopt a "cookbook" approach to planning, while in fact
each planning situation has its own unique circumstances
and set of solutions. It said that it currently approves
major study outputs, such as the airport layout plan and
the environmental impact assessment, but not elements such
as the airport owner's financial plans.
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Further, FAA stated that the NASP's reliability and
validity is not based primarily on the sponsor's acceptance
of FAA recommendations any more than the validity of State
apd local planning is dependent on FAA concurrence with the
findings in such plans and the ability to provide Federal
aid. It stated that coordination implies review--opportunity
to comment and discuss--not necessarily acceptance or agree-
ment.

We recognize that the NASP is a Federal document, but
it also is to be a document supported by State and local
airport plans. This was one objective of FAA's airport
planning grant program and is clearly recognized in FAA's
planning guidelines. According to the guidelines, State
and regional airport system plans were to be structured so
that applicable parts, not necessarily the whole plan,
could be integrated into the NASP.

Because State plans are designed to reflect State
needs, goals, and priorities, differences are expected to
exist between Federal and State/local plans. However, we
believe FAA approval or acceptance of State/local plans
would provide a good opportunity not only for identifying
such differences but for resolving them, to the extent
possible, based on the logic and facts in each case. Fur-
ther, when parts of airport system plans are integrated
into the NASP, we believe any unresolved differences should
be shown so that the realities of NASP implementation can be
fully understood. We believe the Congress needs to know
when plans do not exist at the State/local level for imple-
menting NASP recommendations. Such disclosures would give
the Congress a more realistic basis on which to apportion
funds and identify additional areas where Federal actions
might be needed to develop a national airport system.

We believe FAA's planning guidelines are for the most
part sound and adherence to them would provide a methodical
approach to planning, thus assuring some degree of con-
sistence. We believe adherence to the guidelines will not
restrict needed flexibility. FAA's planning guidelines
identify the basic elements of planning--such as forecasts
of aviation demand, demand/capacity analysis, airport lay-
out plan as in the case of a master plan--and the basic
factors and tasks necessary to accomplish them. However,
the actual work undertaken is largely dictated by the
circumstances at each airport, thus assuring needed flexi-
bility. For example, the scope of a noise control and land
use compatibility study would be dictated by the degree of
noise at the airport. Such a study would not even be re-
guired if the airport had no noise problem, but the ration-
ale for such a deviation should be discussed in the final
plan to show it was appropriately considered.
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We also believe that Federal review and approval of
financing plans are appropriate and necessary not only to
determine whether anticipated resources are realistic to
carry out plan implementation, but to determine whether the
anticipated demand for Federal assistance is consistent with
Federal perspectives and priorities.

We recognize that coordination does not imply acceptance
or agreement but it does imply resolving to the extent pos-
sible any differences, and we believe such differences can be
resolved best in the review and approval of State and local
plans. This also would provide a good opportunity to make
Federal perspectives and priorities known to State/local
governments so they can develop more realistic plans.

RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE CONGRESS

In considering whether to extend the Airport and Airway
Development Act beyond fiscal year 1980, we recommend that
the Congress, to improve State and local airport planning
and to facilitate the integration of these plans into the
NASP:

--Require airports to have an FAA-approved master plan
and be included in an FAA acceptable State or local
system plan as a condition for FAA airport development
grants, unless such grants are needed to alleviate an
emergency or safety problem or replace existing
equipment and facilities. This can be accomplished
by adding a new subsection to section 16 of the act
(49 U.S.C., 1716) to read as follows:

"No airport development project shall be approved by
the Secretary subsequent to (some specified date as
determined by the Congress) unless (1) the airport
has an airport master plan approved by the Secretary
and is included in a State, regional, or metropolitan
system plan acceptable to the Secretary or unless (2)
the development project is needed to alleviate an
emergency or safety problem or replace existing equip-
ment and facilities which will not enlarge or expand
the capacity of the airport or noticeably increase
aviation activity."

--Determine whether funding levels will be sufficient
to fund a higher level of planning.

--Require the Secretary to prepare another revised NASP
based on the airport development needs identified in
FAA-approved airport master plans and acceptable
system plans. This can be accomplished by amending
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section 12(i) of the act (49 U.S.C. 1712) to read as
follows:

"No later than (some specified date as determined by
the Congress) the Secretary shall * * * prepare and
publish. a revised national airport system plan for the
development of public airports in the United States.

* ¥ * In addition to the information required by sub-
section (a), the revised plan shall include an ident-
ification of the levels of public service and the uses
made of each public airport and the projected airport
development necessary to fulfill the levels of ser-
vices and uses of such airports during the succeeding
l0~year period, as provided for in acceptable airport
system and approved master plans prepared pursuant to
section 16 (appropriate subsection as amended above)."

RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE

SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION

We recommerid that the Secretary of Transportation direct
the FAA Administrator to:

--Strengthen FAA planning guidelines to focus greater
attention on the potential and merits of developing
regional general aviation airports.

--Make, concurrent with any action taken by the Congress
to require airport plans, compliance with FAA's plan-
'ning guidelines a condition for approval or acceptance

of airport plans.
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CHAPTER 4

CHANGES NEEDED IN THE DISTRIBUTION

OF AIRPORT DEVELOPMENT GRANT FUNDS

Sufficient airport development grant funds have not
been available to fund all requests for airport development;
and millions of dollars in needed improvements, some of
which are considered safety related, have been left un-
funded. In contrast, FAA has not been able to use airport
development grant funds effectively to implement the NASP or
assure that important needs are addressed. Our review
showed that:

--Under current legislation FAA has little control over
grant funds distributed to airports based on pas--
senger enplanements (boardings).

-~Unused enplanement funds from prior years have
hindered the use of discretionary funds.

-~Enplanement funding provides airports with funds in
inverse proportion to the airport's capability to
fund its own development.

Distributing grant funds according to priorities could
assure that funds are used systematically to implement the
NASP and address important airport needs. The NASP, however,
does not identify in a manner sufficient to set priorities
important airport needs. FAA has acted to better relate
NASP development needs to specific airport problems but more
needs to be done.

AIRPORT IMPROVEMENT FUNDS ARE
INADEQUATE FOR NEEDS

According to House Report 95-836 on the proposed Air-
craft and Airport Noise Reduction Act of 1978 (H.R. 8729),
about $1.2 billion will be needed annually to eliminate the
chronic backlog of safety-and capacity-related projects
based on NASP development needs and current funding ratios.
The report stated that authorized funding levels through
fiscal year 1980, which range from about $500 million to
$600 million a year, were adequate to cover only half the
yearly development needs. Although House Bill 8729 would
have increased authorized funding levels for fiscal years
1979 and 1980 to about $800 million, this would still have
been $400 million less than annual development needs.
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Further, this bill was not enacted by the 95th Congress;
thus, funding remains at the $500 million to $600 million
level.

Despite the shortage in funds, many airport sponsors
are optimistic that inclusion of their airport in the NASP
guarantees that FAA will be able to fund their airport
development needs. For example, in anticipation of receiv-
ing an FAA grant because its airport was included in the
previous NASP, the City of Smith Center, Kansas, held an
election in 1976 to obtain approval for a bond issuance of
$125,000 to provide its share of the cost for runway paving
and other improvements. The bond issuance passed over-
whelmingly due to community recognition of the necessity r
for the improvements. However, after the city sold the b
bonds, it found that Federal aid would not be available for ;
years. FAA was unable to fund Smith Center's airport de- .
velopment project during fiscal year 1978 because its &
discretionary funds had been allocated or assigned to
higher priority projects.

Because FAA funding appears unlikely, Smith Center
officials were trying to obtain funding from other sources.
FAA officials said that they encouraged and in fact helped
Smith Center in its efforts to obtain other funding and thus
understand that Smith Center will receive aid during fiscal
year 1979 from another source.

Other airport sponsors are likewise optimistic that
inclusion of their airports in the NASP will assure them of
funding. For example, our questionnairg showed that about
70 percent of the airport representatives believed they had
a good chance of obtaining Federal funds to develop their
airports in the next 10 years. In contrast to this optimism,
over the past 7 years only about 47 percent of the existing
NASP airports had received FAA grants for airport develop-
nent.

In FAA's central region, applications for 40 projects,
totaling $38 million, could not be funded as of April 1977
because the region did not have sufficient funds. Thirty-
three of the applications, totaling $24 million, were for
safety-related projects—--6 projects for $8 million were for
air carrier airports, and 27 projects for $16 million were
for other classes of airports. As of October 1978, unfunded
project applications totaled about $27 million. In FAA's
western region, the backlog of unfunded project applications
in September 1978 was $228 million.
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According to FAA officials, safety-related needs are
those improvements needed to enhance safety of current
operations on the aircraft operating side of the airport.
They include such items as fire/rescue vehicles and build-
ings, snow removal equipment, security equipment, approach
and navigational aids, runway dgrooving, airport hazard re-
moval, lighting, safety areas, and touchdown and centerline
lighting.

FAA HAS LITTLE CONTROL
OVER ENPLANEMENT FUNDS

FAA has little control over the use of enplanement
funds. For example, it cannot divert one airport sponsor's
enplanement funds to another nor can it tell an airport
sponsor on which project it can use its enplanement funds so
long as the project is eligible for assistance under the
act. During fiscal year 1978, enplanement grant funds
totaled $310 million and represented about 57 percent of all
grants. (See p. 7.)

Under the Airport and Airway Development Act, as amended
in 1976, two-thirds of the development grant funds authorized
for air carrier airports are distributed based on passenger
enplanements with each sponsor of an air carrier airport
receiving .

--$6 for each of the first 50,000 passengers enplaned,
--$4 for each of the next 50,000 passengers enplaned,

--$2 for each of the next 400,000 passengers enplaned,
and

--$0.50 for each passenger enplaned over 500,000.

For fiscal years 1977-80, small air carrier airports
were guaranteed a minimum of $150,000 annually, while larger
air carrier airports were limited to $10 million. The annual
enplanement funds apportioned to airports are to be available
to the airport sponsor for 2 succeeding years, thus enabling
annual enplanement funds to be accumulated for up to 3 years
to finance larger or more expensive projects. Enplanement
funds can be used only for projects eligible for assistance
under the act. )

Prior to the 1976 amendments, FAA had denied the City
of Los Angeles enplanement grant funds for its Los Angeles
International Airport. The city intended to use these funds
to reimburse itself for $9.6 million previously incurred in
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expanding its airport. Although FAA acknowledged that such
reimbursement was eligible for a grant, FAA denied the grant
on the grounds that grant funds would be exhausted on higher
priority projects at other airports under the priority system
it had instituted to handle the then-existing limited funds.

In response to FAA's denial, the city filed a suit 1/
to obtain its enplanement grant funds. On appeal, the Court
of Appeals ruled in favor of the city, holding that airports
are entitled under the Airport and Airway Development Act to
their enplanement grant funds regardless of higher priorities
elsewhere. Although the formulas for distributing enplane-
ment grant funds were different before the 1976 amendments,
enplanement funds under both the pre- and post-1976 amend-
ments were to be apportioned to airport sponsors each fiscal
year and were to remain available to the sponsor for 2 suc-
ceeding fiscal years.

Because FAA has little control over the use of enplane-
ment funds, airport sponsors have used these funds, as in
the case at Los Angeles, for projects of less importance
than development needs at other airports. For example, in
1977 FAA awarded a $9.3 million grant, all in enplanement
funds, to the Port Authority of New York and New Jersey, the
sponsor of the John F. Kennedy, La Guardia, and Newark In-
ternational Airports, to retire bonds for airport terminal
development. Bond debts are incurred with specific plans
for their repayment, such as from operating revenues. Fed-
eral grants thus enable the airport to use funds reserved
for bond debt retirement for other purposes. Airport
sponsors must assure FAA that they have no need for a safety
project before the grant can be used to retire bond debts.

According to April 1978 testimony by the Aircraft Owners
and Pilots Association before the Subcommittee on Transporta-
tion, House Committee on Appropriations, 13 airports had
received grants to retire bonds for terminal development,

a practice the Association believed should be discontinued.

In June 1978, FAA reported that about $32 million had or
would be used during fiscal years 1976-78 for bond indebted-
ness retirement.

1/City of Los Angeles v. Coleman, 397 F Supp. 547 (D.D.C.
1975), remanded sub nom City of Los Angeles v. Adams (D.C.
Cir. 1977) 556 F. 2d 40.
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UNUSED ENPLANEMENT FUNDS HINDER
EFFECTIVE USE OF DISCRETIONARY FUNDS

The use of discretionary funds has been hindered by
unused enplanement funds from prior years. Under the Air-
port and Airway Development Act, enplanement funds not used
in the year authorized were to be carried over and available
for use by air carrier airports for 2 succeeding years.
However, the Department of Transportation's annual appropri-
ation acts have generally limited funding to the annual
amounts contained in the authorizing legislation without
making appropriate provisions for funding unused enplanement
funds from prior years. To compensate for this, FAA has
used its discretionary funds to (1) encourage airport
sponsors to use enplanement funds in the years authorized to
minimize the amount of unused enplanement funds and (2)
fund to a limited extent, airport sponsors' requests for
their prior year unused enplanement funds.

For example, the Airport and Airway Development Act
authorized $540 million in airport development grants for
fiscal year 1978 of which $450 million was for the develop-
ment of air carrier airports--$310 million in enplanement
funds and $140 million in discretionary funds. Together
with $85.5 million in unused enplanement funds from fiscal
years 1976-77, FAA should have had available $625.5 million.
However, the fiscal year 1978 appropriation act for the De-
partment of Transportation limited funds to the $540 million
authorized for fiscal year 1978, leaving the $85.5 million
in unused enplanement funds from fiscal years 1976-77 un-
funded.

FAA is legally obligated to fund requests for prior
year unused enplanement funds. To assure that funds would
be available during fiscal year 1978, FAA set aside $85.5
million of the $140 million in fiscal year 1978 discretion-
ary funds to cover this contingency. As the fiscal year
progressed, FAA realized that about $65.5 million in fiscal
year 1978 enplanement funds would go unused, thereby enabl-
ing it to release an equivalent amount in discretionary
funds. However, FAA estimates that the remaining $20 mil-
lion in discretionary funds set aside to fund requests for
prior year unused enplanement funds will still be needed
for this purpose.

FAA officials told us that discretionary funds will
sometimes be used to augment enplanement funds to encourage
the airport to use its enplanement funds, thereby minimizing
the amount of unused enplanement funds. For example, in
fiscal year 1977, FAA awarded a grant of $4.25 million for
development of the Lindberg Field in San Diego, California.
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This grant consisted of $1.9 million in unused enplanement
funds from fiscal year 1976, about $2 million in enplanement
funds for fiscal year 1977, and $290,000 in discretionary
funds. Although the airport's accumulated enplanement funds
would have been sufficient to start the project in fiscal
year 1978, FAA's use of discretionary funds to start the
project in fiscal year 1977 reduced by $3.9 million the
amount of unused enplanement funds carried over into fiscal
year 1978.

An FAA official told us that the use of discretionary
funds to encourage airports to use their enplanement funds
could result in projects of lesser significance being funded
before proijects of greater significance.

ENPLANEMENT FUNDING PROVIDES FUNDS 1IN

INVERSE PROPORTION TO AIRPORT'S NEED

Larger air carrier airports, although better able to
pay their own way, receive more enplanement grant funds
than smaller ones. The largest air carrier airport is
entitled to receive up to $10 million annually, the maximum
in enplanement funds provided for under the act. 1In con-
trast, a number of air carrier airports are so small that
they receive only the minimum amount of enplanement funds
guaranteed by the act, or $150,000.

According to FAA's August 1977 report "Airport Land
Banking," many small airports cannot meet all their operating
expenses. The report stated that based on an FAA analysis of
the financial reports of 47 airports, airports did not con-
sistently break even on operating expenses until enplanements
reached about 97,000 annually. Also, airports were generally
not able to meet their debt service requirements without
local contributions, head taxes, or other extraordinary in-
come until annual enplanements reached 275,000.

In testifying before the Oversight Subcommittee of the
House Ways and Means Committee in January 1978, the Director
of Engineering and Air Safety, Air Line Pilots Association,
stated the following concerning the need for and use of
Federal funds:

" % * * the ADAP formula as currently written means the
rich get richer and the poor stay that way, in terms

of Federal airport assistance. Large, already heavily,
endowed airports continue to get the lions share of
airport aid.”
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"Under the current formula, cities like Detroit and
Dallas-Fort Worth receive heavy commitments for - |
terminals and other nonsafety-related facilities." |

|

"Every community, no matter its size, if served by an
air carrier, is entitled to the same consideration b
as every other community."” g

RELATIONSHIP OF NASP
DEVELOPMENT TO AIRPORT PROBLEMS

Safety, capacity, and environmental (primarily noise)
problems exist at many airports, but the NASP does not dis-
close why $10.6 billion in development will be needed in
the next decade nor what airport problems or deficiencies
this $10.6 billion will address. Knowing why NASP develop-
ment is needed or the problems it will address would
facilitate a better understanding of system needs and pro-
vide a rational basis for establishing system priorities.

We believe the Congress desired a better understanding
of system needs on which to establish priorities when it
amended the Airport and Airway Development Act in 1976.

Both the House and Senate reports on the 1976 amendments

(H. Rept. 94-594 and S. Rept. 94-643) criticized the old NASP
as inadequate to identify system needs and determine system
priorities. This criticism applies to the new NASP as well.

Instead of classifying the $10.6 billion in NASP de-
velopment needs according to airport problems, FAA classified
them by type of work; that is, $2.8 billion for land, $5.3
billion for paving and lighting, $375 million for approach
aids, $1 billion for terminal development, and $1.1 billion
for other items. The $2.8 billion for land includes land
necessary for a number of purposes such as noise buffer
zones, safety and clear zone areas, and alirport expansion.
Similarly, the $5.3 billion for paving and lighting includes
grooved runways for airport safety and new or larger runways
to expand airport capacity.

In June 1978, FAA directed its regional offices to
reclassify NASP development needs into three cost categories
and several subcategories to better relate NASP development
needs to program objectives, including safety and capacity
needs. A summary of the 10-year NASP development needs by
program objectives follows.
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Maintain Bring

systen condition airports Expand the system
Safety/ Reconstruction up to Unyrade Capacity New
security (note a) standards airports development airports Total
(000,000 omitted)
Air ;
carrier $420 $640 $1,230 $ 920 $2,790 $ 500 § 6,500
Commuter 40 50 90 90 90 20 380
Reliever 60 50 240 140 190 220 900
General
aviation 300 240 580 610 380 730 2,840

Total $§gg $980 $2,140 $1,760 $3,450 $1,470 $10,620

a/Development required to nalntalqnthe functional lntegrlty of the landing area,
such as rehabilitation of pavements and replacement of lighting systems.

In reclassifying NASP development needs, FAA did not
attempt to identify airport improvements needed to address
noise problems. Projects for reducing airport noise such as
noise buffer zones and noise suppressing equipment were made
eligible for airport development grants, and thus eligible
for inclusion in the NASP, by the 1976 amendments to the
Airport and Airway Development Act.

FAA officials told us that they have no prescribed
standards, similar to FAA airport design standards, to
identify airport improvements needed to reduce noise and
that they must rely on airport sponsors to identify these
needs. Few airports, however, have performed airport noise
control and land use compatibility studies to identify such
improvements. (See p. 28.)

FAA officials believe the needs to address the noise
problem could be considerable, possibly totaling billions of
dollars. Our questionnaire results showed that 20 percent
of airport representatives believed they had potential needs
relating to noise which they considered a medium to high
priority.

FUNDING ALTERNATIVES

During FAA's June 1, 1978, Consultative Planning Confer-
ence on post-1980 airport and airway development legislation,
several alternatives relating to the distribution of grant
funds were discussed, as follows.
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--Increase or decrease percentage of discretionary
funds.

--Maintain current system of distributing air carrier
enplanement and discretionary funds or increase
minimum enplanement funds.

--Continue current distribution of funds between air
carriers and general aviation airports or increase
share to general aviation airports.

--Continue distribution to general aviation on basis v
of area/population formula or introduce an aero- t
nautical factor which would consider estimated s
activity counts, general aviation development
included in the NASP, number of registered general
aviation aircraft and licensed airmen by State, or
the number of general aviation airports in the NASP
by State.

Also discussed were several methods of financing air- ]
port development, as follows: W

Direct Federal Federal facilitating
assistance option legislation

Block grants Allowance

Categorical grants of airport passenger

Loans "head taxes"

Loan guarantees Special Federal tax

incentives for
development of
airports

CONCLUSIONS

Priorities are needed to distribute airport development
grant funds, so that grant funds are effectively utilized to
meet airport problems consistent with Federal goals and
objectives for implementing the NASP, such as making air-
ports safer, maintaining the existing airport system, bring-
ing airports up to FAA standards, developing reliever air-
ports to relieve congestion at air carrier airports, ex-
panding the air carrier/comnuter system, or making airports
more compatible with their environment. Even if funding
were increased, priorities would be useful to systematize
implementation of the NASP and to measure progress.

The use of priorities, instead of enplanements, could

also assure that airport development grants are used at
airports having the greatest financial need. In addition,
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the use of priorities could enable airport sponsors to v
determine better the likelihood that their development needs i
will be funded and thus promote more effective planning at
the State and local levels.

FAA's reclassification of NASP development needs (see
p. 50) and its study on the financial resources of airports
(see p. 49) could be useful as a basis for establishing
priorities. Although airport noise needs have not been
adequately identified in the NASP or considered in FAA's
reclassification of NASP development needs, this problem
could be resclved for future revisions to the NASP and
priorities refined accordingly if the recommendations in
chapter 3 were fully implemented and if FAA were reguired to
classify future NASP development needs according to airport
problems.

AGENCY COMMENTS AND OUR EVALUATION

FAA stated that establishment of a priority system
based on, among other things, the financial resources of an
airport would be discriminatory as larger airports would
probably be penalized because of their revenue producing
capability. FAA also stated that it planned to revise the
NASP in July 1979 and would classify NASP improvements in it
according to program objectives.

We agree that such a system would be discriminatory.
However, a number of Federal assistance programs, which have
financial or income limits as a condition for eligibility,
are likewise discriminatory. Passenger ticket taxes account
for most of the receipts to the Airport and Airway Trust
Fund (see p. 8), and for the most part they are collected
from passengers enplaned at the largest air carrier airports.
However, we see no reason why such taxes should not be re-
distributed to other airports that have development needs
beyond their revenue producing potential yet are essential
to development of a national airport system.

RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE CONGRESS

In determining whether to expand the Airport and Airway
Development Act beyond fiscal year 1980, we recommend that
the Congress: .

--Establish a system of priorities to implement the NASP

considering airport problems and related development
needs and the financial resources of airports.
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--amend sectlion 15 of the act (49 U.S.C. 1715) to
provide for distributing program funds according to
established priorities.

--Require future revisions of the NASP, as recommended
on page 42, to classify development needs according
to airport problems, including noise.

This can be accomplished by further amending section
12(i) of the act (49 U.S.C. 1721) by adding the
following after the last sentence:

"Further, projected airport development needs shall be
classified according to the problems confronting air-
ports."
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APPENDIX I APPENDIX I

QUESTIONNAIRE METHODOLOGY

We selected a random sample of 783 airports from a
universe of 2,868 existing public airports listed in the
NASP. We eliminated 20 of those initially selected because
FAA officials told us 14 were unattended and 6 were planned
new airports. We eliminated 28 more after finding that the
airport sponsor/manager was responsible for multiple airports
and had already been selected as part of our sample. We
mailed questionnaires to a final sample of 735 airport
sponsors/managers and received 614 responses, an 84-percent
response rate. The final sample size and response rate by
airport service level was:

Service level Sample size Responses Response rate
(percent) .
Large air carriers 35 35 100
Other air carriers 170 148 87
Commuters 122 104 85
Relievers 113 103 91
General aviation airports 295 224 76
Total 735 614 84

—— ————

We projected the data collected to the universe of
existing public airports in the NASP. Because the projec-
tions are based on a statistical sample rather than the
whole universe, the figures are subject to variation. To
determine whether relationships existed between responses to
questions, we applied a statistical test called the Mantel-
Haenszel test. We used the 95-percent confidence level for
these tests.

Although we directed the questionnaire to airport man-
agers, we requested them to solicit input from other know-
ledgeable representatives. Thus, we believe the experiences
and opinions expressed by the respondents are representative
of all sponsors of existing public airports listed in the
NASP.

The percentages presented in the summary guestionnaire
(see app. II) were based on answers given by all 614 airport
representatives who responded to the questionnaire. Some of
the percentages presented in the body of this report may dif-
fer from those shown in appendix II because they were com-
puted from a base other than the total number of respondents.
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APPENDIX II

APPENDIX II

QUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS (note a)

Thru this questionnaire the U. 8. General
Accounting Office sesks to obtain information
about the effect of some FAA programs on airports
which are part of the National Alirport System
Plan. Flease answer sach of the following ques-
tions as completely as possible.

Space has bsen provided at the end of the
quastionnaire for any comments you have concerning
this questionnaire or any other related topics.

The questionnaire is numbered only to permit
us to dslete your name from our mailing list vhen
we Teceive your questionnaire and thus svoid
sending an unnecessary follow-up request.

Pleass return this questionnaire in the
enclosed stamped self-addressed envelope within
S days of receiving it. If you have any ques-
tions, please call Mr. George L. Jones (B16) -
37446l

NOTE: In filling out this questionnaire,
pleass disregard the numbers in parenthesis to
the right of a question/item; they are included
to facilitate keypunching.

BESFONDENT INFORMATION:

PERSON FILLING
OUT QUESTIONNAIRE:

TITLE:

TELEPHORE ___ ( )
(ares code)

(number)

a/Data expressed in percentages.

Page 1
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8ince 1370 has your airport applied for a
development grant under the Alrport
Development Aid Progran?

[717 1. Yes ®)

20 2. ¥o (Skip to question 8)
2 No Response

Ioes your airport currently have an appli-
cation pending with FAA? )
7

@ 1. Yes
m 2. Ko

25 No Response

Exqluding any application which is currently
ponding, has your alrport ever been denied

& grant?
(8)

97 1. Yes
@ 2, Ko

23 No Response

Were your applicstions for Federal assistance

prepared by a consulting firm rather than by

you or a member of your staff? ()
9

@ 1. Yes
D47 2. %o

6 Both
26 No Response
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5.

E.

€.

Please indicate the extent of your sgresnent or dlsagreement with esch of the following statements
oonoerning FAA spplication procedures for ADAP grante. (Check one bdlogk for each ststement.)

No Strongly Btrongly
_Response_uﬁa_ “?" m?m BLI.F.I ﬂ.m?'.u

Instructions for filling out

the application were very clear 32 / 2: 7 1137 E m m

and understandable.

To¢ much information was

requested on the application 31 m Qﬂ m E E

and supporting documents.
Assistanoe provided by Federal

svistion Administration n 2y OO0 ya sy Yy [T

officials was helpful.

The entire procedure of
applying and obtaining a grant
(or being vejected) took 0 227 ¥ ay javyy 37

longer than it should.
The time, effort, and dollare

we devoted to applying for a 3l 287 407 I %7 7

grant were subatantial.

Ess the FAA's application procedure ever osused lengthy delays in the installation of needed safety
esquipment at your airport?

[BT 1. TYes

[BS 2. ¥o (Skip to question 8)
27 XNo Response

If yes, please specify the equipment delayed and the length of the delay (from date of application
for grant).

Hquipment Length of Delay
1, months
2. —_uonths
3. monthe
Page 2
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{10)
(11)
(12)
(13)

(1)

(15)
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Gl

NO Yexy high High Mediun low Vexy low
Response m mgtu! M%nn mﬁnn .mg:m m!m
-ggi;;:;‘é‘oﬁi:ti‘;‘g s A7 O oo 8 0 O 0.3
SRR s M O & o @O o
. Vehicle parking 8 37 yacy 23 287 a4 LT (8)
omg aocemmeess 6 A7 0¥ 0 02¥ ¢ 9 [T W
DolmaanEr o &~ &~ o & & [T
sty o O OO O 0 00U
Tezminal needs 10 a7 0oy a0y az 09 L3 (a2)
Other needs
(PLlease specify)
YR . v s . A v e v AR s w AN /AN C))

9.

m o ‘5 M o Q
LSS R S

Pleass indicate the priority of the following potentisl aizport needs At JOUZ ALTROIL. (Cheok gug for
sachk listed need.) ‘

In your opinion, what is the likelihood that in the next 10 years your airport will receive funds
through the Airport Development Ald Progrem to meet eech of the listed needs? (Check gpe for each need.)

app:i:a.blo
No Bxtremely Extremely to ny

Response el Ggd Dz Ber _per- MpRE-
Erorat opeceting ateas s 4 AU MO 0O O 0@
e a9 O 00 D O & OO @
Vehicle parking w O O & 7 &7 Oy ()
Ground scoess needs 10 [ Ay OF O &0 ay @
Needs relating to noise pollutien 1] )’ [ O3 av &7 D27  (28)
Neods relating to sir pollution 12 (27 [/ OV O [ 23 (29)
Terminal needs 0w [ Ay 07 00 (T Oy
i oy ot s [0 AU 0 o O &

Page 3
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10. How satisfied are you with vhat has besn 124,
scoonplished at your sirport through the
Alzport Developnent Ald Program (ADAP)?
[3E7 1. Very satiafied . (32)
(Bkip to question 12)
[ZT7 2. tatisfied
. (8kip to question 12)
© [IR7 3. Teither satisfiad nor
: dlesatiefied B,
(Skip to question 12)
@ L. Dissatisfied
L7 5. Very dissstisfied
9 NO Response
11, If you are not satisfied, please tell us why 13.
by cheoking aagh of the follo statements
ies to your airport: (Check &ll
that l.pply.i
37 My airport has requested
but not received funds. (33)
L& My sirport has not requested
funds due to the unlikeli-  (3L)
hood of receiving them.
E My sairport has not requested
funds due to the red tape (35)
required.
1LA.
[-_5__7 My airport ham received
funds, tut they were not (36)
sufficient.
Jatin) Sowe of the important nesds
at my sirport are not
eligible for funding under  (37)
the Alrport Development
Aid Progrsa. B.
m FAA standards require nmore
development than my air- (38)
port needs.
57 FAA standards require mors
development than my (39)
community can afford. c
87 Other (Flesse specify)
(ko)
Page L
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Ave there any izmportant needs st your
sirport which are nct eligible for funding
under the Alzport Development Ald Progran?

57 s
&17

E 3. Don't kmow
4  No Response
If yes, vhat are those needs?

Yon (1)

Ko

If yours is an alr carrier airport, has PAA
encouraged you to use your entitlement
(enplanement) funds according to any
priorities?

[BQ7 1. My airport ie not an air
carrier airport

(k2)

a4z e
87 3

1 No Response

Yesn

No

Has your airport used ADAP funds to procure
air navigation aids?

37 1. Yes
[T&7 2. ¥o (Skip to question 15)

7 No Response

(43)

If yes, wers thems aids eligible for the FAA
Facllities and Equipment Program?

E 1. Yes (UA}
2/ 2 R (Skip to
L[5 3. Don't kmow question 15)

82 Ko Response

If yes, were these aids purchased thru ADAP
funds, primarily because: (Check one.) (15)
45

E 1. Our management preferred to
use ADAP funds

E 2. FAA encouraged us to use
ADAP funds

1 Other
87

No Response
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15. Plesse indicate the funding priority which you believe FAA gives to the following types of projecta.

(Check one for each type of project.)

o No Very high High Medium Low Very low
esponse priority priority priority riori riorit; own
1. 2. 3. Lﬂ'ﬂ 2'?—1 . %—
s." Pasking factlisies u Y & M & O
. Gromi soceen projocts nw (¥ [T [ M O 8w
C. Projects relating to safety of ) . .
airoraft operating areas 11 [&27 267 3y [17 1) O3 e
D. Toise pollution projects 12 A7 /a7 Oy [27 [ L2§F
E. Alr pollution projects 12 [F7 277 a5 Ao 3 [ZF (50
F. Teminal development 12 [&/ 97 L A7 4O 4OY Y
G. Projects (other than those
relating to safety) con- 26 [&7 g7 27 A7 [ 4OY ()
ceming aircraft operating
areas
16. If yours is an air carrier airport, have you 19. Has your airport ever received a planning
alvays used your entitlement (enplanement) grant? (56)
funds in the year they became available? (53) @ 1. Yes
53 :
807 1. rx airpor(t s;: n:t an a.;.i' cafgager [16/ 2. ¥  (Skip to Section IIT)
rt o queation
AT PO " prod . — [T7 3. Don't know (Skip to Section III)
2. ¥o, my airport has not always
used entitlement funds in the 39 No Response
year they beceme available 20, If yea, how satiafied are you with the effect
57 3. Yes, my airport has always used of the grant on planning for the development
entitlement funds in the year of your airport?
they became available “§7 1. Very satisfied G7)
(Skip to queation 18) (Sxip to section III)
1 No Response [d8/ 2. satisfied (Skip to section III)
Dj 3. Neither satisfied nor
17. If no, why were the funds not used in the year diseatiefied (Skip to section III)
they became available?
(s &7 L. Dissatisfied
[ %7 1. Because of delays due to
environmental requirements C]—J 5. Very dissatisfied
[TI7 2. Because of a lack of local funding 60 No Response
[&7 3. Because our proposed projects 21. If not satisfied, why not?
required more than one year's
entitlement
%7 4. Because ve had no immediate
use for the funds
[Z7 5. oOther (Please specify)
2 Combination of above
91 No Response
Bection II ~ The Planning Grant Program
18. Has your airport ever applied for a planning
grant (as opposed to a development grant)?
@ 1. Yes (s5 )
a0/ 2. ¥Wo ({Skip to Section IIT)
/-G 3. Don't kmow (Skip to Section IIL)
7 No Response
Page S

*Less than one percent.
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APPENDIX II
Segtion III - The Nstional Airport System Flan

To qualify for planning end development grante,
an airport must be included in the National Alrport
System Flan. The Plan is s document prepared by
- FAA to identify alxport development projects of
- potential national interest. The original plan was

published in 1972 and FAA is currently preparing an
undated version. Because your airport is included
in the revised plan, we would like to obtain some
information om your alrport's input into the plan.

22. During the past year has PAA oontacted you or
anyone asscoisted with your airport (by letter,
telephone, personal intexview, eto.) o request
your comments on the recommended development
needs of your airport during the next 10 years?

[317 1. TYes (58)
[B%] 2. N

5 No Response

23. Does anyone associated with your airport know
what projects FAA recommended for your airport?

[Z87 1. Yes (59)
47 2. %

8 No Response

2L. Regarding development items recommended by FAA
for your airport, which of the following
statements applies? (Check one.) (60)
/2487 1. Items recommended by FAA plus
some additional items are
nesded at my airport

[ B/ 2. A items recommended by Fid
are needed st my airport.
Fo sdditional items are needed.

/57 3. One or more items listed by
FAA are noi naeded st oy
airport; but some items are
needed other than those listed.

E‘ 4. One or more items listed by
FAL are_not needed at my air-
port. No additional items
are needed.

40 No Response

APPENDIX II

25. TAA recoumends some iteme be developed during
the 1578-82 time period and other items
during the 1983-87 time period. Do you agree
or disagree with the following statements
concerning the timing FAA has recommended for.
the projects at your airport? (Check one for
each statement.)

Don't No
dase Diegmes Jgov Response

All items recommended

E m Eazaby!umlikoly to 61)
be completed by the ‘°©
end of 1987.

One or more items
recompended by FAA

[F A &7 40 rissthe MR (4

period should be
deferred until later

One or more items
recommended by FAh

during the 198387
ﬂ 57 E 41 period should be (63)

developed earlier.

26. When you determined the development needs
for your alrport, did local community
leaders (other than those who manage your
airport) provide input?
(6L

E 1. Yes, a great deal
E 2. Yes, some

11/ 3. UHNone

[ &7 L. Don't know

1} No Response

27. What are the attitudes of the local communities
around your airport toward the development
plans you have for your alrport?

(63)

/73] 1. Generally favorsble
(Skip to question 29)

/97 2. Generally unfavorable

/107 3. Don't kmow

(Skip to question 29)
8 No Response
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28. If generslly unfavorsble, plesee briefly
explain what, in your cpinion, the community
is opposed to and why.

29. Gemerally, FAA uses number of based aircraft
and travel time to the nearest airport already
listed in the Naiional Airport System Flan in
detexmining whether a general aviation airport
is to be placed in the National Airport System
Flan? Do you agree or disagree with this
oriteria? - (66)

[ZB] 1. Agree (Skip to Section IV)
[187 2. Disagree

[28/ 3. Don't kmow (Skip to Section IV)
7 No Response

30, If you disagree, what do you believe the
oriteria should be, or on what should it

be based?

APPENDIX II

Section IV = Oge d
Around Your Airport
31. Flease indicate the nurber and type of
governmental entities tamv have jurisdiction
for land use plamning and soning of land
boxdering your airport. :
A. FRumber of oity governments . (67-68
B. Number of county governments ’ . (69-70
C. Number of other suthorities
(Please specify these other
authorities) (11-T2
32. BEow would you sssess the cooperation given
your alrport by the suthorities who have
jurisdiction over land bordering your
airport? (73)
/337 1. YVery cooperative
@ 2. Cooperative
[i?] 3. Reither cooperative nor
uncooperative
E L. ) Uncooperative
27 5. Very uncooperative
g No Response
33. How adequate is land use planning and
goning bordering your airport? (71)
N /557 1. Adsquate (Skip to Section V)
| [2__Z7 2. Inadequate
Eg’] 3. Don't know (Skip to Section ¥)
No Respopse.

34. If you believe land use planning and zoning of land bordering your airport has been inadequate, please
tell us the effect on your airport now and in the future.

(Check one for each statement.)

True now and True now, but Not true now, BNot true now

likely to be not likely to but probably and not likely
No true in the be true in true in the 0 be txue in
Response future the future future the future
s Peopl airoort Tesponse 1 2. 3. L.
. e near my airport are
unreasonably endangered 59 7 (17 37 297 (s
B. My airport is boxed-in making
future expansion nearly impossible 59 Y a7 57 E (76)

C. The succesaful completion of an

environmental impact statement 61 3

is more difficult

D. Signlficanrt Federal and local
dollars already invested in my

airport could be placed in jeopardy, 60 Ej

or may be wasted, because expanaion
of my airport 1s no longer posaible
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fegtion ¥ - Gensxal Infomation

35. Eas o naster plan besn completed for develop-
ment on and your sirport?
57 1. 1w O
O30 a e

.

4 No Reasponse

Bsio ﬁuhlio hearings ocnosming your airpert
n

_been haeld during the lust twe years?

@ 1. Yes
297 2. % (Skip to question 38)
5 No Response

If yes, vhat was the subject of the hearinge?
(cheok all that apply.)

27 Bnvironmental Lesuss (8)

257 Zoning of land bordering your  (5)
alrport

@ Bafety conditions (10)

87 Other (Please speoify) (11)

Do you favor allowing states, rather than FAA,
to adninister the Airport Development Aid
Progran for general aviation airporte?

@ 1. Yea
[36/ 2. Ko (Skip to question UO)

[Z07 3. Yo cpinion (Skip to question LO)
4 No Response

(12)

1f yes, vhy?

L}o-

Page B

63

APPENDIX II

If you have any comments sbout thie
questionnaire, any cf the subjects addressed,
or other related subjeats, plesss give your
views in the space provided below. (13)
13

Card ¥o. 2 (80)
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BENEFIT/COST CRITERIA FOR CERTAIN

GENERAL AVIATION AIRPORTS

Existing Airports

Minutes to Based
alternate aircraft
airport required
23-27 22
28-32 12
33-37 8
38-42 6
43-47 5

New Airports

Costing more than $500,000 Costing more than $1,000,000
Minutes to Based Minutes to Based
alternate aircraft alternate aircraft

airport required airport required
23~27 32 23-27 58
28~32 18 28~32 32
33-37 12 33~-37 22
38-42 10 38~-42 17
43-47 8 43-47 14
48-52 6 48-52 12
53-62 5 53-57 10
58-62 9
63-67 8
68-72 7
73~-82 6
83-92 5
(341004)
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