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AIRPORT DEVELOPMENT ACCELERATION ACT OF 1973 

WEDNESDAY, MABCH  14,  1973 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND AERONAUTICS, 

COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice at 10 a.m., in Room 2322 
Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. John Jarman (chairman) 
presiding. 

Mr. JARMAN. The subcommittee will please be in order. 
The bills before us in the hearing which we are commencing this 

morning deal with the levying and collecting of service charges on 
enplaning passengers. Following a Supreme Court decision in Evans- 
vUle-Vanderburgh Airport v. Delta Airlines upholding such charges, 
a number of local jurisdictions have taken steps to collect similar 
charges. We have the question as to whether there should be a Federal 
preemption in this area and whether local charges should be 
prohibited. 

In addition, we have the question of whether under the Airport and 
Airway Development Act of 1970 there should be an increase in the 
Federal sharing of airport project costs. We completed hearings on 
this subject in the last Congress. Indeed, both Houses of Congress 
agreed on legislation but the version which went to the White House 
was vetoed by the President. So we are back to where we started with 
the exception that a number of additional local jurisdictions have 
instituted user charges since last year. 

As usual we have a large number of witnesses who wish to be heard. 
Therefore, our committee policy is that direct testimony be delivered 
in summary form and limited to no more than 10 minutes. The com- 
mittee will be quite liberal in allowing the witnesses to furnish fully 
detailed statements for incorporation in the record. 

This procedure will leave time for the questions and answers that 
are important to the hearing. We need everyone's cooperation on this 
if we are to proceed with the hearing and conclude it expeditiously. 

We want everyone who wants to be heard to have that opportunity 
and we also want to have time for questions from the members of the 
subcommittee. So. your cooperation in limiting the direct statements 
and answeps to questions will be appreciated. 

[The text of H.R. 4082. H.R. 2695, H.R. 4213, H.R. 4214, H.R. 4182, 
H.R. 627. H.R. 1784, H.R. 6057, and S 38, and departmental reports 
thereon follow:] 

(« 



[H.R. 4082, 93d CongresB, Ist session, introduced by Mr. Staggers on February 7. 
1973, and 

H.R. 4214, 93d Congress, Ist session, introduced by Mr. Dineell on February 8, 
1973, 

are identical as follows:] 

A BILL 
To amend the Airport and Airwaj- Development Act of 1970 

to increase the United States share of allowable project costs 

under such Act; to amend the^ederal Aviation Act of 

1958 to prohibit certain State taxation of persons in air com- 

merce ; and for other purposes. 

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

2 fiJip.s of the United Stales of America in Congrcsn assembled, 

3 That this Act may be cited as the "Airport Development 

4 Acceleration Act of 1973". 

5 SEC. 2. Section 11 (2) of the Airport and Airwaj- De- 

6 velopnient Act of 1970  (49 U.S.C. 1711)  is amended by 

7 inserting immediately after "Federal Aviation .\ct of 1958," 

8 the following: "and security equipment required of the spon- 



2 

1 sor b}' the Secretary by rule or regulation for the safety and 

2 security of persons and property on the airport,". 

3 SEC. 3.  (a) Section 14 (a) of the Airport and Airway 

4 Development   Act   of   1970    (49   U.S.C.    1714(a))    is 

5 amended— 

6 (1)  by striking out "1975" in paragraph  (1) and 

7 inserting in lieu thereof "1973, and $312,r)00,000 for 

8 each of the fiscal years 1974 and 1975"; and 

9 (2)  by striking out "197r)" in paragraph  (2) and 

10 inserting in lieu thereof "197.3, and $37,500,000 for 

11 each of the fiscal years 1974 and 1975". 

12 (b)  Section 14 (b) of tiiat Act (49 U.S.G. 1714 (b) ) is 

13 amended— 

M (1)  by striking out "$840,000,000" in the first 

15 sentence    thereof    and    inserting    in    lieu    thereof 

16 "$1,540,000,000"; and 

17 (2)   by striking out "and"  in the last sentence 

18 thereof and inserting immediately before the period ", an 

19 aggregate amount exceeding $1,190,000,000 prior to 

20 June 30, 1974, and an aggregate amount exceeding 

21 $1,540,000,000 prior to June 30, 1975". 

22 SK*"- 4. Section 16(c) (1)  of the Airport and Airway 

23 Development Act of 1970 (49 U.S.C. 1716 (c) ) is amended 

24 by inserting in the last sentence  thereof "or the  United 

25 States or an agency thereof" after "public agency". 



s 
1 SEC. 5. Section 17 of Ibe Airport and Airway Develop- 

2 ment Act of 1970  (49 U.S.C. 1717)   relating to United 

3 States sburc of project costs, is amended— 

4 (1)  by striking out subsection  (a)  of sucb section 

5 and uiserting in lieu tbcreof tbe following: 

6 "(a) GENKRAT, PROVISION.—Except as otberwise pro- 

7 vided in ibis section, tbe United States sbarc of allowaldc 

8 project costs pnyaltlc on accounl  of any approved airport 

9 development project submitted under section 16 of tliis part 

10 may not exceed— 

11 "(1)50 per centum for sponsors wbose airports 

12 enplane not less tban   1.00 per centum  of tbe  total 

13 annual passengers enplaned by air carriers certificated 

14 by tbe Civil Acronnnlics Board; and 

15 "(2) 75 per centum for sponsors wliosc airports 

IG enplane less tban 1.00 per centum of tbe total annual 

17 number of passengers enplaned by air carriers certifi- 

18 cated by tbe Civil Aeronautics Board."; and 

19 (2)  by adding at  tbe end  tbcreof Ibe following 

20 new subsection: 

21 "(e) SAFETY CEKTIFICATION AND SECURITY EQUIP- 

22 MENT.— 

23 "(1)  To tbe extent tbat tbe pmject cost of an 

24 a])proved project f<tr airport developi!ient represents tbe 

25 cost of safety equipmenl re(iuired by rule or regulation 



4 

1 for certification of an airport under section 612 of tlie 

2 Federal Aviation Act of 1958 the United States slmrc 

3 may not exceed 82 per centiun of the allowahle cost 

4 thereof  with  respect   to  airport   develni)inent   project 

5 grant agreements entered into after May 10, 1971. 

6 "(2)  To the extent that the project cost of an 

7 approved project for aii-port development represents the 

8 cost of security equipment recpiired by the Secretary by 

9 rule or regulation, the United States share may not ex- 

10 coed 82 per centum of the allowable cost thereof with 

11 resjtect to airport development project grant agreements 

12 entered into after September 28, 1971.". 

13 SEC. 6. The first sentence of section 12(a) of the Air- 

14 port and Airway Development Act of  1970   (49 U.S.G. 

15 1712 (a) ) is amended by striking out "two years" and insert- 

16 ing in lieu thereof "three years". 

17 SEC. 7. (a) Title XI of the Federal Aviation Act of 1958 

18 is amended by addinjj at the cud ilicrcof the following new 

19 section: 

20 "STATE TAXATION OF AIR COMMEECE 

21 "SEC.  1113.   (a)   No State   (or political subdivision 

22 thereof, including the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the 

23 Virgin Islands, Guam, the District of Columbia, the fciri- 

24 tories or possessions of the United States or political] agencies 

2!) of two or more States) shall levy or collect a ta.\, fee. head 
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1 cliarge, or other fhiir<^t', directly or indirectly, on persons 

2 lra\elin{>- in air conmierce or on the carriage of persons 

3 traveluig in an- couunerce or on the sale of air transportation 

4 or on the gioss receipts derived therefrom; except that any 

5 State   (or political subdivision thereof, including the Com- 

6 nionwealth of Puerto Kico, the Virgin Islands, Guam, the 

7 District of Columbia, the territories or possessions of the 

8 Ignited States or political agencies of two or more States) 

9 which levied and collected a tax, fee, head charge, or other 

10 charge, directly or indirectly, on persons traveling in air 

11 connuerce or on the carriage of persons traveling in air com- 

12 nierce or on the sale of air transportation or on the gross 

13 receipts derived therefrom prior to May 21, 1970, shall be 

14 exempt from the provisions of this subsection until July 1, 

15 1!)74. 

16 "(b)   Nothing in  this section  shall prohibit  a  State 

17 (or piilitical  subdivision  thereof, including the  Common- 

18 wcallb of I'ncrlo IJico. llic Virgin Islands, ttuani, the Pis- 

ID trill of ('oluiiibia, lIic territories or j)ossessioiis of the United 

20 States or political agencies of two or more States)   from 

21 the levy or collection of taxes other than those enumerated 

22 in subsection  (a)  of this section, including property taxes, 

23 net income taxes, franchise taxes, and sales or use taxes on 

24 the sale of goods or services; and notliing in this section 

2.") shall prohibit a State   (<tr piditiwil subdivision thereof, in- 
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1 eluding  the  Coramonwealth  of Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin 

2 Islands, Guam, the District of Columbia, (he tenitories or 

3 possessions of the United States or political agencies of two 

4 or more States)  owning or operating an airport from levy- 

5 ing or collecting reasonable rental charges, landing fees, 

6 and other service charges from aircraft operators for the 

7 use of aiqiort facilities. 

8 " (c)  In the case of any airport operating authoritj'^ 

9 which— 

10 " (1) has an outstanding obligation to repay a loan 

11 or loans of amounts borrowed and expended for airport 

12 improvements; 

13 "(2)  is collecting, without air carrier assistance, a 

14 head tax on passengers in air transportation for the use 

15 of its facilities; and 

16 "(3)  has no authority to collect any other type 

1'^ of tax to repay such loan or lojms, 

18 (he provisions of subsection   (a)   shall not apply to such 

19 authority until July 1, 1974.". 

20 (b)  That portion of the table of contents containt ' in 

21 the first section of such Act which appears under the center 

22 heading 

"TITLE XI—MISCELLANEOUS" 

23 is amended by adding at the end thereof the following: 

"Sec. ni3. Stjitfl tnxntion of air commorrc.". 



93i) COKGIiESS 
1ST SESSION 

8 

H. R. 2695 

IN TIIK nOUSE OF r.EPJllOSENTATlVES 

JANUARY 23,1973 

Mr. .IAKMAN iiitroUuccd tlie following bill; which was introduced to the Com- 
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce 

A BILL 
To amend the Airport and Airway Development Act of 1970 

to increase the United States share of allowable project costs 

under such Act; to amend the Federal Aviation Act of 1958 

to prohibit certain State taxation of persons in air trans- 

portation, and for other purposes. 

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

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

3 That this Act may be cited as the "Airport Development 

4 Acceleration Act of 197.3". 

5 SKC. 2. Section 11 (2) of the Airport and Airway De- 

6 velopment Act of 1970  (49 U.S.C. 1711)  is amended by 

7 inserting immediately afler "Federal Aviation Act of 1958," 

8 the following: "and security equipment required of the spon- 



1 sor by the Secretary by rule or regulation for the safety and 

2 security of persons and property on the airport,". 

3 SEC. 3. (a) Section 14(b) of the Airport and Airway 

4 Development   Act   of   1970    (49   U.S.C.   1714(a))    is 

5 amended— 

6 (1)  hy striking out "$840,000,000" in the first 

7 sentence thereof and inserting ui lieu thereof "$1,400,- 

8 000,000"; and 

9 (2)   by striking out "and" in the last sentence 

10 thereof and inserting immediately before the period ", an 

11 aggregate amount exceeding $1,120,000,000 prior to 

12 June 30,  1974, and an aggregate amount exceeding 

13 $1,400,000,000 prior to June 30, 1975". 

14 SEC. 4. Section 16(c) (1)  of the Airport and Aii-way 

15 Development Act of 1970 (49 U.S.C. 1716 (c)) is amended 

16 by inserting in tlic last sentence thereof "or the United 

17 States or any agency thereof" after "public agency". 

18 SEC. 5. Section 17 of the Airport and Aii-way Dcvelop- 

19 ment Act of 1970   (40 U.S.C. 1717)   relating to United 

20 States share of project costs, is amended— 

21 (1) by striking out subsection (a) of such section 

22 and inserting in lieu thereof the following: 

23 " (a)  GENERAL PKOVISION.—Except as otherwise pro- 

24 vided in this section, the United Stfltes share of allowable 

25 project costs payable on account of any approved airport 
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1 development project submitted under section 1(5 of this jxut 

2 shall be— 

* "(1)   i>0 per centum for sponsors whose airports 

* enplane not less than 1 per centum of the totnl annual 

" passengers enplaned by air carriers certificated by the 

S Civil Aeronautics Board; and 

" "(2)   75 per centum for sponsors whose airports 

^ enplane less than 1 l^er centum of the total annual num- 

* her of passengers enplaned by air carriers certificated 

^" by the Civil Aeronautics Board."; and 

^ (2) by adding at the end thereof the following new 

subsection: 

13 

MENT 

" (e) SAFETY CEKTIKICVTION AND SRCUKITY EQUIP- 

14 

" (1) To the extent that the project cost of an approved 

project for aii-port development represents the cost of safety 

ciiuipiucnt required liy rule or regulatitm for certification of 

an airi)ort under section (jl2 of the Federal Aviation Act of 

^^ 1958 the T'nited States share shall be 82 per centum of the 

allowable cost thereof with respect to aii-port development 

project grant agreements entered into after May 10, 1971. 

" (2) To the extent that the project cost of an approved 

project for airport dc\elopment represents the cost of security 

equipment required by the Secretary by rule or regulation, 

the United States share shall be 82 per centum of the allow- 
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•t able cost tliercof with respect to airport development project 

2 grant agreements entered ijito after September 28, 1971.". 

3 SEC. 6. The first sentence of section 12(a) of the Air- 

4 port and Airway Development Act of 1970   (49 U.S.C. 

5 1712 (a)) is amended by striking out "two years" and in- 

Q selling in lieu thereof "three j'ears". 

Y SEC. 7.   (a)  Title XI of the Federal Aviation Act of 

g 1958 is amended by adding at the end thereof the following 

q new section: 

.Q "STATE TAXATION' OF AIR COMMKRCIi 

jj "SEC.  1113.   (a)   No State   (or political subdivision 

j2 thereof, including the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the 

,., Virgin Islands, Guam, the District of Columbia, the tcrri- 

^, tories or possessions of the United States or political agencies 

-- of two or more States) shall levy or collect a tax, fee, head 

- . charge, or other charge, directly or indirectly, on persons 

._ traveling in air commerce or on the carriage of porsims 

traveling in air commerce or on the sale of air transportation 

or on the gross receipts derived therefrom. 

" (b)  Nothing herein shall prohibit a State (or political 

„     subdivision thereof, including the Commonwealth of Puerto 

Eico, the Virgin Islands, (»uam, the District of Columbia, 

the territories or possessions of the I'nited States or political 

agencies of two or more States) from the levy or collection 

„_   of taxes other than those enumerated in sul)sectiou  (a)  of 

9S-236 O - 73 - J 
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1 this  section,  iialudiiig property taxes, net income taxes, 

2 franchise taxes, and sales or use taxes on the sale of goods 

3 or services; and nothing herein shall prohibit a State   (or 

4 political subdivision thereof, including the Commonwealth 

5 of Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, Guam, the District of 

6 Ck)lumbia, the territories or possessions of the United States 

7 or poHtical agencies of two or more States) owning or oper- 

8 ating an airport from levying or collecting reasonable rental 

9 charges, landing fees, and other service charges from aircraft 

10 operators for the use of airport facilities. 
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83D CONGRESS 
1ST SESSIOK H.R.4213 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

FEBRUARY 8,191^3 

Mr. DixoEU. introduced tiie following bill; which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Interstute and Foreign Commerce 

A BILL 
To provide for a moratorium on State taxation of the oarriage 

of persons in air transportation, and for other purposes. 

1 Be it enacted h;i the Senate and Hoiise of Fepre-tentn- 

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

3 That, during the eighteen-month period beginning on the 

4 date of enactment of this Act, no State (or any political sub- 

5 division thereof) shall levy or collect any tax, fee, or other 

6 charge, directly or indirectly, on persons traveling in intei^ 

7 state,   overseas,  or foreign  air  transportation   or  on   the 

8 carriage of persons in interstate, overseas, or foreign air 

9 transportation. 

10 SEC. 2. (a) The Civil Aeronautics Board shall conduct 

11 a full and complete investigation of taxes, fees, and other 
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1 clinrn^c's levied and collected by States and their political 

2 siilidivisions. directly or indirectly, on pei-sons traveling in 

3 intei'state, overseas, or foreign air tninsportation or on the 

4 carriage of persons in interstate, overse-as.  or foreign air 

5 transportation in order to determine the effect of such taxes, 

6 lees, or other charges on air transportation in the United 

7 States. Not Inter than twelve months after the date of enact- 

8 nient of this Act. the Board shall report to the President and 

9 to the Congress the resuUs of such investigation, together 

10 witli such recommendations as it may deem approiirialc. 

11 (b)  The Civil Aeronautics Board may secure directly 

12 from any department or agency of the United States infor- 

Ifi mation necessary to enable it to carry out this section. Upon 

14 request of the Board, the head of such department or agency 

15 shall furnish the information so requested. 

16 (c)   In the conduct of the investigation required by 

17 this section, the Civil Aeronautics Board may hold hearings, 

18 issue siibpenas. administer oaths, examine  witnesses,  and 

19 receive evidence in the same manner as provided by section 

20 1004 of the Federal Aviation Act of lOi^S   (49  U.S.C. 

21 I4H4;. 

22 SFX;. 3. As used in this Act— 

23 (1) the term "State" means a State of the TTnited 

24 States, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the District 

25 of Coiiiml)ia. the Virgin Islands, and Guam; and 
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1 (2) the terms "inlei>!tnte air transportation", "over- 

2 si'as air transportation", and "foreign air transportation" 

3 shall liavc the same meaning given such teniis hy section 

4 101(21)   of the  Federal  Aviation  Act  of  1958   (49 

5 U.S.C. 1301(21)). 

6 SFX!. 4. There are authorized to be appropriated such 

7 sums, not to exceed Si00,000, as may he necessary to enaliie 

8 the Civil Aeronautics Board to cany out the provisions of 

9 .section 2 of this Act. 

10 SEC. O. The first sentence of section 12(a) of the Air- 

U port and .Virway Development Act of  1970   (49 I'.S.f. 

12 1712(a))   is amended  hy striking out  "two years"  and 

13 inserting in lieu thereof "three years". 
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93D CONGRESS    W W      f^ A ^   r\ ^•\. ""— H. R. 4182 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

FEBBrARY 8,1973 

Mr. ADAMS introdiioed the following bill; which was ix-feri^ed to the Coiiimittoe 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce 

A BILL 
T(i amend the Airport and Airwnj' Development A el of 1!)70 to 

increase the United States share of allowable project costs 

under such Act; to amend the Federal Aviation Act of 1958 

to prohibit certain State taxation of persons in air commerce; 
and for other purposes. 

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

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

3 That this Act may be cited as the "Airport and Airway Im- 

4 provement Act of 1973". 

5 SEC. 2. Section 11 (2) of the Airport and Airway Pevel- 

6 opment Act of 1970 (49 U.S.C. 1711) is amended by in- 

7 serting immediately after "Federal Aviation Act of 1958," 

8 the following: "and security equipment required of the spon- 
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1 stir by the 8ocreUiry liy rule or regulatiuu for the safety and 

2 security of persons and property on the airport,". 

3 SKC. ;{. (ji) Set-tiou 14(b) of the Airport and Airway 

4 Develnpinent   Act   of   1970    (49   U.S.C.   1714(b))    is 

5 auinided— 

6 (1)   l>y striking out "$840,000,000" in the first 

7 sentence thereof and inserting in lieu thereof "$1,400,- 

8 000,000"; 

9 (2) by striking out "extend beyond" in the second 

10 scntenci! thereof and inserting in lieu thereof "be in- 

11 curred after"; and 

32 (S)   by striking out "and" in the last sentence 

18 thereof and  inserting  immediately before  the  period 

14 ", an aggregate amount exceeding $1,120,000,000 prior 

15 to June 30, 1974, and an aggregate amount exceeding 

16 $1,400,0(X),000 prior to June 30, 1975". 

17 SEC. 4. Section 16(c) (1)  of the Airport and Airway 

18 Development Act of 1970 (49 U.S.C. 1716 (c)) is amended 

19 by inserting in the last sentence thereof "or the United 

20 States or an agency thereof" after "public agency". 

ja, 8BC. 5. Section 17 of the Airport and Airway Develop- 

22 ment Act of 1970   (49 U.S.C. 1717)  relating to United 

23 States share of project costs, is amended— 

34 (1) by striking out subsection (a) of such section 

25 and inserting in lieu thereof the following: 
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1 "(n) GENKRAL PROVISION.—Except as otlicrwise pm- 

2 vidcd in this section, the United States share of allowable 

3 project costs payable on account of any approved airport 

4 development project sul)niiltod under section 16 of this part 

5 may not exceed 75 per centum of tiie allowable project 

6 costs."; and 

7 (2) by adding at the end thereof the following new 

8 subsection: 

9 " (e) SECUBITY EQUIPMENT.—To the extent that the 

10 project cost of an approved project for airport development 

11 represents the cost of security eqiiii>me!it rcquin'd  by the 

12 Secretary by rule or regulation, the United States share iiiny 

1.3 not exceed 100 per centum of the allowable cost thereof with 

14 respect to airport  development  project  gnint   ngrcenienls 

15 entered into after September 28, 1971.". 

16 SEC. 6. The first sentence of section 12(a) of the Air- 

17 port and Airway Development Act of 1970   (49 U.S.f!. 

18 1712(a) ) is amended by striking out "two years" and in- 

19 sorting in lieu thereof "three years". 

20 SEC. 7.   (a)  Title XI of the Federal Aviation Act of 

21 1958 is amended by adding at tlie end thereof flie follow- 

22 ing new section: 

23 "STATE TAXATION OF AIK COMMERCE 

24 "SEO.  1113.   (a)   No State   (or political subdivision 

25 thereof, including the Commonwealtli of Puerto Rico, tlie 
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1 Virgin Isliiiids, Giunu, tlio District of Columbia, tlie terri- 

2 tones or possessions of the. United States or political agencies 

3 of two or more States) shall levy or collect a tax, fee, head 

4 cliurge, or other charge, directy or indirectly, on persons 

5 traveling in air commerce or on the carriage of persons travel- 

6 ing in air connnerco or on the sale of air transportation or on 

7 the gross receipts derived ihcrefrom. 

8 "(b)  Nothing in this section shall prohibit a State  (or 

9 jxilitical sul)divisioii thereof,  including the Commonwealth 

10 of I'uerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, Guam, the District of 

11 Columbia, the territories or possessions of the United States 

12 or pt)liticiil agencies of two or more States) from the levy or 

i;i collection <»f taxes other than those enumerated in subsection 

14 (a) of this section, including property taxes, net income 

1.") taxes, franchise taxes, and sales or use taxes on the sale of 

l(i goods or services; and nothing in this section shall prohibit 

17 a State (or political subdivision thereof, including the Com- 

18 nionwenlth of Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, Guam, the 

19 District of Columbia,  the territories or possessions of the 

20 United States or i)olitical agencies of two or more States) 

21 owning or operating an aii-port from levying or collecting 

22 r< iison.ilde rental charges, landing fees, and other service 

23 cliMrges   from   aircraft   operators   for   the   use   of   airport 

24 facilities.". 

25 (b)  That portion of the table of contents contained in 
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1 the first section of such Act which appears under the center 

2 heading 

"Tm,F. XI—MlSCEU»ANK)tJ8" 

3 is amended by adding at the end thereof the following: 

"SPC. 1113. State taxation of air commerce.". 
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93D CONGRESS 
IST SESSION H. R. 627 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

JAN17ART 3,1973 

Mr. HECULEB of West Virginia introduced the following bill; which wu.s 
referred to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce 

A BILL 
To amt'iul tlie Airport and Airway Development Act of 1970 

to increase the United States share of allowable project costs 

under snch Act; to amend the Federal Aviation Act of 

1958 to prohibit certain State taxation of persons in air 

transportation; to provide for the establishment of a Federal 

air transportation securit)' force; and for other purposes. 

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

2 tives of tlic United States of America in Congress assembled, 

3 That this Act may be cited as the "Airport Development 

4 Acceleration Act of 1973". 

5 SEC. 2. Section 11 (2) of the Airport and Airway De- 

6 velopment Act of 1970 (49 U.S.C. 1711), is amended to 

7 read as follows: 
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1 "(2)    'Airpiii't   di'vt-lmiHiieirt'  UKJIIIS   (A)   iuiy   work 

2 iuvdlved in c-DUHtnu'liiij!:, iiuproviug, or repairing ii public 

3 airport or jwrtiou thereof, including the construction, altera- 

4 tion,   repair,  (vr  lu'ijuisitidu  erf <iiri>ort  passenger terminal 

5 buildings or facilities and other aiqiort administrative bnild- 

6 ings, and   (B)   the reniDval, lowering, relocalion, marking, 

7 and lighting of aiiixiri liaz;irds, and   ((')   the acipiisition, 

8 removal, imprnvement, or repair of navigation aids used by 

9 ainraft landing at, or taking off fmui, a public niriM)rt, and 

10 (D) the aequisitiiin, improvement, or repair of s;ifety ecpiip- 

11 meut required !»}• mle or regufcuion for certification of the 

12 airport under section G12 of the Tederal Aviation Act of 

13 195R, and security equipment rccpiired of the sponsor by 

14 nile or regulation of the Fedenil Aviailion Adminisfration 

15 for the safety and securitv of persitns and property on the 

16 aii-port, and  (E)  anj' acquisition of land or of any interest 

17 therein or of any easement through or other interest in 

18 airspace,   including  land  for  future   aiqjort   development 

19 which is nwi's.^ary to permit an\' sucli work or to remove 

20 "1" niitigsitc or pre\-\Mit or limit tlie establisluuent of. airport 

21 hazajxis." 

22 SEC. 3.  (a)  Swtion 14(a) of the Aiqiort and Airway 

23 Development Act of 1970 as amended   (49 U.vS.C.  1714 

24 (a) ), is fuither amended— 

25 (1) by striking out "1975" in paragraph (1) and 
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1 inserting in lieu thereof "1973, and $375,000,000 for 

2 each of the fiscal years 1974 and 1975"; 

3 (2) by striking out "1975" hi paragraph  (2)  and 

4 inserting in lieu thereof "1973. and $45,000,000 for 

5 each of the fiscal years 1974 and 1975". 

6 (b) Section 14(b) of that Act (49 U.S.C. 1714(b) ), 

7 is amended— 

8 (1)   l^y striking out "$840,000,000" in the first 

9 sentence thereof and inserting in lieu thereof "$1,680,- 

10 000,000"; 

11 (2) by striking out all after "three fiscal years" in 

12 the second sentence thereof nud inserting in lieu thereof 

13 a period; and 

14 (3)   l)y striking out  "and"  in the last  sentence 

15 thereof and inserting inuncdiatcly before the period ", 

16 an aggregate amount exceeding §1,260.000.000 prior 

17 to June 30, 1974, nud an aggregate amount exceeding 

18 $l,G8O,OO0,O()() prior to June 30, 1975". 

19 SEC. 4. Section 16(c) of tlie Airport and Airway De- 

20 velopment Art of 1970  (49 I'.S.C. 1716(c)), is amended 

21 by inserting in the last sentence thereof "or the United Slates 

22 or an agency tliereof" after "puldic agency". 

23 SKC. 5. Section 17 of the Airport and Airway Develop- 

24 ment Act of 1970  (49 U.S.C. 1717), relating to United 

25 States share of project costs, is amended— 
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1 (1)  by striking out subsection  (a) of such section 

2 and insertijig in lieu thereof the following: 

3 "(a) (JENERAL PROVISION'.—Except as otherwise pro- 

4 vided in tliis section, the United States share of allowable 

5 project costs payable on account of any approved airport 

6 development project sulimitted under section 16 of this part 

7 shall be— 

8 " (1)  50 per centum for sponsors whose airports 

9 enplane not less than 0.25 per centum of the total 

10 annual passengers enplaned by air carriers certificated 

11 by the Civil Aeronautics Board; and 

12 "(2) 90 per centum for sponsors whose airports 

18 enplane less than 0.25 per centum of the total annual 

1* number of i)assengei's enplaned by air carriers cortifi- 

15 cated by the Civil Aeronautics Board." 

(2)  by adding a new subsection as follows: 16 

1' " (e) SAFETY CEBTIFICATION AND SECURITY EQUIP- 

18 MENT.— 

19 " (1)  To the extent that the project costs of an 

21 

approved   project   for  air])ort   development   represent 

the cost of safety equipment required by mlc or regu- 

22 lation for certification of the aii-port under section 612 

88 of the Federal Aviation Act of 1958 or for the security 

2i of persons and  property  on  the airport,  the United 
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1 States sliare shall be 100 per centum of the allowable 

2 costs thereof. 

3 "(2)   The amendments made by paragraph   (1) 

4 of this subsection shall apply only with respect to the 

5 United States share of project costs payable under gi'ant 

6 agreements entered into after publication in the Fed- 

7 eral Register of Notices of Proposed Rule Making with 

8 respect to airport certification and airport security." 

9 (3)  by addmg a new subsection as follows: 

10 " (f) LAND FOB FuTrKE AIBPOET DKVRLOPMEXT.— 

11 To the extent that the project costs of an approved project 

12 for airport development represent the cost of the acquisition 

13 of land or of any interest therein or of any easement through 

14 or other interest in airspace for future au^jort development, 

15 the initial United States share shall be 100 per centum of 

16 the allowable costs thereof:  Provided, however,  That the 

17 sponsor acquiring land under the terms of this subsection 

18 shall agree to reimburse the Secretary for all costs incurred 

19 by the United States in excess of those authorized under 

20 subsection (a) of this section, with interest, with reimburse- 

21 ment by one or more payments during the ten-year period 

22 after such future airport development is accomplished." 

23 (4) by adding a new subsection as follows: 

24 "(g) PUBLIC USE FACILITIES IN TERMINAL BUILD- 

25 INGS.—^To the extent that the project costs of an approved 
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1 project for aiqiort developnieiit represent the cost of eon- 

2 .stnicting, altering, repairing, or ac(iuiring l)>iilclings or fa<'ili- 

3 ties directh' related to the handliug of pisscngei-s or their 

4 baggage at the airport, the United States share shall he 90 

5 per eentiun of the alfowahle costs thereof." 

6 SFX". fi. Section 20 (1i)  of the Aii-port and Airway ])e- 

7 velopment Act of 1970  (49 U.S.C. 1720(b)), relating to 

8 airport project costs, is amended to read as follows: 

9 "(b)   COSTS NOT ALLOWED.—The following are not 

10 allownble project costs:  (1) the cost of constniotion of that 

11 part of an airport development project intended for use as a 

12 jMiblic jmrking fanlity foi" passenger automobiles; or (2) the 

13 cost of constiTiction, alteration, repair, or acquisition of a 

14 hangar or of any part of an airpoit l)uilding or facilit}' except 

15 sudi of those buildings, parts of buildings, facilities, or acfm- 

16 ties as are dirently related to the safety of persons at the air- 

17 port or directly rehited to the handling of passengers or their 

18 baggage at the aii-port." 

19 SEC. 7.   (a)  Title XI of the Federal Aviation Act of 

20 1958 is amended by adding at the end thereof the following 

21 new section: 

22 "STATE TAXATION 

23 "SEC. 1113. No State (or political subdivision thereof) 

24 shall lev}' or collect a tax, fee, head charge or other charge, 

25 directly or indirectly, on persons traveling in air transporta- 
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1 tion or the cnrringe of persons in air transportation, or on the 

2 gross receipts derived therefrom, provided, however,  that 

3 nothhig herein shall prohibit a State  (or any poUtical sub- 

4 division thereof)  from the levy or collection of taxes other 

5 than those enumerated above, including ])roperty taxes, net 

6 income taxes, franchise taxes, and sales or use taxes on the 

7 sale of goods or services (other than on the sale of interstate 

8 air transportation or any jjortion thereof) ; and further pro- 

9 vided, that nothing herein shall prohibit a State (or political 

10 subdivision thereof)   owning or operatuig an aii-port from 

11 the levy or collection of reasonable rental charges, landing 

12 fees and other senice charges for the use of airport facilities 

13 (measured on other than a per-passenger basis)." 

1* (b)  That portion of the table of contents contained in 

15 the first section of such Act which appears under the center 

16 heading  "TITLE  XI—MISCELLANEOUS"  is  amended  by 

1^ adding at the end thereof the following: 

"Sec. 1113. State taxation.". 

18 TITLE II-AIR TKANSPOKTATION SECURITY 

19 ACT OF 1972 

TM SEC. 21. This title may be cited as the "Air Transpor- 

21 tation Security Act of 1972". 

22 SEC. 22. The Congress hereby finds and declares that— 

23 (1)   the United States air transportation system 

2i which Ls vital to the citizens of the United States is 

93-296 O - 73 . 3 
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1 threatened by nets of criminal violence and air piracy; 

2 (2)   the United States air transportation system 

3 continues to be vulnerable to violence and air piracy 

4 because of inadequate security and a continuing failure to 

5 properly identifj' and arrest persons attempting to violate 

6 Federal law relating to crimes against air transportation; 

7 (3)   the United States Government has the pri- 

8 mary responsibility to guarantee and insure safety to the 

9 millions of passengers who use air transportation and 

10 intrastate air transportation and to enforce the laws of 

n the United States relating to air transportation seourily; 

12 and 

13 (4)  the United States Govcnmient must establish 

34 and maintain an air transportation security program and 

15 an air transportation securit3'-law enforcement force im- 

16 der the direction of the Administrator of ibe Federal 

17 Aviation Administration in order to adequately assure 

18 the safety of passengers in air transportation. 

19 SEC. 23. (a) Section 601 of the Federal Aviation Act of 

20 1958 is amended by adding at the end thereof the following 

21 new subsection: 

22 "Passenger and Baggage Inspcftion 

2;J " (e) (1) After June 30, 1973, no air carrier or foreign 

24 air carrier shall operate an aircraft in air transportation unless 
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1 all passeiigeiN Warding that aiix-nift in the United States, and 

'2 all such passengers' baggage brou^t aboard the aircraft, 

3 wherever stowed, shall have been inspected by means of a 

4 metal detet^ion device   (c«im!l)le of detecting all metal ob- 

5 jects) or l>y an X-niy device immediately prior to boarding 

6 and liave not l)een found to onrry or contflin an unauthorized 

7 explosive de^^ce or weajwn of any kind. 

8 "(2) The Administmtor is em])owered to prescribe such 

9 rales and regulations as may be necessary and appropriate to 

10 implement the provisions of paragraph (1). 

11 " (3) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, any 

12 person who— 

13 " (A) violates the provisions of this subsection shall 

M be subject to a civil penalty of not exceeding $25,000 

1* with respect to each violn<ion thereof; 

16 "(B)  knowingly and willfully violates the provi- 

17 sions of this subsection shall, upon conviction, in addition 

18 to the penalty provided in subparagraph  (A), be sub- 

19 ject to a fine not exceeding $25,0()() or to imprisonment 

5W not exceeding two years, or to both, with respect to each 

21 violation thereof. 

22 "(4) The Administrator shall acquire and furnish for 

23 the use by air carriers, intrastate air carriers, and foreign air 

24 carriers at aii-ports within the United States sufficient de- 
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1 vices necessaiy for the purpose of subsection   (a)   of this 

2 section, which  devices shall remain the  property of the 

:5 Uiaited States. 

4 " (5)  The Administrator may exempt, from provisions 

5 of this section, air transportation operations pcrfonncd by 

(j air carriere operaliug pursuant to j^Kirt 135, title 14 of the 

7 Code of Federal Regulations." 

8 (b) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, there 

9 are authorized to be appropriated from the Airport and 

10 Airway Tnist Fund established by the Aii-port and Airway 

11 llevcnuc Act of 1970 such amounts, not to exceed $5,500,- 

12 000 to acquire the devices required by the amendment made 

V.i by this section. 

1* SEC. 24. Title III of the Federal Aviation Act of 1958 

15 is further amended by adding at the end thereof the fol- 

IG lowing additional new section: 

17 "AIB TKANSPOKTATION SECURITY rORCK 

18 "Powers and Responsibilities 

19 '•SBC'.  31G.   (a)   The  Administrator  of  the  Federal 

20 Aviation Administration in administering the air transpor- 

21 tation security program shall establish and maintain an air 

22 transportation security force of sufficient size to provide a law 

23 enforcement  presence  and  capability  at  airports  in   the 

24 United States adequate to insure the safety from criminal 
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1 violence and air piracy of persons traveling in air trans- 

2 iwrtatiou or intrastnte air transportation. He shall be em- 

,i jiowcred, and designate each employee of the force who 

4 shall be empowered, pursuant lo this title, to— 

5 " (1) detain and search any person aboard, or any 

(i jK'rson attempting to board, any aircraft in, or intended 

7 for operation in,  air transportation  or intrastatc  air 

8 transi>ortatiou to dctennino whether such person is un- 

9 lawfully cjiming a  dangerous weapon,  explosive, or 

10 other destructive substance; 

11 " (2) search or inspect any property, at any nip- 

Pi port, which is aboard, or which is intended lo be ])hued 

13 aboard, any aircraft in, or intended for operation in, air 

14 transportation or intrastate air transportation to detcr- 

!•> mine whether such property unlawfully contains any 

!<> dangerous weapon, explosive, or other destructive sub- 

n stance; 

18 "(3)  arrest any pci'sun whom he has re^isonablu 

19 caiiso to believe has  (A)  violated or has attempted to 

20 violate section 902  (i),  (j),  (k),  (l),or (m) of the 

21 Federal Aviation Act of 1958, as amended, or (B) vio- 

22 lated, or has attempted to violate, section 32, title 18, 

23 United States Code, relating to crimes against aircraft or 

24 aircraft facilities; and 
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1 " (4)  niiry fireanns wlieii deemed by the Adniiiiis- 

2 trator to be necessaiy to carry out llie provisious of 

8 this section, 

4 and, at bis discretion, he may desiitfuatc and deputize State 

5 and local law enforcement personnel to exercise tbe autlunity 

6 conveyed in this subsection. 

7 "Training and Assistance 

8 "(b) In administering the air transportation security 

9 program, the Administrator may— 

10 "(1)  provide training for State and local law en- 

11 forcement personnel whose services may be made avail- 

13 able by their employei-s to assist in cariying out the 

18 air transportation security program, and 

14 "(2)   utilize the air transportation security force 

15 to furnish assistance to an airport operator, or any air 

Ifl can'ier, intrastate air canier, or fcu'cign air carrier 

17 engaged in air transportation or intrastate air transporta- 

Ig tion to carry out the purposes of the air transportation 

19 security program. 

20 "Overall Kesponsii»ility 

21 " (c)  Except as otherwise expressly provided by law, 

22 the responsibility for the administration of the air transporta- 

23 tion security program, and security force functions specifically 

24 set forth in this section, shall be vested exclusively in the 

25 Administrator of the Federal Aviation Administration and 
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2 shall not be assigned or transferred to any other department 

2 or agency." 

3 SBC. 25. Section 1111 of the Federal Aviation Act of 

4 1958 is amended to read as follows: 

Ij "AUTirORITY  TO  REFUSE  TRANSPORTATION 

g "(a)   The Administrator shall, by regulation, require 

7 any air carrier, intrastate air carrier, or foreign air carrier 

g to refuse to transport— 

g " (1) any person who does not consent to a search 

jQ of his person to determine whether he is unlawfully carry- 

22 ing a dangerous weapon, explosive, or other destructive 

12 substance, or 

13 " (2) any property of any person who does not con- 

1^ sent to a search or inspection of such property to de- 

15 termine whether it unhAvfully contains a dangerous 

Ig weapon, explosive, or other destructive substance; 

17 Subject to reasonable rules and regulations prescribed by the 

2g Administrator, any such carrier may also refuse transporta- 

j9 tion of a passenger or property when, in the opinion of the 

20 carrier, such transportation would or might be inimical to 

21 safety of flight. 

22 " W  Any agreement for the carriage of persons or 

23 property in air transportation or intrastate air transportation 

2,1 by an air carrier, intrastate air carrier, or foreign air carrier 

25 for compensation or hire shall be deemed to include an agree- 
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1 ment tlint such carriage shall be refused when consent to 

2 senrch persons or search or inspect such property for the 

3 purposes cnumeralcd in subsection (a) of this section is not 

4 given." 

5 SEC. 26. Sec-tion 902 (I) of the Federal Aviation Act 

G of 1958 is amended to read as follows: 

7 "Canying ^^'eapons Aboard Aircraft 

8 "(1) (1)  Whoever, while aboard, or while attempting 

9 to board, any aircraft in or intended for operation in air 

10 transportation  or inlTOState  air traasportatioa,  has on or 

11 alrouit his person or his pr«)perty a concealed deadly or dan- 

12 gerous we«ix)n, expbsive, or other destmotive substance, or 

13 has placed, attempted to jiJace, or atlenipted to hwvc placed 

14 alxiard su«h aircraft any piiojurty contiaining a concealed 

15 deadly or dangenubt we^ii>on, explosive, or (rther destructi^'e 

16 substance, shall be fined not more than $1,000 or imprisoned 

17 not more tlian one year, or IMJIIJ. 

18 "(2)   Whotver willfully and witliout  regard for the 

19 safety of huuKin life or with reckli'ss disregard for the safety 

20 of human life, wiiile aboaixl, or while atitempting to board, 

21 any aircnift in or intended for operation in air transportation 

22 or intmstate air tramspoitaticm, has on or al)out liis person 

23 or his property a ctincenlcd deadly or dangerous weapon, 

24 explosive,  or other destructive sulwtance,  or has placed, 
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1 aMeniptcd to place, or atU^nipfed to \\i\ve placed aboard sucli 

2 aircraft   any   [)r<>pcrty   containing  a   concealed   deadly  or 

3 dangerous weapon, expk>f5ive, or other destructive sulistance 

4 shall he fined not more than $5,000 or imprisoned not more 

5 than five years, or both. 

6 "(:})  This subsection MittU not apply to law enfoivc- 

7 meat officers of nnj' municipal or 8t«te government, or the 

8 Federal Government, while acting within their official capac- 

9 iti&s and who are autlwrized or required within their official 

10 capai'ities, to carry anns, or to pensions who may he aulhor- 

11 ized, under regulations issued by the Administni'tor, to carry 

12 concealed dciidly or d«ingen)ns weapons in air transportation 

i;j or intrastate air transportjition." 

14 SEC.  27.  To  establish,  administer,  and maintain the 

15 air transportation security foive pro\'ided in section 316 of 

16 the Federal Aviation Act of 1958, there Is herel»y anthor- 

17 ized to be appropriated for fiscal year  1973 the sum of 

18 $50,000,000,   and   for   each   succeeding  fiscal  year   such 

19 amounts, not to exceed $50,000,{X)0, as are necessarj' to 

20 carry out the pur}>ose of such section. 

21 Sue. 28. Section 101 of the Ftxleral A\nation Act of 

22 1958, as amended, is amended by adding after paragraph 

23 (21) the following: 

24 " (22)  'Intrastate nir e^rrier' moans any citizen of 
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1 I he United States WIK) iiudt'rt4ikeis, wliether dirc<>tly or 

2 iiidircitly or by a Iwisc or niiy irtlicr a'rnuifjcuK'iit, solely 

3 U) cugiige ill ill!ni.-*!ate air tii<iiisiK)rt.iUi()ii. 

4 "(23)   'Intrastate  air trauspirtation'  means  the 

5 carringv of penwins or property as a connnon farrier fur 

6 compensation or hire, by turlxijet-powored airtrnft ca- 

7 pable of cunying thirty or more peraons, wlxiHy within 

g the same Stfl^te of the United States." 

9 and is further aiiieiided by redesignating paragraph   (22) 

10 ns paragraph  (24)  and rcdcsiguating the remaining para- 

11 gi"«phs accordingly. 

12 SEC. 29.  (a) Title XI of the Federal Aviation Act of 

13 1958 is amended by adding a new section 1113 as follows: 

14 "SUSPENSION OP AIR SERVICE 

15 "SEC. 1113. (a) Whenever the President determines 

lO that a foreign nation is acting in a manner inconsistent with 

17 the Convention for the Suppression of Unlawful Seizure of 

Ig Aircraft, he may, without notice or hearing and for as long 

19 as he determines necessary to assure the security of aircraft 

20 against unlawful seizure, suspend  (1)  the right of any air 

21 carrier and foreign air carrier to  engage  in foreign air 

22 transportation, and any persons to operate aircraft in foreign 

23 air commerce, to and from that foreign nation and (2) the 

24 right of any air carrier and foreign air carrier to engage in 

25 foreign air transportation, and any person to operate aircraft 
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1 iu foreigu air commerce, botweeu the United Stntes and any 

2 foreign uatiou which maintains air service between itself 

3 and that foreign nation. Notwithstanding section 1102 of this 

4 Act, the President's authority to suspend rights in this man- 

5 ner shall be deemed to be a condition to any certificate of 

6 public convenience and necessity or foreign air carrier or 

7 foreign aircraft permit issued by the Civil Aeronautics Board 

8 and any air cairier operating certificate or foreign air carrier 

9 operating specification issued by the Secretary of Transpor- 

10 tation. 

11 "(b) It shall be uidawful for any air carrier or foreign 

12 air carrier to engage in foreign air transportation, or any 

13 person to operate aircraft in foreign air commerce, in viola- 

14 fion of the suspension of rights by the I'residcnt under this 

15 section.". 
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93D CONGRESS 
1ST SESSIOIT H.R. 1784 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

JANUARY 11,1973 

Ml-. IlEiiO'utiKi introduced the following bill; which was roferiwl to the Coni- 
mittoe on Interetatc and Foreign Commerce 

A BILL 
To amend the Airport and Airway Development Act of 1970 to 

increase from 50 to 75 per centum the United States share 

of allowable project costs payable under such Act; to amend 

the Federal Aviation Act of 195!' to prohibit Stiitc taxation 

of the carriage of persons in air trans[»ortatiou; and for other 

purposes. 

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

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

3 That this Act may be cited as the "Air Passenger Safety 

4 and Convenience Act". 

5 SEC. 2. (a) Section 17 of the Airport and Airway De- 

6 vclopmcnt  Act of  1970   (49  U.S.O.  1717),  relating to 

7 United States share of project costs, is amended— 
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1 (1) Ijy striking out "50 pi-r fi'nUim" in siibseclioii 

2 (ii)   of siu'h st'fMoii 1(11(1 insi'itiiig in lieu tliereof "75 

3 per ceiituin"; and 

i (2) liy striking out subsection  (c)  of such section 

5 jiiul inserting in lieu tliereof the following: 

6 " (c)    SECUKITY   EQUIl'jrKNT   AND  FACILITIES.—'The 

7 United States share payable on account of security facilities 

8 and  cquipnieiit f(U' designated aiii)oits  shall be   100  per 

9 centum of the costs of such facilities and equipment.". 

10 (b)  The amendments made by subsection   (a)   of this 

11 section shall apply only with respect to the United States 

12 share of project costs i)ayable under grant agreements en- 

1:5 tered into after the date of its enactment. 

14 SEC. :5.   (a)   Title XI of the Federal Aviation .Vet of 

15 1958 is amended by adding at the end thereof the following 

It) new section: 

17 "STATE 1\VXATK)N 

18 "SEC.   JI1.'5.  NO  State   (or any  political  subdivision 

19 tliereof) shall levy or collect a tax, fee, or other charge, di- 

20 rectly or indirectly, on persons traveling hi air transportation 

21 or the carriage of persons in ah* transi)ortation by any air- 

22 craft— 

2a " (1)  operated by an air carrier certificated by an 

24 «geiKy of the United States to perform air tran.sporta- 

25 tion, 
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1 " (2) operated l)y uuy pereou subject to regulation 

2 by an ageuciy of the United States in tbe performance of 

3 air transportation, or 

4 "(3) operating to or from any airport financed, in 

5 whole or in part, from Federal funds.". 

6 (b)  That portion of the table of contents contained in 

7 the firet section of such Act which appears under the center 

8 lieading "Tm.E XI—MISCEIXANBOIS" is amended by adding at 

9 the end thereof the following: 

"Sec. 1113. State taxation.". 
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93D CONGRESS 
IsT SESSION H. R. 6057 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

MARCH 22,1973 

Mr. MRZviNfiKT introduced the following bill; which wns ivferrwl to the Com- 
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce 

A BILL 
To amend the Airport and Airway Development Act of 1970, 

as amended, to increase the United States share of allow- 

able project costs under such Act, to amend the Federal 

Aviation Act of 1958, as amended, and for other purposes. 

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

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

3 That this Act may be cited as the "Airport Development 

4 Acceleration Act of 1973". 

5 SEC. 2. Section 11 (2) of the Airport and Airway De- 

6 velopment Act of 1970 (49 U.S.C. 1711), is amended to 

7 read as follows: 

8 "(2)  'Airport development' means (A) any work in- 

9 volved in constructing, improving, or repairing a public nir- 
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1 port or portion thereof, including the construction, alteration, 

2 repair, or acquisition of airport passenger terminal buildings 

3 or facilities directly related to the handling of passengers or 

4 their baggage at the airport, and (B)  the removal, lower- 

5 ing, relocation, marking, and lighting of airport hazards, and 

6 (C)   the acquisition, removal, improvement, or repair of 

7 navigation facilities used by aircraft landing at, or taking off 

8 from, a public airport, and  (D)  the acquisition, improve- 

9 ment, or repair of safety equipment required by rule or regu- 

10 lation for certification of an airport under section 612 of the 

11 Federal Aviation Act of 1958, and (E) security equipment 

12 required of the sponsor by the St^cretary by rule or regula- 

13 tion for the safety and security of persons and property on 

14 the airport, and  (F)  any acquisition of land or of any in- 

15 terest therein or of any easement through or other interest 

16 in airspace, which is necessary to permit any of the above 

17 or to remove, mitigate, prevent, or limit the establishment 

18 of, airport hazards affecting a public airport." 

19 SEC. 3. (a) Section 14(a) of the Airport and Airway 

20 Development Act of 1970, as amended  (49 TT.8.C. 1714 

21 (n) )» is further amended— 

22 (1) by striking out "1975" in paragraph (1) and 

23 inserting in lieu thereof "1973, and $375,000,000 for 

24 each of the fiscal years 1974 and 1975"; and 

25 (2) by striking out "1975" in paragraph (2) and 
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1 inserting in lieu thereof "1973, and 845,000,000 for 

2 each of the fiscal years 1974 and 1975". 

3 (b) Section 14 (b) of the Act (49 U.S.C. 1714 (b)), is 

4 amended— 

5 (1)   by striking out "§840,000,000" m the first 

6 sentence thereof and hiserting in lieu thereof "$1,680,- 

7 000,000"; 

8 (2) by striking out the words "extend beyond" m 

D the second sentence thereof and by inserting in lieu 

10 thereof, the words "be incuned after"; and 

11 (3)  by striking out "and" in the last sentence 

12 thereof and inserting inmiediately before the period ", 

13 an aggregate amount exceeding $1,260,000,000 prior 

14 to June 30, 1974, and an aggiegate amount exceeding 

15 $1,680,000,000 prior to June 30, 1975". 

16 SEC. 4. Section 16(c) (1)  of the Airport and Airway 

17 Development   Act   of   1970    (49   U.S.C.   1716(c)),   is 

18 amended by inserting in the last sentence thereof "or the 

19 United States or an agency thereof" after "public agency". 

20 SEC. 5. Section 17 of the Airport and Airway Develop- 

21 ment Act of 1970  (49 U.S.C. 1717), relating to United 

22 States share of project costs, is amended— 

23 (1) by striking out subsection  (a)  of such section 

24 and inserting in lieu thereof the following: 

25 "(a)   GENEKAL  PROVISIONS.—Except  as   otherwise 

9S-2J6 O - 7J - 4 
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1 provided in this section, the United States share of allowable 

2 project costs payable on account of any approved airport 

3 development project submitted under section 16 of this part 

4 shall be— 

6 " (1)  50 per centum for sponsors whose airports 

6 enplane not less than 1 per centum of the total annual 

7 passengers enplaned by air carriers certificated by the 

8 Civil Aeronautics Board; and 

9 " (2)  75 per centum for sponsors whose airports 

10 enplane less than 1 per centum of the total annual num- 

11 ber of passengers enplaned by air carriers certificated by 

12 the Civil Aeronautics Board." 

13 (2) by adding a new subsection as follows: 

14 "(e) SAFETY CBKTIFICATION AXD SECUBITY EQUIP- 

15 MENT.— 

16 " (1) To the extent that the project cost of an approved 

17 project for airport development represents the cost of safety 

18 equipment required by rule or regulation for certification of 

19 an airport under section 612 of the Federal Aviation Act of 

20 1958 the United States share shall be 82 per centum of the 

21 allowa1)Ie cost thereof with respect to airport development 

22 project grant agicenients entered into tdtet May 10, 1971. 

23 " (2) To the extent that the project cost of an approved 

24 project for airport development represents the cost of security 

25 equipment required by the Secretary by nile or regulation, 
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1 the United States share shall be 82 per centum of the allow- 

2 able cost thereof with respect to airport development project 

3 grant agreements entered into after September 28, 1971." 

4 (3) by adding a new subsection as follows: 

5 " (f) PUBLIC USE FACILITIES IN TERMINAL BUILD- 

C INGS.—To the extent that the project cost of an approved 

7 project for airport development represents the cost of con- 

8 structing, altering, repairing, or acquiring buildings or facili- 

9 ties directly related to the handling of passengers or their 

10 baggage at the airport, the United States share shall be 50 

11 per centum of the allowable costs thereof." 

12 SEC. 6. Section 20(b) of the Airport and Airway De- 

33 velopment Act of 1970  (49 U.S.C. 1720(b)), relating to 

14 nii"port project costs, is amended to read as follows: 

15 "(b)  COSTS NOT ALLOWED.—The following are not 

16 allowable project costs:  (1) the cost of construction of that 

17 part of an airport development project intended for use as a 

18 public parking facility for passenger automobiles; or (2) the 

19 cost of construction, alteration, repair, or acquisition of a 

20 hangar or of any part of an airport building or facility except 

21 such of those buildings, parts of buildings, facilities, or activi- 

22 ties as are directly related to the safety of persons at the air- 

23 port or directly related to the handling of passengers or their 

24 baggage at the airport." 

25 SEC. 7. Section 12 (a) of the Airport and Airway De- 
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1 velopment Act of 1970 (49 U.S.C. 1712) is amended by 

2 striking out the words "two years" in the first sentence 

3 thereof and by inserting in lieu thereof "three yeare". 
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93D CONQBESS 
IsrSaasioH S.38 

IN THE HOUSE OF KEPRESENTzVTIVES 

FBBRrARY  6, 1973 

Referred to the Committee on Iiitcrtitnte niitl Fori-ign Comiiipi-ro 

AN ACT 
To amend the Airport and Airwa)' Development Act of 1970, 

as amended, to increase the United States share of allow- 

able project costs under such Act, to amend the Federal 

Aviation Act of 1958, as amended, to prohibit certain 

State taxation of persons in air commerce, and for otlier 

purposes. 

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

2 tives of the United Slates of America in Congress assembled, 

3 That this Act may be cited as the "Airport Development 

4 Acceleration Act of 1973". 

5 SEC. 2.  Section  11(2)   of the  Airport and Airway 

6 Development Act of 1970 (49 U.8.C. 1711), is amended to 

7 read as follows: 
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1 "(2)  'Airport development'means (A) any work in- 

2 volved in c*oiistnictiiig,  improving,  or rcpniring a public 

:; airport, or portion thereof, imluiling tbc e«instruction, altcra- 

4 tion, repair,  or acquisition of airport passenger terminal 

5 buildings or facilities directly related to the handling of pas- 

6 sengers or their baggage at the airport, and  (B)  the re- 

7 moral, lowering, relocation, marking, and lighting of airport 

8 hazards, and (C) the acquisition, removal, improvement, or 

9 repair of navigation facilities used by aircraft landing at, or 

10 taking off from, a public airport, and (D) the acquisition, 

] I improvement, or repair of safety equi])ment required by rule 

12 or regulation for certification of an airport tmder section 

13 612 of the Federal Aviation Act of 1958, and (E) security 

14 equipment required of the sponsor by the Secretary by rule 

15 or regulation for the safety and security of persons and prop- 

16 crty on the airport, and  (F) any acquisition of land or of 

17 any interest therein or of any easement through or other 

18 interest in airspace, which is necessary to permit any of the 

19 above or to remove, mitigate, prevent, or limit the establish- 

20 ment of, airport hazards affecting a public airport." 

21 SEC. 3. (a) Section 14 (a) of the Aii-port and Airway 

22 Development Act of 1970, as amended  (49 U.S.O. 1714 

23 (ft)) > 's further amended— 

24 (1) by striking out "1975" in paragraph (1) and 
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1 iiiscrtiug ill lieu thereof "li)73, mid $;J75,000,000 for 

2 eadi of the fiscal years 1974 aiid 1975"; and 

8 (2)  by striking out "1975" in paragraph (2) and 

4 inserting in lieu thereof "1973, and $45,000,000 for 

6 each of the fiscal years 1974 and 1975". 

6 (b) Section 14(b) of the Act (49 U.8.C. 1714(b)), 

7 is amended— 

8 (1) by striking out "$840,000,000" in tlic first 

9 sentence thereof and inserting in lieu thereof "$1,680,- 

10 000,000"; 

11 (2) by striking out the words "extend beyond" in 

13 the second sentence thereof and by inserting in lieu 

18 thereof, the words "be incurred after"; and 

14 (B) by striking out "and"  in the last sentence 

16 thereof and inserting inimcdiiitely before the period ", nn 

l(t- aggregate amount exceeding $1,200,000,000 prior to 

17 June 30,  1974, and an aggregate amount exceeding 

18 $1,680,000,000 prior to June 30, 1975". 

19 Sue. 4. Seeliou 16(c) (I) of the Airport nnd Airw.iy 

20 Development Act of 1970 (49 U.S.C. 1716 (c)), is amended 

21 by inserting in the last sentence thereof "or the United States 

22 or an agency thereof" after "public agency". 

as SBO. 5. Section 17 of the Airport and Airway Develop- 
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1 mcnt Act of 1970  (49 U.S.C. 1717), icliaiug to United 

'2 Hlatfs sliiiic of project costs, is anieiidoil— 

3 (I) by sinking out subsection  (a)  of such section 

4 iiiid inserting in lieu tbcrcof the following: 

5 " (a) GENERAL PiJOVisroxs.—Except as otherwise pro- 

6 vided hi this section, the United States share of allowable 

7 project costs pa}al)Ic on account of any approved airport 

8 development project submitted under section 10 of this part 

9 shall l)e— 

10 "(1)   50 per centum for sponsors whose aiiiiort>; 

11 enplane not less than I.OO per centum of the total aimnal 

12 passengers enplaned by air earners certificated i)y ihe 

i;'. Civil Aeronautics Board; and 

14 "(2)   75 per centum for sponsors whose aii-porls 

IT) enplane less than 1.00 per centum of the total annual 

Hi luimber of passengers enplaned by air carriers certifi- 

17 enled by the Civil Aeronautics Board." 

18 (2) by adding a new sub.secfion as follows: 

19 " (e)   yACETV CliUTU'K'ATlON  ANI> SKOUKITY  EQUII"- 

20 MKNT.— 

21 "(1) To the extent that the project cost of an ap- 

22 proved project for airport development represents the 

2.^ cost of safety equipment re(|uired by rule or regulation 

24 for certification of an airport under section G12 of the 

•J..') Federal Aviation Act of 1958 the United States share 
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1 shall be 82 per centum of the allowable cost thereof with 

2 respect to airport development project grant agreements 

3 entered into after May 10, 1971. 

* " (2) To the extent that the project cost of an ap- 

5 proved project for airport development represents the 

6 cost of security equipment required by the Secretary by 

7 rule or regulation, the United States share shall be 82 

8 per centum of the allowable cost thereof with respect to 

9 airport development project grant agreements entered 

10 into after September 28, 1971." 

11 (3) by adding a new subsection as follows: 

12 " (f) PUBLIC USE FACILITIES IN TERMINAL BUILD- 

13 iNGS.—To the extent that the project cost of an approved 

14 project for airport development represents the cost of con- 

15 structing, altering, repairing, or acquiring buildings or fa- 

16 cilities directly related to the handling of passengers or their 

17 baggage at the airport, the United States share shall be 50 

18 per centum of the allowable costs thereof." 

19 SEC. 6. Section 20 (b) of the Airport and Airway De- 

20 velopment Act of 1970 (49 U.S.C. 1720(b) ), relating to 

21 airport project costs, is amended to read as follows: 

22 "(b)  COSTS NOT ALLOWED.—The following are not 

23 allowable project costs:  (1) the cost of construction of that 

24 part of an airpoit development project intended for use as 
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1 a public parking facility for passenger automobiles; or  (2) 

2 the cost of construction, alteration, repair, or acquisition of 

3 a hangar or of any part of an airport building or facility 

4 except such of those buildings, parts of buildings, facilities, 

5 or activities as are directly related to the safety of persons 

R at the airport or directly related to the handUng of passengers 

7 or their baggage at the airport." 

8 SEC. 7.  (a) Title XI of the Federal Aviation Act of 

9 1958 is amended by adding at the end thereof the following 

10 new section: 

11 "STATE TAXATION OF AIB OOMMBBCE 

12 "SEC.  1113.   (a)   No State   (or political subdivision 

13 thereof, including the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the 

14 Vir^n   Islands,   Guam,   the   District   of   Columbia,   the 

15 territories or possessions of the United States or political 

16 agencies of two or more States) shall levy or collect a tax, 

17 fee, head charge, or other charge, directly or indirectly, on 

18 persons traveling in air commerce or on the carriage of 

19 persons traveling in air commerce or on the sale of air 

20 transportation or on the gross receipts derived therefrom: 

21 Provided, however, That any State (or political subdivision 

22 thereof, including the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the 

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

24 tones or possessions of the United States or political agencies 

25 of two or more States)   which levied a tax, fee,  head 
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1 charge, or other charge, directly or indirectly, on persons 

2 traveling in air commerce or on the carriage of persons 

3 traveling in air commerce or on the sale of ab transportaliou 

4 or on the gross receipts derived therefrom prior to May 21, 

5 1970, shall be exempt from the provisions of this subsection 

6 until July 1, 1973. 

7 " (b) Nothing herein shall prohibit a State (or political 

8 subdivision thereof, including the Commonwealth of Puerto 

9 Rico, the Vir^n Islands, Guam, the District of Columbia, 

10 the territories or possessions of the United States or political 

11 agencies of two or more States) from the levy or collection 

12 of taxes other than those enumerated in subsection  (a)  of 

13 this section,  including property taxes, net income  taxes, 

14 franchise taxes, and sales or use taxes on the sale of goods 

15 or services; and nothing herein shall prohibit a State  (or 

16 political subdivision thereof, including the Commonwealth of 

17 Puerto  Rico,  the Vir^n Islands,  Guam,  the District of 

18 Columbia, the t^ritories or possessions of the United States 

19 or political agencies of two or more States)   owning or 

20 operating an airport from levying or collecting reasonable 

21 rental charges, landing fees, and other service charges from 

22 aircraft operators for the use of airport facilities. 

23 "(o)  In the case of any airport operatmg authority 

24 which— 

25 " (1) has an outstanding obligation to repay a loan 
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1 or loans of amounts borrowed and expended for airport 

2 improvements; 

3 "(2)   is collecting, without air carrier assistance, 

4 a head tax on passengei^ in air transportation for the 

5 use of its facihties; and 

Q "(3)  has no authority to collect any other type 

7 of tax to repay such loan or loans, 

8 the provisions of subsection  (a)   shall not apply to such 

9 authority until July 1, 1973." 

10 (b)  That portion of the table of contents contained in 

] 1 the first section of such Act which appears under the center 

12 heading "TITLE XI—MISCELLANEOUS" is amended by add- 

]:3 ing at the end thereof the following: 

"See. ills, state taxation of air commerce.". 

14 SEC. 8. Section 12 (a) of the Airport and Airway De- 

15 velopment Act of 1970  (49 U.S.C. 1712)  is amended by 

16 striking out the words "two years" in the first sentence 

17 thereof and by inserting in lieu thereof "three years". 

18 SEC. 9. (a) It is the sense of the Congress that no part 

19 of any sums authorized to be appropriated or appropriated 

20 for expenditure pursuant to the provisions of this Act shaU 

21 be subject to impoundment from obligation, for purposes as 

22 provided in this Act, by any officer or employee in the execu- 

23 tive branch of Government. 
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1 (b) For purposes of this Act iinpomulmeut iucliules (1) 

2 witliliolcliiig or delaying the expenditure or obligation of 

3 funds (whether by establishing reserves or otherwise) appro- 

4 priated or otherwise obhgatcd for projects or activities, and 

5 the termination of authorized projects or activities for which 

(j   appropriations have been made, and (2) any type of execu- 

7 tlve action which effectively precludes  the obligation  or 

8 expenditure of the appropriated funds. 

Passed the Senate Februai-y 5, 1973. 

Attest: FRANCIS R. VALEO, 
Secrefnrij. 
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EzEODTiTE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET, 

Waahingtoti, D.C^ March 23, 197S. 
Hon. HASLET O. STAOOEBS, 
Chairman, Committee on Inter»tate and Foreign Commerce, House of Repre- 

sentatives, Rayhum House Offloe Building, Washington, D.C. 
DBAB MB. CHAIBMAN : Tbis is in reply to your requests for the views of the 

Office of Mana^ment and Budget on the following bills amending the Airport 
and Airway Development Act of 1970: H.B. 1784, H.R. 2685, H.R 4082 and H.R. 
4182. 

On March 14, 1973 Mr. EJgll Krogh, Jr., the Undersecretary of Transportation, 
testified before the Subcommittee on Transportation and Aeronautics of your 
Committee, and recommended against enactment of legislation which would in- 
crease fiscal years 1974 and 1975 program levels for airport development, extend 
airport development grant eligibility to airport terminals, increase the Federal 
share for airport development grants at certain airports, and prohibit the impo- 
sition by States or localities of "head taxes" on air travelers. 

For the reasons given in Mr. Krogh's testimony, the Office of Management 
and Budget recommends against the enactment of these bills. Enactment of legis- 
lation. Including provisions along the lines of those discussed above, would not 
be In accord with the program of the President. 

Sincerely, 
WiLFBED H. ROMMEL, 

Assistant Director for Legislative Reference. 

BxEounvE OFFICE OF THE PBEBIDENT, 
OFFICE OF MANAOEME:NT AND BUDGET, 

Washington, D.C, Uaroh H, 197S. 
Hon. HABLET O. STAOOEBS, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, House of Repre- 

sentatives, Rayhum House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 
DBAB MB. CHAIBMAN : This is In reply to your request of February 15, 1973 

for the views of the Office of Management and Budget on S. 38, a bill cited as 
the "Airport Development Acceleration Act of 1973." 

On March 14, 1973 Mr. 1^1 Krogh, Jr., the Undersecretary of Transportation, 
testified before the Subcommittee on Transportation and Aeronautics of your 
Committee, and recommended against enactment of this bill. In particular, Mr. 
Krogh opposed the provisions which would increase fiscal years 1974 and 1975 
program levels for airport development, extend airport develc^mient grant eligi- 
bility to airport terminals, increase the Federal share for airport development 
grants at certain airports, and prohibit the Imposition by States or localities of 
"head taxes" on air travelers. 

For the reasons given in Mr. Krogh's testimony, the Office of Management 
and Budget recommends against the enactment of this bill. EJnactment of S. 38, 
Including provisions along the lines of those discussed above, would not be in 
accord with the program of the President 

Sincerely, 
WILFRED H. ROMMEL, 

Assistant Director for Legislative Reference. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY, 
OFFICE OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL, 

Washington, D.C. April 4, 1913. 
Hon. HARLET O. STAOOEBS, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, House of Repre- 

sentatives, Washington, D.C. 
DEAR MB. CHAIRMAN : Reference is made to your request for the views of this 

Department on S. 38, "To amend the Airport and Airway Development Act of 
1970, as amended, to increase the United States share of allowable project costs 
under mich Act, to amend the Federal Aviation Act of 1958, as amended, to pro- 
hibit certain State taxation of persons in air commerce, and for other purposes." 

^e bill would amend the Airport and Airway Development Act of 1970 to 
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increase Federal grants and tbe authority to incur obligations to malce grants for 
airjwrt development, and to increase the United States share of allowable project 
costs on airport development projects. It would also amend the Federal Aviation 
Act of 1958 to prohibit State taxation of the carriage of persons in air trans- 
portation. Section 9 would express the sense of the Congress that no sums au- 
thorized to be appropriated or appropriated under the bill would be subject to 
impoundment 

The President's Memorandum of Disapproval of October 27, 1972 stated that 
approval of S. 3755, 92nd Congress, a bill with a similar purpose, would be in- 
consistent with sound fiscal policy. 

In view of the foregoing, the Department would be opposed to the bill. 
The Department has been advised by the Office of Management and Budget 

that enactment of S. 38 would not be in accord with the program of the President 
Sincerely yours, 

SAMUEL R. PIERCE, Jr., 
General Counsel. 

Mr. JARMAN. Our first witness this morning is the Honorable Egil 
Krogh, Under Secretary of the Department of Transportation. Mr. 
Krogh, if you will introduce your associates who are appearing with 
you, you may proceed in your own manner. 

STATEMENT OF HON. EGIL KROGH, JR., UNDER SECRETARY, DE- 
PARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION; ACCOMPANIED BY JOHN W. 
BARNTIM, GENERAL COUNSEL, DOT; AND CLYDE PACE, DIRECTOR, 
AIRPORTS SERVICE, FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION 

Mr. KROGH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I would like to introduce on my right, Mr. John W. Barnum, the 

General Counsel of the Department of Transportation, and on my left, 
Mr. Clyde Pace, the Director of Airports Service, Federal Aviation 
Administration. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee: It is a pleasure to ap- 
pear before this committee again. I appreciate this opportunity to 
discuss with you the administration's views on the various bills which 
would amend the Airport and Airway Development Act of 1970. 

Last year, the administration expressed strong opposition to pro- 
posed amendments that would have allowed the inclusion of terminal 
improvements under ADAP, increased the Federal matching share at 
all but the 25 largest airports, and provided for an increased annual 
program level. The administration also opposed any outright prohibi- 
tion of "head taxes," indicating that such action did not appear justi- 
fied at that time and that it would be preferable to enact an 18-month 
moratorium during which the impact of such taxation could be 
studied. 

The bill that ultimately emerged from the conference committee 
last year, S. 3755, contained all of these objectionable provisions ex- 
cept the provision regarding terminal funding. It was vetoed for both 
fiscal and programatic reasons. 

One of the bills currently before the committee, H.R. 4082, is 
identical to last year's vetoed bill. The need to protect the American 
taxpayer from inflation and unwanted tax increases exists just as 
strongly today and these proposed program changes would not be 
less fiscally objectionable this year. We still believe that major changes 
of this nature are not desirable. Each would significantly increase 
the flow of Federal funds into airport development and constructi(Hi 
when such action cannot be justified at this time. 



58 

The Department expressed its view last year that any substantive 
change in project elegibility. the Federal share, or overall program 
level should be delayed at least until completion and analysis of the 
cost allocation study, the National Airport system plan, and the 
report of the Aviation Advisory Commission. The first two of these 
reports have not yet been completed. Because they will have a direct 
bearing on whether any major program changes should be made, 
analysis of the cost allocation study's conclusions regarding the financ- 
ing of the total airport and airway system should precede making any 
significant changes such as those proposed in the bills before the 
committee. 

This last point is critically important. At times it has been sug- 
gested that major increases in ADAP can easily be funded through use 
of the developing surplus in the airport and airway trust fund. This 
suggestion is based on a misunderstanding of the current status of the 
trust fund balance. The surplus which will exist in fiscal year 1974 
results from the exclusion from the fund of all of the costs of operating 
and maintaining the airport and airway system. In the cost allocation 
study, we are looking closely at all Government costs incurred in sup- 
port of the airport and airway system. We are doing this in order to 
comply with the Congress' mandate (1) to develop a method for 
properly allocating system costs among the various users and bene- 
ficiaries of the system; and (2) to provide the basis for a determina- 
tion of what user tax modifications may be needed. Major program 
changes, such as those proposed in S. 38, H.R. 4082, and H.R. 2695, 
should await this important study. 

Now, I would like to discuss specifically the amendments to the Air- 
port and Airway Development Act proposed in the principal bills 
under consideration by this committee—the Senate-passed S. 38 and 
H.R. 2695 and H.R. 4082. 

S. 38 would make Federal funds available for the construction of 
terminal buildings at airports. While we recognize that the problem 
of airport terminal capacity for handling passengers and baggage has 
become increasingly important with the mtroduction of larger air- 
craft, we hold the view consistent with H.R. 2695 and H.R. 4082 that 
Federal funds should not be used for terminals. 

For many years the terminal area—with its many opportunities for 
incorporation of revenue-producing concessions and wide variations in 
design—has been viewed as the joint responsibility of the airport 
operator and the airlines, and thus an inappropriate object for the 
use of Federal funds. In addition, we have been most concerned with 
the urgent problems of safety as they relate to aircraft operations on 
the airfield, and have sought to avoid a diversion of funds needed for 
these purposes. We strongly believe that any departure from this 
position should be made only after caieful study and consideration of 
other alternatives. In some instances, runway capacity now exceeds 
terminal capacity, partially a result of the high level of activity in 
ADAP in its first 2 years. "While recognizing the situation, it should 
be asked whether the Federal Government should enter the realm of 
terminal development which has traditionally, for sound reasons, been 
the joint responsibility of local atuhorities and the airlines. While the 
justification for Federal fimding and standards for airfield facilities 
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can rest, in part, on safet}' consideration, such a case cannot be made 
for terminals. 

A second issue before the committee is that of increasing the Federal 
matching share in ADAP from 50 percent to 75 percent for all except 
tlie large airports. Proponents of this amendment have cited as a justi- 
fication for this major program change the inability of some small 
and medium aii-ports to initiate development projects because of dif- 
ficulties in securing their 50 percent local matching share. 

Comparison of ADAP expenditures during the fii-st 2 years of the 
pi-ogram with the 10-year needs identified in the FAA's most recent 
10-year plan indicates that, in the aggregate, the medium, small, and 
nonhub airports have been fulfilling their devclopinent needs at a 
rate approximately equal to the large airports. Further, the smaller 
aii-ports are on schedule in meeting their development needs as set 
forth in this 10-year plan. Therefore, rather than increasing the de- 
velopment of small and medium airjwrt.s, it is likely that any match- 
ing share incresise would only substitute Fedei-al funds for existing 
local financial support. Because the benefits accruing to these airports 
are principally local and of less significance to interstate commerce, 
we find increased Federal participation difficult to justify. Moreover, 
S. 38 and H.R. 4082 couple an increase in the Federal share with a 
rise in the animal authorization level for ADAP grants. As I will 
discuss more fully in a moment, we strongly oppose any such incrca.se. 

We endorse the position taken in H.R. 2695 that for the immediate 
future the appropriate level of funding for the ADAP program is 
the cun-ent level of $280 million. We opi:)ose anj' increase in ADAP 
spending, such as proposed in S. 38 and to a lesser extent in H.R. 4082. 
I must point out that the amounts proposed in H.R. 4082 are the 
same as those contained in the enrolled bill S. 3755, which was vetoed 
by the President last 3'ear. The spending proposed in S. 38, of course, 
exceeds even tlie amounts in the vetoed i3ill. 

We believe that until the studies now underway have been completed 
and analyzed, increases in the ADAP program are not warranted, 
especially during this period of Federal fiscal stringency. In this 
respect, it is important to recognize tiiat ADAP is currentlv br>ing 
funded at a level four times above the funding levels under the Fed- 
eral Airport Act during the lOGO's. 

Moreover, since the establislunent of the program in 1970 there 
has not been a shortage of funds for airport development projects. 
At the end of fiscal year 1972, because some of the States wore miable 
to find enough airport development projects to use up their full 
allo<"ation. $5.3 million available during fiscal year 1971 for air carrier 
and reliever airports on the State allocation basis has not Ix^en used 
and. therefore, has reverted into the discretionary fund. We expect an 
even gi-eater amount of the State allocated funds to lapse into the 
discretionary fund at the end of the current fiscal year. In addition, 
approximately $6 million of the funds allocated on an enplanement 
basis to airport sponsors likely will revert to the discretionary fund 
at the end of this fiscal year. There are several reasons for tliis in- 
ability of the States and "the airports to use up all of the fumls made 
available. With the greatly increased availability of funds, some air- 
port spon.soi"s have had difficulty deciding how to spend their full 
allocation on projects that are worthwhile and that meet FAA's 

O.V2.'!0—73 5 
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criteria for project eligibility. Loc.il opposition and environmental 
coiistraints have imi^aired some planned airport development projects. 
That most of these problems are prevalent at the large airports, where 
most of the enplanement-allocated fimds are directed and where 
raising the local matching share is typicallj- not a pi-oblem, suggests 
that the problem is not a lack of funds. 

S. 38 and H.R. 4082 propose increased levels of funding in the 
ADAP program. The rationale advanced in support of these increases 
has been that these higher levels are necessary to cover the extra costs 
that would result from increasing the Federal matching share at medi- 
um, small, and nonhub airports and, in the case of S. 38, expanding 
the program to cover terminal area improvements. As I mentioned 
previously, the current and foreseeable fiscal situation will not allow 
any increases above the current level of funding for ADAP—nor is 
any such increase warranted. Even if either or both of the previously 
discussed major amendments—the increase in the Federal matching 
share or the inclusion of terminals—were to be enacted, we believe 
that the changes could be accommodated sufficientl}' within the cur- 
rent program level. This would have to be done by an even more care- 
ful analysis of project applications to insure that the maximum Ix'ue- 
fits in terms of safety and capacity are re^ilized for each dollar in- 
vested. Again, I wish to emphasize the administration's position that 
any substantive changes in this program should await completion and 
analysis of the cost allocation study. 

We believe that it is not appropriate to prohibit "head taxes."' In 
some cases, the "head tax" may be one means for State and local gov- 
ernments to meet their airport operating expenses. Opposition to the 
"head tax" has been based, in large part, on the argmnents that the 
taxes are discriminatory and that they inhibit interstate commerce. 

Last term the Supreme Court, in re\-iewing two airport "head taxes," 
held that if the tax is reasonably related to airport costs, levied di- 
rectly on users, and is not discriminatory against interetate com- 
merce, it does not constitute an undue burden on commerce. 

There is one other important subject I wish to address—the use of 
funds from the Airport and Airways Trust Fund for the antihijack- 
ing security forces which airport operators are providing pureuant to 
part 107 of the FAA regulations. While the administration agrees that 
air carrier users should pay for this service, we believe a much sim- 
pler solution is in the offing and should continue to be pureued: name- 
ly, the approval of surcharges on air carrier tariff's. As j'ou may know, 
the air carriers in February filed surcharges covering their own costs 
with the Civil Aeronautics Board, which unless rejected, will become 
effective beginning March 15. On March 8 the Department filed a 
pleading with the Board supporting the surcharges. With respect to 
the law enforcement officer costs, the carriers ai-e free to file appropri- 
ate amendments to their tariffs. As of March 13, four carriei-s—Ameri- 
can, Allegheny, Braniff, and Continental—have done so. We believe 
that other carriers will soon be filing such requests. We think these sur- 
charges should l>e approved. 

In closing, there are four minor amendments in S. 38, H.R. 2695, 
and IT.R. 4082 upon which I would like to comment. All three bills 
would provide for an increase from 50 to 82 percent in the Federal 
matching share for equipment necessary to comply with Federal 
regulations pertaining to airport security and safety certification. 
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We support tlic amendment relating; to security c«sts. We do not 
believe, however, that similar F'exleral fundinfr of airport certifica- 
tion costs would be justified. This activity, although important. dcK'S 
not meet the test of national urgency that clearly applies in the case 
of airport secuiity funding. We also supjiort the amendment to sec- 
tion 16(c) of the act which would clarify the eligibility under ADAP 
of civil sponsors at joint-use civil-military airports, and the proposal 
to extend for 1 year the completion date of the national airport sys- 
tem plan. 

Mr. Chairman, that concludes my statement. I will be happy to at- 
tempt to answer any questions you or any of the other committee mem- 
bei-s may wish to ask, and my colleagues here will assist me in that. 

Mr. JARMAN. Thank you very much, Mr. Secretar}'. I am sure there 
will be questions. 

The Chair would like a comment from you with reference to the 
cost allocation study and the national airport system plan to which 
you refer in your statement. AVhat dates were established for the 
completion of the study and the plan, and when do you anticipate 
they will be completed? 

Mr. KROOH. I Ixilieve in the statute in 1970, the date for the cost 
allocation study was for 2 years from that time. 

Mr. JARMAN. May of last year? 
Mr. KROGH. May of last year. We have not completed that study 

yet. I have not had a chance to review it. It is a very complicated 
study and I understand that we expect to have that completed within 
3 montiis—by the end of this fiscal year—but we ai-e behind that sclied- 
ule. I believe the national advisorj' system plan also is expected to 
take some more time to complete, 3 or 4 months, but I don't know the 
exact time schedule for that plan. 

Mr. JARMAN. Can you give the committee a little more information 
on that? Can you check on the time aspect and let us know what you 
think will be a predictable date? 

Mr. KROOH. We are supporting the proposal in the principal bills 
before this committee to extend for 1 year, until May of 1973, the due 
date for the system plan at which time we expect it to be completed. 

Mr. JARMAN. That will have been a 3-year period in which this will 
have been developctl ? 

Mr. KROGH. Yes, sir; that is correxit. 
Mr. JARMAN. Mr. Dingell. 
Mr. DINGELL. I would like to defer my questions, Mr. Chainnan, if 

you please. 
Mr. JARMAN. Mr. Kuykendall. 
Mr. KUYKENDALL. Mr. Krogh, for the matter of the record I am 

going to ask you some questions that may seem awfully elementary' to 
you j)eople who work with the figures all the time, but I think we 
should trj' to clarify something. 

Is it not true that all trust funds—and I won't ask you to comment 
OTi all of them, just your owm—either daily or weekly or monthly, go 
directly into the Treasury and obligations, fully interest bearing, at 
the average cost of money, go to the fund as, to use a better tenn, an 
"lOir'is this not true? 

Mr. KROGH. That is my understanding. 
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Mr. KrYKKNOALL. So, for all practical purposes there are never any 
moneys in any trust funds; there are U.S. Government securities or 
I O U's only. Is that not correct? 

Jlr. KROOII. That is correct. 
Mr. KuYKENDALL. So the idea that every dime's worth of trust fund 

money is not being used by the Government every day is erroneous. 
Is that not correct'( 

Mr. KROHH. Yes; tliat is correct. 
Mr. KuYKEXDALL. But reallv, the only difference in the use of trust 

fund money by the Federal Government in lieu of general revenue 
funds by the Crovernment is the fact that wlien the Government uses 
trust fluid moneys for general revenue purposes it becomes part of 
the Federal debt i 

Mr. KR(X)II. I believe that is correct; yes, sir. 
Mr. KuvKENDALL. So, part of what we are talking about here in any 

use of "trust fund moneys" as opposed to general revenue moneys, is 
the iigure in the Federal debt, and that is all; because it does not affect 
the overall budget one penny. Is this not correct ? 

Mr. KROOII. I think it is correct that the budget would be affected 
to the same extent by using a certain amount of the trust fund as it 
would be by spending the same amount of general revenue funds. 

Mr. KuYKEXDALL. Therefore, the moneys that are bon'owed out of 
the trust fund and put into the use of the Federal Government are not 
projected any differently in tlie combined budget than any other mon- 
eys. They become part of the Federal debt. 

All right. Now, I think one of the things that has given this com- 
mittee the most trouble—we are constantlv reminded by our admin- 
istration that our Government should be simplified, that we have too 
much bureaucracy, that we have too nuich confusion, that we have too 
much complication. And yet this committee, on both sides, is terribly 
distressed by what is appearing to be a hodgepodge of charges being 
made at the one and only source of money, Mr. Taxpayer. And frankly, 
the newest one that has me ver^' distressed is the idea of taking a gov- 
ernmental cost, admittedly a governmental cost, and giving it to the 
airport operator, telling him to recover it from the airline, telling the 
airline to recover it from the passenger, and forgetting to tell CAB 
about it-—in tlio sense that they would approve it immediately. 

If we are going to tax the passenger, let's tax him and let's not call 
it ])art of the ticket cost, or a surcharge. 

Is it not true that if you put a cost on a ticket that is a tax, you get 
all of it back? One percent for correction, or somethmg like tliat? All 
of it comes back to the Government immediately; is this correct, a tax ? 

ilr. KROGII. Yes. 
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Mr. KuYKEXDALL. But if you allow them to pass on an operating 
cost you can deduct that cost and get only half of it hack from the 
Government; is this not correct? Or, let's say you added the new cost 
of fuel. I am not talking about a tax, but a cost. That is a deductil)]e 
item on your operating statement. 

You are in a .50-percent tax bracket. Evorj^ corjioration is roughly 
that. So it gets lialf the money back. 

Xow, when you pass on an operating cost to the paasenger you have 
a different fiscal setup than when you pass on a tax to the passenger. 

Mr. PACE. I think this is why the CAB reviews such charges and 
has to allow such costs. 

Mr. Kt'YKKXDAi-L. But I want you to know that this whole compli- 
cated ball of wax is what we are distressed about. We ha\e the feeling 
that the passenger is really being liad in this whole picture. 

Xow. here is something else that botheis us. The use of the head 
tax. If we have a trust fund that is producing a surplus on the one 
hand we say we are spending all of it on committed funds; and yet 
we find on the other hand that the airports are not able to spend all 
we have for them. 

If we ai'e talking about the interstate commerce cost, is it not wise 
just to go ahead and call it that and tax the passenger for it if the 
trust fund isn't big enough to cover it, rather than add to it ? If 
the trust fund has the money to cover it, spend it—and not try to say 
this is the tax on the same customer for this, this, and this? 

Do you want to comment on that ? 
ilr. KROGII. As I said in my statement, we feel changing the \ise 

of the trust fund is a comj^licated subject riglit now, which requires 
a gi'eat deal more study. I know that I have to complete a great deal 
more study before I feel comfortable with it. Changing the trust fund 
to pick up the ovcrational costs of law enforcement through the trust 
fund is a change which we oppose. 

Mr. JARMAN. I>et's forget that for a moment. Let's stay directl}^ on 
AT).\P as we passed it last T^ecenibei-. Let's not complicate this pi-ob- 
lem by mixing those two right now. 

Mr. KROOII. Ijct me just say that there has been a very positive 
response on the {)art, of the airlines and the airport oi^eratoi-s to the 
airport, security program which went into effect on December .'). As I 
said, surcharges to cover the security costs have been presented to the 
Civil Aeronautics Board. Wo believe that this method of paying for 
the security system ought to be given a chance to work. The initial 
burden should be placed on the local level, where the incentive for 
cutting costs is. The airport operatoi-s may pass them on to the airlines 
and, in turn, have them recovered through a surcharge on the ticket. 
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Tlie incentive to cut costs may not be present if the costs are to be 
picked up from the trust fund. 

I iiuow I am getting over into another subject, Ijut we think it im- 
portant for the committee to note that four airlines now have filed 
surcharges with the CAB to cover the airport operators' law enfoi-ce- 
ment costs. We expect that more carriers will be taking similar action 
soon. "We strongly believe this means of paying for the security i)ro- 
gram should be given an opportunity to work itself out. 

Mr. KuiKEXDALL. Ijct's get back on A DAP. The proliferation of 
the head tax is something that is very disturbing to us. Those of us 
who weie here when we actuallj' wrote the original trust fund legis- 
lation, both the gentleman from Michigan and the gentleman from 
"Washington being on the full committee at that time, we refused to get 
into the question of terminals, and we left what we considered some 
area of local tax base in order to cover the terminal. 

And nctually, it was pretty well intended at that time that that 
would simpl}' be the matter of the airport lease with the airlines. 

Now, most of us have come around to another field of thought, and 
this is my last question, Mr. (Huiirman. If we are going to allow the 
passenger to be free game to every local airport and every local level 
of go\-ernment. it is probablj- better to go ahead and increase the per- 
centage allowed under the already-existing allowable items; not in- 
crease, the numl>er of items; just increase the percentages—with the 
full knowledge that the local community can take money out of one 
pocket and put it to the other to build his terminal. 

If his Federal share is increased, he can take that difference and 
put it in the terminal. That is what they have admittedly been doing. 

So, again, the idea of the proliferation of added costs to the pas- 
senger is our overbearing concern here. Do vou want to comment on 
that? 

Mr. KROGII. Well, last year we did support a moratorium on the 
head tax becau.se it was felt that we needed time to study it. 

Mr. KrYKF.XD.vix. You know, this committee jiassed that strictly as 
a one-item bill; that is all. 

Mr. KROOH. And we would support that again this year. We feel 
that there has been a proliferation. I am not sure what the latest 
numl)er is. but I l)elieve it is up to 41. 

Mr. JARMAX. I think it would be appropriate to make a part of the 
record a listing of the number of cities that now have he^id taxes. It 
is 44. 

Mr. DiNOKi.L. I think it would be helpful if the Department of 
Transportation would submit to us that information. I think that 
al.so—and I am sure you would do that for us—it would be prudent 
to observe that the number is going up by the minute. 
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[The following information was received for the record:] 

AIR PASSENGER HEAD TAXES AS OF MARCH 1973 

Fiscal 1971 
U.S. air • 
carrier Estimated 

enplaned annual 
City Amount Effective date passengers receipts 

Ashevjile, N.C  .   R.DO Oct. 1,1972    120,610 J241,220 
Allentown, Pa.i _  2.00 Scheduled carriers OcL 1, 1972  135, 789 271,578 
Allentown, Pa   1.00 Computer airlines Jan. 1,1973  > 20,000 20.000 
Cedar Rapids, Iowa >  1.00 157,066 157,066 
Chattanooga, Tenn.  1.00 

1.00 
198,893 
403.413 

198,893 
Des Moines, lowai   Nov. 6, 1972  403,413 
Duluth, Minn.' 1.00 

2.00 
Jan. 1,1973  
Feb. 15, 1973..  

103.403 
91,457 

108,408 
Eugene, Oreg   
El Dorado, Ark  

182,914 
1.00 6,913 6,913 

Evansvtile, Ind  1.00 
1.00 

.     1.00 

161.900 
153,181 
82,981 

161.900 
Fort Wayne. Ind,"  153,181 
Fort Myers. Fla.i  Dec. 1,1972  82,981 
Hancock. Mich.'  .     2.00 Feb. 6,1973   13, 000 26, OCO 
Huntsville, Ala.i  1.00 July 1,1972  213.256 213, 256 
Indianapolis, lnd.>  .25 Feb. 16, 1973  1,014,000 253, 500 
Jackson, Miss.'  .     1.00 Nov. 1,1972  270,029 270,029 
Jacksonville, Fla  (') 

l.OO Kalama200, Mich.'  Aug. 15, 1972  65,726 65,726 
La Crosse. Wise.'..  1.00 Sept. 1,1972  27,049 27,049 
Lafayette, La.' _  1.00 Mar. 5, 1973...  62,000 62,000 
Lake Tahoe, Calil.n  .50 Feb. 6, 1973..  4,000 2,000 
Madison, Wise.'..  2.00 Feb. 1,1973  193,442 386,884 
Medford, Oreg  
Mellwurne, Ffa.'  

2.00 
1.00 

Jan. 25, 1973  60,134 
108,000 

120. 263 
Mar. 1,1973.  108,000 

Merrion-Herrin, lll.i   1.00 
1.00 

11,000 
8,437 

11,000 
New Hampshire (6 State owned airports) For passengers in aircraft over 12,500 28, 437 

Berlin,  Keene,  La  Conia,  Lebanon, lbs. Aug. 31,1969. 
Manchester, White Field. .50 For  passengers in aircraft under 

12,500 lbs. 
15,000 7,500 

Newport News, Va.i  1.00 Jan. 1, 1973...  186,615 186,615 
Norfolk, Va  .     1.00 Feb. 8.1973  604,364 604,364 
North Platte, Nebr  

;  i^'^o Pensacola, Fla.'   Aug. 1,1972..  168,225 168,225 
Philadelphia. Pa.i  .     3.00 2 percent connplete July 1.1972  3.175,784 9. 527,352 
Raleigh-Durham, N.C.'  .     2.00 Sept. 1,1972   500,941 1,101,882 
Richmond, Va.'  ,     1.00 6 percent refund July 1,1972..  353,686 353,686 
Ro»noke,Va.'.  .     1.00 Nov. 15,1972  263,649 263,649 

2.00 
1.00 

Mar. 1,1973  
Nov. 1,1972   653,"242"' Rochester, N.Y.'  653,242 

Sarasota, Bfadenton, Fla.'.  .     2.00 Mar. 1,1973  172,713 345,426 
Traverse City, Mich.'  . . 1.00 Oct. 1.1972  44,820 44,820 
Tri-City, Mich. (Saginaw/Bay City/Mid- 

land)'  1.00 July 1,1972  139.827 139, 827 
Tuscon, Ariz.'   1.00 Mar. 1,1973  449,000 449,000 
Tyler, Tex  
West Palm Beach, Ra..  

2.00 
1.00 

10, 484 
371,558 

20, %8 
Feb. 6, 1973   371,558 

Williamsport, Pa.'  1.50 Feb. 6,1973....  43,000 64,500 
Youngstown, Ohio  1.00 130,043 130,043 

Average Jl. 25' 
Total..  11,094,635 18,377,273 

Weighted A .erage  ..$1.66R»v./Pass  

• Collected by airport authority. 
» Estimate. 
»Collected by air carrier. 
• Enacted but effective date and amount not available. 
• Pendi ig. 
• N. Hampshire & Allentown, Pa. each counted as one airport. 
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Mr. JARMAN. Mr. Secietarv, have you completed your response? 
Mr. KnocH. Yes. 1 would fikc to have Mr. Barnuin, if he would, re- 

.spond to Jlr. KuykendalPs first qiiestion. 
Mr. KARNUM. Your question, Mr. Kuvkendall, about the impact of 

the tax on the air carrier leaves me a little uncertain as to whether 
we realize what is ^oing to happen there. It is not a question of that 
money bein^ taxed .50 percent, liy definition, what is hapix»ning from 
the air carriers point of view is that his ex^x^nses are mcreasnig by 
$1. 

Mr. KUYKENDALL. Eight. 
Mr. BARNUM. And througli the CAR authorizing a surcharge, let's 

assume of $1. his receipts are increasing by $1 to cover those expenses. 
So out of that extra dollar of receipts there is no profit to it; there 
in no tax to be paid. It is simply a wash on the books of the air carrier. 
That is the CAB's job, to make sure that it is a wash and that it is 
not a hidden fare increase. 

Mr. KuYKENDAUy. Why go through that bookkeeping manipula- 
tion ? Why not just make it a tax ? 

Mr. BARNUM. That is a policy choice, but I wanted to make it clear 
that it is not going to be a difference in the cost to the traveler. 

Mr. KuYKENDALL. I Understand. 
Mr. BAR.VCM. Whether it is paid by the air carrier to the aiiport 

operator or whether it is paid as a tax to tlie Government, there is no 
difference in the cost. 

-Mr. KrvKEXDALi,. But it does not go on the ticket as a tax. even 
though it rejilly is. 

Mr. BARNtur. It is an additional cost. 
Mr. KT'YKENDALL. iVnd it is a governmental cost. 
Mr. BARXUM. Well, that is one of the things we are debating, 

whether you want to charge it to the Government or whether you want 
to charge it to the system. 

Mr. KiYKEXDAix. A^liat I am saying, though, is that the policing 
function is a governmental fimction and this is the cost to that. 

Mr. BARXIM. I think we have a basic disagreement on that. The 
charge would cover that cost—that is true—if imposed as a tax, and 
it would cover that cost if added to the ticket. 

Mr. ADAMS. I don't know to what degree you have been biiefed on 
the testimony that oc^'urred before this committee on what happened 
in the conference that most of us attended at the end of the last se.s- 
sion. W^ere j'ou aware of the testimony of Mr. Shaffer to the chair- 
man and m5self last time on the head tax ? 

Mr. KROGH. I have gone through it briefly. 
Mr. ADAJIS. I know vou are new to tlus. I think it is terribly im- 

portant what we do right now, this committee and youi-selves, lx>- 
cause many of us, in the spirit of compromise, have tried to work this 
out. We were down to one item of disagreement last year, between 
tlie administration's position and om's, and that was on mandatory 
spending. 

It was our undei-standing—and I will simply state this to you so 
that you will undei-stand the conunittee's feeling, having lived thi-ough 
this last year—that the head tax provision was acceptable, that be- 
cau?e we were taking away the head tax. some change in formula from 
.'iO-.'iO to 7r)-'25 was acceptable; that a figure of $280 million was ac- 
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ceptable; that the only thing that hung it up was the fact that we 
had a disagreement witli the Senate wliich had raised a mandatory 
spending limit. 

Mr. D1NGE1.L. A floor. 
Mr. AD.VMS. A floor. 
Mr. KcYKEXDALL. I will confirm this. Mr. Harvey is not with us. He 

was the carrier of the "Message from Garcia" that was absolutely 
accurate. 

Mr. DiNCEix. If the gentleman would yield, that was the clear un- 
derstanding of the entire committee last year, Mr. Secretary, and I 
think you ought to know that. 

Mr. AD.VMS. It is that about which I want to be certain, that you know 
and undei-stand about that from this committee, because we discussed 
that understanding with Mr. Shaffer. I will refer to pages 40 and 41 of 
the testimony, which you can look at. of our hearings last year, where 
the Chairman and I and Mr. Kuykendall and Mr. Harvey were ques- 
tioning him. And at one point he commented on the head tax, indi- 
cating they had not made a study, but that he was of the opinion that 
there will be a lot more people on the payroll and a lot more overhead, 
but there will be a little flow of cash or capital into the system by 
using the head tax. 

Later on he stated this: "I really hope that the governing bodies, the 
local politicians or local elected officials will understand that the bene- 
fits from the airport far outweigh the attractiveness of additional 
ta.xes which might at some point arrest or impede or even diminish 
the airport's contribution to the community. 

"I'liese taxes should not be encouraged. I am hopeful the discus- 
sions we are having will serve to do that." 

Now, we had six taxes at that point. We are now at 41. The Chair- 
man at this point, Mr. Jarman, said after the comments: "I find 
it a little hard to reconcile that with the most recent statements 
vei'bally from some of the sentiments expressed in the written state- 
ment." 

So what I am indicating to you is that I am very distressed at your 
statement, which goes back to the written statement that we i-eceived 
from Mr. Shaffer, but is very contrary to the questioning, the answer 
that Mr. Shaffer gave us in questioning, and to the discussions we had 
in conference. 

And we need to know whether we are going to be at loggerheads, 
starting all over on this, or whether we can pick it up at the end of last 
year's understanding, which could be relatively simple, and pass a bill 
that would abolish head taxes, give a 7.')-2r) fonnula to aid the airport 
opeiators i'or whatever cash flow they lacked, a}xn'e. on t!ie security 
amounts, which we think we could, and then compromise with you on 
a mandatory limit. 

Now, having made that statement, I want to ask you this: Isn't it 
correct at the present time that we have an 8-percent tax on all 
passengers? 

Mr. KROOII. Yes, sir. 
Mr. ADAMS. NOW. if we put a head tax oi- allow this head tax to con- 

tinue, that is an additional tax on the users: is it not ? 
Mr. KROGII. That is correct. 
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Mr. ADAMS. SO any money we are talking about in spending in tliis 
bill docs not in any way become an inflationary matter because it is 
already covered by a tax surplus. 

Mr. KROOH. I believe that is correct. It would not go outside that 
$280 million. 

Mr. ADAMS. Right, And let us say we sjjcnd just $280 million. I will 
ask you to check these figures. These were from the Senate report last 
time, and in my lemembrance they wei-e sujiijlied by the De[)artment. 

In the fiscal year 1973, which is ending, even if we si>ent the $280 
million, we would have a surplus. In other words, we would be taking 
from the users, by taxes, over $137 million more than we were sjjend- 
ing on them. 

Mr. KROGH. In fiscal year 1973? 
Mr. AD.VMS. Right. And next year it would bo $146 million, for 

accumlations of $246 million more we were taking from the users 
than we were giving back to them. 

Mr. KROGH. I will check those figures, Congressman. 
Jlr. ADAMS. I am gi\ing those to you because it Ix'comes very im- 

portant in this context that the Administration officials and this com- 
mittee, communicate over prohibiting these head taxes, and in doing 
so, about what kind of slack there is, or what we are doing in terms of 
the users, now, the people in this system who are paying taxes to help 
the airports if they have problems. 

Xow, my understanding from your statement is that the airport 
owners don't need any more money; they can't use what they have 
got now. 

Is that what you were saying? 
ilr. KROGH. In some cases, under the two one-third formula parts, 

for population and area, on an enplanement basis, a small amount of 
money from each of those accounts has reverted into the discretionary 
account, which was the one mentioned by the FAA Administrator. 
But those are very, very small amounts at this time. I think $6 million 
in the first and $5.5 million in the second. 

^Ir. ADAMS. All right. 
Xow, we are going to hear from the airiwrt owners, and we will 

hear, I am sure, from the carriei-s and so on, but I would like to recjuest 
that you supply the chairman of this committee and the rest of us 
with copies of what the Administration's position is going to be if we 
do not exceed a spending minimum of, say, $280 million. In other 
words, a floor, and whether or not the conference bill of last time is 
going to be acceptable. 

[The following statement was received for the record:] 

AllXIIXISTKATIO.X'S   I'ORITIOX   IF   Si'EXDING   MiMMfM   FDR  .\I)AI'  I'ROGRAM   IS  .'?2KI) 
Mn-UON 

As I stated in my prepared testtmon.v, the appropriate funding level for the 
A1>AP programming for fisnil years 1074 and 197."( is .$280 million. We would 
support a legislative provision which establishes this level of spending for the 
program. The Administration's position on a bill containing this funding level 
would dei)end. of course, on what other provisions were included. 

Mr. KntwH. In terms of the first part of your question, Mr. Adams, 
with respect to Mr. Shafi'er's testimony, his written statement at that 
time constituted the Administration's program. My written statement 
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today also constitutes the Administration's position. From our point of 
view, that is where we are beginning from. 

Mr. ADAMS. In oth(T words, you want us to start all over again, 
take our positions of prohibition, a high spending level, a high for- 
mula, and then we fight it out in the trenches again through the 
summer? 

Mr. KROGH. I would prefer you not do that. 
Mr. ADAMS. I would piefer not, too. This is what we are trying to 

avoid. 
Mr. KROOH. Congressman Adams, I might note that the $280 million 

figure which you have cited, is in the budget this year. That is our 
budget figiue. So we are together on that point. 

Mr, ADAMS. All right. 
Now, your budget figure, however, in this fvmd—what we are talk- 

ing about is simply an allocation out of the trust fund. 
Mr. KROGH. That is correct. 
Afr. ADAMS. It has nothing to do with general revenue taxes, does it? 
Mr. KROGH. That is cori-ect. 
Mr. ADAMS. NOW, I want to know—because we do not have anyone 

else from the Department of Transportation up here, as we did with 
Mr. Shaffer, and I know that vou have not had a chance to analyze 
this: Is there any point in having you testify lat«r in these hearings, 
after we have heard from the j)roblems of the other people, on the 
potential administration position, after you have had a chance to 
analyze this, and so on ? 

Because, you see, your testimony on that study is very unsatisfac- 
tory, at least to this membei-. All that is being done is that the study 
is being put off, year, after year, after year; in the meantime the head 
taxes proliferate, the users are paying in their money every day, and 
they are not getting it back. So the longer the period of time that goes 
by without a refwrt on the study—you say you are waiting for the 
study—the longer a bad situation continues, and we will never recoup 
that money. 

Mr. DiNOEi-L. Will the gentleman yield ? 
These studies are now in excess of 1 year later, with every prospect 

for their being delayed another year, accoi-ding to what I have gath- 
ered from your testimony this morning, Mr. Secretary. 

You were telling this committee that we are supposed to wait for 
some studies that are now over a year overdue, and I don't know what 
you people down there have been doing with that year's time^ while 
you get good and ready to send us a study up here. 

Now, we are supposed to delay policy dicisions in Congress while 
you folks twiddle your thumbs downtown when you should be provid- 
ing this committee with studies which you are required by law to sub- 
mit to this Congress and this conmiittee. And yovi say, "Now, you 
fellows just sit around and twiddle your thumbs and wait a bit more." 

Now, that is not the function of this committee. It has ne\'er fimc- 
tioned that way, and it is not going to function that way now. And I 
happen to know that I speak for the membere on both sides. 

You pulled the same thing at DOT with regai-d to the National 
Transportation Plan. You were directed to submit a national transpor- 
tation plan to this committee, so that we could get an imderetanding of 
what our national goals and policy were in tlie field of transportation. 
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It came up here and it was like watered inilk. And it came up here 
ahnost a year late. 

I don't think that is a proper way to conform witli the requirements 
of the law at all. xVnd I think it is particularly unconscionable when 
jou submit these studies late, at some time in the distant and unfore- 
seeable future and say, "Now, j'ou fellows sit around and twiddle your 
thumbs imtil wc get your report and then we'll tell you what to do." 

We told you to liave these studies up here over a year ago, Mr. 
SecretaiT. 

Mr. BARNISI. May I respond to that, Mr. Dingcll? 
Mr. DiXGKi.L. I hope you give me a gootl i-esiwnse. 
Mr. BARNIM. I hope yon think it is a good iT!Sj>onse. 
Mr. DiNGEiJ.. I doubt it. Go ahead, sir. 
Mr. BARNUM. I was present during the year—plus that these studies 

liave been worked on. 
Mr. DixcEM.. And you are late by law. The law says you are to have 

them here by a fixed date, and you haven't got them here. And now 
you have the gall to come in and tell us to wait around "while we get 
aix)und to doing these studies." And you don't even know when the 
studies are going to be up here. 

Mr. B.\RNUM. It is mj' undei-standing that with respect to the cost 
allocation study, the Department and the administration did com- 
nmnicate with the committee as to the timing. 

Mr. Dixo-ELL. What did the law say i Have it here by a certain date; 
right ? 

Mr. BARXUM. I am not arguing that the law was changed, 
Mr. DiNGEi.r-. I think the law is rather clear. 
Mr. BARXUM. It was our understanding at that time that an exten- 

sion of a year for the cost allocation study was acceptable to the com- 
mittee. 

Mr. DixGEi,L. I don't remember ever receiving any communication. 
That was vetoed. I am infonned. 

Mr. BARXIM. That is correct. 
Mr. DixoEi.L. So the law stands, 
I didn't file that veto. You folks downtown did that. 
Mr. BARXUM. I think that what was in the last bill that was not en- 

acted was the extension of 1 year for the airport systems plan, not for 
the cost allocation study. You are entirely correct^ of course, that the 
1970 act laid on us two obligations, each to Ix' acquitted within 2 years. 
With resjiect to the airport systems plan, in the oill of last year, your 
l)assing an extension of 1 year indicated to us this committee's ap- 
l^roval, of our having at least another year within which to submit 
that j)lan. 

Mr. ADVMS. But just a minute. That was predicated on the fact that 
we had solved the ))roblem, that the bill was going to be passed. Wo 
were willing to extend it. In other words, nothing is final in this 
world. 

If you wanted to do something different, starting with what the 
conference has come up with, we were vei'v willing to extend that re- 
l)orting date. And if wp had the wiong fonnula, and some of yonr 
advisei-s felt we should do a dilfcrent thing, then we would be working 
on it this year. 

But what is bothering me deeply—^and I hope you communicate the 
message back—is that you are coming up and testifying. Mr. Secre- 
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tary—and I am very fond of yon aand I know you arc very sincpre— 
but what you are bcinj; required to do is to say to us: "We have 
knocked out everj'thing you have done over 2 years' work, inchiding 
an extension of a study, but we want you to delay and go back, because 
we haven't produced the study and wait luitil tlie study comes in. In 
the meantime leave things the way they were. We are going right back 
to where we were 2 years ago." 

And that is very unacceptable to many of us. 
Mv. Chairman, I have taken more time than I should. I apologize 

to the committee. 
Mr. JAKMAN. Mr. Shoup. 
Mr. SHOUP. Thank you. Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Secretary, I don't believe I heard the answer to why the study 

has not been completed. 
Mr. KROOH. The best aaswer I can give to that, Mr. Shoup, is that 

the subje^jt matter is extremely complicated; that it has taken a great 
deal of time to consult with the very manj- people that I think tlie 
statute requires the Department to consult with, and that the depart- 
mental analysis has not yet been completed, that these efforts have 
taken quite a bit more time than was oi'iginally anticipated. 

Mr. SHOUP. For my own information, when the initial requirement 
was set out for this study to be completed, were you consulted as to 
the time ? Was the Department agreeable on the time allocation, the due 
date? Or was this an arbitrary figure picked out of the air by the 
Congress ? 

Mr. PACE. I am familiar with some of the work that was Ix'ing done 
at that time. The due date was one that was felt to l)e realistic. How- 
ever, the experience of the delay in the start-up of the Aviation Ad- 
visoiy Commission, the delay in starting to organize the studies and 
reach out into the airport system for the information, meant that we 
were unable to complete it within the 2 yeai-s allotted. 

This is wliy we ask for the year's relief on the national airport sys- 
tem plan. 

Mr. SHOUP. You took the 1 year—even though the bill was vetoed, 
you took the 1-year relief. Now you are asking for another yeav ex- 
tension ? 

Mr. KROOH. NO, sir; just 3 or 4 months at this point. We are not 
asking for another year. 

Mr. SHOUP. May I ask you: what if the committee says, absolutely 
no. 

Mr. KROGH. Well, it would leave us somewhat in a quandaiy right 
now-, because the studies are not completed at this point. 

Mr. SHOUP. Basically, that is it. Whether we say yes or no, it is a 
fact that they are not ready. 

Mr. KRCXJH. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SHOUP. Mr. Adams made some reference to the surplus in the 

past 2 years that we have had and you did not comment on his re- 
marks or deny that they were correct. And yet in your statement on 
page 2 you take exception to the statements made on the amount of the 
surplus, because there have been excluded from the funds the costs of 
maintaing an airport and airway system. 

I fail to undei-stand exactly why the exclusion of these. Were Mr. 
Adams' figures correct ? 

Mr. KROOH. Are you describing the exclusion of the operating and 
maintenance costs on page 2 ? 
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ilr. SHOUP. Yes. 
Mr. KROGH. Those, as I understand, have been excluded by law. 

Those are in general fund appropriations. 
Mr. Siioup. Is it not true, tlien. that the surplus fi^ires that are 

beinjr used, that I think Mr. Kuykendall used, are correct? 
Mr. IvKoon. Sir, I don't believe we have the identical figures of Mr. 

Kuykendall at this point. We should verify them, but there is a surplus. 
MI-. Siiorr. One more sentence in hei-e is that this is based on a 

misunderstanding of the current status of the trust fund balance. 
Then you go on with the implication that the figures that we are 

using after the passage of the bill last j^ear—you don't agree that they 
shoidd be excluded. And I think we are excluding them in our figures, 
or Mr. Kuykendall is. 

Mr. PACE. The conunitments from the trust fimd, in the three areas 
of the FEA hundred-percent FEA program and the ADAP program 
and the R. & D. program—I don't think we quite agree with these fig- 
ures, which is why I think we should furnish the number to you for 
the record. 

It is our underetanding that Ave have been asking for some funds 
from the general treasury to support the level of obligation that we 
have been going through. And we will have to do this during 1975. 

So I am not sure exactly where you got your figure. But we do, sub- 
stantially, agree on the estimate for 1974 of the $248 million. I believe 
that is what was expressed. That figure for 1974 is an estimate. 

Mr. SHOUP. Then we do have a surplus. 
Mr. PACE. We estimated one for 1974. But for 1973 we need some 

additional help. 
Mr. Siiocp. On page 3, in attempting to not agree on the use of the 

money for the terminal area, you speak of the opportunities for in- 
corporation of revenue-producing concessions and wide variations in 
designs. 

Is this a basic criterion that you have for the expenditure of Federal 
funds ? Or only in this case ? 

Mr. PACE. I woidd be glad to answer that. We have not participated 
during the ADAP program in the funding of terminal buildings at all. 
We have not been in the financing of terminal buildings for perhaps 
12 yeare now, from the old Federal aid airports program. The ter- 
minal building as a unit can be self-supporting, with good manage- 
ment. It can attract revenue-producing activities witliin that terminal 
building, and house the activities of the airlines, which, of coui-se, pay 
for the space that they occupy in the pursuit of their operations. 

So that as a unit, where you have good levels of traffic, the terminal 
Luilding has pro\ed to be a generous revenue protlucer, and not in 
7ioed of any giant assistance from our program. "We have been able to 
devote our funds to the landing area itself. 

Ml'. SHOUP. On page 4, Mr. Secretary, you speak of the inability 
of some small or mediiun airports to initiate development projects, 
because of the difficulties in securing their 50 percent local matching 
share. I think this is true. This has held back their development, be- 
cause of the 50 percent. I think we recognize this. 

This was one reason why the increase in matching. But then you go 
on down below and you say that it is likely that any matching share 
increase would only substitute Federal fimds for existing local match- 
ing suppoit, and that it would not increase the development of small 
and medium airports. 
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Tt seems to me as though you are contradictinjr yourself. 
Mr. KrYKENDALL. I tliink it is important that we get a question 

answered hei-e before you answer that question. 
Isn't it correct that we agreed that tlie increase in matching funds 

was not mandatory but permissive? 
The Senate wanted it one way and we wanted it the other? Didn't 

we get our way on that one ? 
Ml'. ADAMS. XO. The formula was changed but there was a manda- 

tory figure in there. But we compromised with the Senate between the 
$280 million which the administration wanted and a figure that had 
come out of the SeniVte which was much higher. 

Mr. KrvKEXDALL. We increased from 50 to 75 but we didn't make it 
a mandatory 75. Didn't we make it permissive to go to 75? 

Mr. ADAMS. Yes. 
Mr. KrYKENDALL. Are you aware that the bill in Congress that was 

vetoed made the increase only permissive ? 
Afr. KROGH. Yes. 
Mr. SHOUP. Again, it seems as though those two statements are con- 

tradictory. In one place you are saying that the small and medium 
airports are unable to come up with their matching share, but that if 
we would increase the Federal share you would get no moi-e 
construction. 

Mr. KROOH. Mr. Shoup, I think that misreads that statement. It 
says "the proponents" of this amendment have cited this as a justifica- • 
tion. That is not our position. From what we liave been able to glean, 
tlie small and medium airports have not had that much difficulty in 
raising tlieir matching share. And that being the case, if we were to 
increase the Fedei-al share from 50 to 75, even though permissive, it 
would substitute, to the time of that 25 percent. Federal money for 
local money. Our information is that most of the airports have been 
able to raise their share. 

Mr. SnotT. Your position is that the local communities have had 
no problem in matching their share ? 

Mr. KRO(;H. I won't say no problem; I would say, in the aggregate, 
tliey have not had a problem raising money to meet the needs which 
were specified in the 1969 stud}'. 

Mr. Siiour. Tlien if we go over on page 5. you speak of the money 
that lapses into the discretionary fund. Is this because there is no 
need for it. that it lapses back ? That they are unable to raise match- 
ing funds, that there is a lapse of money ? 

Mr. KROOH. It could be a combination of both. In some cases it could 
be because the needs they have might not require the amount that has 
been allocated in the fund and therefore it would revert back to the 
discretionary fund. 

Mr. Siioup. And how would we find out? 
Mr. KROOH. I understand that this subject is part of the work being 

done now in the Department, on the cost allocation study and the 
aviation securitv plan. 

Mr. SnoTT. The onlj' way I can find out is through my mail from 
my individual airi)orts, that the problem is th<> matching funds, that 
it is not that they don't have a i)lace to use it. They have many places 
to use tliem; thev would like to, but tlicy are unable to find adequate 
ftmds on a local level to match at a 50-.50 matching basis. This is one 
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reason why tliere is a lapse in the use of them rather than a lack of 
need. There is a need there. 

So it would seem to me, then^ that if we would assist them to <ret an 
increase in the matching, I think this is the reason why we all, this 
committee and the Congress—why this connnittee and the Congress 
went for the increase in the matching funds, an increased Federal 
share of the matching funds. 

It would accelerate the development of the airports. But the posi- 
tion of the administration is that this is not true. 

Mr. KROGH. The position of the administration is that the matching 
share should remain the same; SO-aO. Increasing the match from 50 to 
75 percent is not warranted at this jioint. That is our position. 

Mr. KuYKEXDALL. Evcu with discretion ? "We did not agree with the 
Senate that it had to be mandatory and we won our point—that it 
should be discretionaiy. 

Xow, do you want to comment on that ? 
Mr. KROOH. Sir, our position is that the match should stay at the 

50-50 level right now. 
Mr. SHOUP. It looks like we are back in the trenches. 
I have no further questions. 
Mr. METCALFE. I would like to get some clarification, Mr. Secretary, 

on your last sentence, or second-last sentence, the first line from tlie 
Ixjttom on page 3, in which you say that in some instances runway 
capacity now exceeds terminal capacity. 

What do you mean by "capacity," when we are referring to nmway 
and terminal ? 

Mr. KROGH. Mr. Metcalfe, I would like to have Mr. Pace respond to 
that. 

Mr. PACE. Yes; the runway capacity is identified in the number of 
operations a runway can handle safely during the period of oper- 
ations of the airport itself. The passenger handling capacity of the 
terminal is how many people can go thiough the building. 

So we are talking about the ability of the runway to take so many 
airplanes. We are talking about the buildings being able to take so 
many people. 

You can have a runway that can handle many more airplanes and 
can put many more people on the ground than you can properly proc- 
ess to your terminal building in an efficient manner. We had the prob- 
lem here at National Airpoit in 1966. I don't want to open up a new 
subject, biit wo have been able to lelieve some of the psissenger con- 
gestion in the terminal area by working with the airlines and not 
calling upon additional Federal expenditures for terminal building 
purposes. 

Mr. METCALFE. In the case of O'Hare Field in Chicago, isn't the 
opposite true, where you have more passengers than you have runway 
capability ? 

Jlr. PACE. Just within the last 8 months they have opened up an 
additional nmway that will help bring the runway and terminal ca- 
pacities more in balance. 

Mr. METCALFE. Would that eliminate much of the stackup time that 
you encounter when you go into O'Hare, where they have no landing 
facilities? 

Mr. PACE. Hopefully the new runway that has just come into service 
would do this. 
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Mr. METCALFE. Mr. Secretarj*, I would like to now move to page 7 
in which you indicated your approval of the surcharge of the air car- 
rier traffic, as it relates to the antihijacking security. 

It was revealed, I think, that we now have 44 airports that cliaige 
this surcharge. And as Mr. Dingell pointed out, they are increasing 
almost by the moment. 

Do you have an idea as to what that figure is that is going to bo 
necessarj'? I know we are dealing with this subcommittee in regard to 
the hijacking. Wliat is it going to actually cost to implement a safety 
program throughout the Nation in the various airports ? 

ilr. KROGH. The estimate costs of the law enfoi-cement component, 
the guard costs under the existing program we estimate at approxi- 
mately $42 million. I think our estimate is 3,100 guards stationed 
throughout tlie system at 531 airports. I think the airlines ha\c pre- 
sentecf a similar estimate for the law enforcement sccuntv costs to 
the CAB. 

Mr. METC.XLFE. Well, the surcharw varies according to tlie airport, 
does it not ? Some charge a dollar and some are in excess. 

Mr. KKOGH. The head tax. Yes, sir; the head tax varies according 
to the airports, I think ranging from a $1 minimum to a $3 maximum. 

'Mr. MKTCALFE. What would you say is the mean figure ? 
Mr. KROOH. It would be approximately $1.25 or $1.30. Most of them 

are in the dollar range. I spoke of the higli being $3 and the low at $1. 
So I think the mean would be about $1.25. 

Mr. KuYKENDALL. Will the gentleman vield ? 
Are we talking about 2 percent across the board ? 
Mr. KKOGH. Yes. 
Mr. KuTKENDALL. We were relating it to the 8 percent we have 

already. 
Mr. DiNGEU.. You were referring to the head tax and were going 

to make a submission to the committee regarding head taxes. I assume 
you have an analysis of head taxes before you. 

Mr. KROGH. NO, sir; I was asked for an estimate of the average costs. 
I am basing my answer on a schedule showing the head taxes assessed 
by each airport or city which have levied one to date. This schedule 
has been submitted for the record. I would have to come back with an 
accurate statement of what the average would be. 

Mr. DINGELL. Very good. 
[The following statement was received for the record:] 

AvEEAGE COST OF HEAD TAXES CUKKENTLY IN ErrEcr 

The table entitled, "Air Pas.seiiKer Head Taxes as of March 107.3" (see p. 
65), indicates the location, tlie amount, and other information concerninK tlie 
head taxes which we are aware of. On the basis of this document, we calculate 
the average of the head taxes currently in effect to te ifl.25. 

Mr. METCALFE. I notice throughout your statement that you were 
in opposition to the bills before us, S. 38 and H.R. 2695. You are in 
opposition. I am concerned with this $42 million whether or not the 
present tariff, the volume of passengers, at the rate of the means fig- 
ure of $2 is going to be, in and of itself, sufficient to meet the costs 
to provide an adequate antihi jacking security program. 

Or will the passengei-s be stuck with more of a head tax ? 
Mr. KROGH. Mr. Metcalfe, there is a distinction as to the surcharge, 

93-236—73——6 
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•which the airlines are requesting and we are snpportinfr- The sur- 
charges requested by all the air carriers would include both the costs 
to the airlines for conducting lOO-percent inspection of individuals 
going through a gate as well as his lOO-percent inspection of carry- 
on baggage. The filings of four earners request, in addition, a sur- 
charge to meet the law-enforcement costs, which are l)eing negotiated 
out between the airjwrt operators and the airlines. All of this is part 
of the surcharge request being made to the CAB. 

The head tux is a separate item levied by local governments for 
the most part, and responsive to more than security needs. It could be 
used to pay for any other need related to airport development. 

Mr. D1XGE1.L. Well, now, just one minute. Would the gentleman 
yield ? There is no restriction whatsoever as to what head taxes are used 
for. They may Ix? us<>d for general revenue pur))oses; they may be 
used for any purpose tliat the levying authority chooses. 

Now, isn't that a fact ? 
Mr. KKO<;H. Well, I am going by  
Mr. DiNOELL. Xo, you are not "going by." Just answer the question. 

There are no limitations on what they can use the proceeds of these 
head taxes for, now, are there? 

Mr. KROC.II. The limitation, as I underetand it. is what the Supreme 
Court decided in the Evan^vi/le case. 

Mr. DiNGELL. No: the Supreme Court did not speak to what they 
could use these head taxes for. And as a matter of fact, if vou read last 
year's hearings—I commend them to you—you will find t*hiladelphia 
IS making a $1.3 million profit which they are using for general 
revenue pui-poses. 

Mr. KROC.II. The Evnvsi'Ulc case, as I read it, sir, related to airport 
costs, airport development costs. 

Mr. DiNCELL. It is cited in last year's hearings, Mr. Secretary, and I 
challenge you to show me where it says that they have to use tlie head 
tax for airport purposes. 

Mr. KROCUI. I will have to look at it more closely. 
Mr. ADAMS. What I want to l)e certain is brought out and made clear 

is that the consumer is paying 8 percent on his ticket now. And that is 
rounded out to the next highest dollar. So it means that he often goes 
above a $1 charge. Then he is going to be hit with a dollar surcharge 
under your proposal for airport security costs. 

Mr. DixGEi.L. If the gentleman will yield, it will lie more than a 
dollar. 

Mr. AD.VMS. Well, there will be the approval of a surcharge. The 
testimony in the hijacking hearing was that it was around a dollar, 
but it could be rounded out also to be above a dollar. The administra- 
tion is supporting the carriers on this surcharge, which is going to 
come from the user. 

And then there is a head tax charge which is in addition to that, and 
it will run between a dollar and $3. 

Isn't tliat correct ? 
Mr. KROGII. That is the range of the head taxes now, between a 

dollar and $3. 
Mr. ADAMS. T")^nder your proposal which you brought in to us you 

ni-e going to hit the user three times for using the airway. Because 
you say you don't jro for prohibition of the head tax. So he gets the 
head tax placed on him. 
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Yon are going to support a surcharge on tickets Ijefore the CAB. 
And you don't want to change the 8-cent figure that is going in, even 
though there is a surplus in the trust fund. 

Mr. KROGH. All three of those would be possible. 
Mr. ADAMS. Thank you. 
Mr. MKTCALFE. I think that answers my question. Because we were 

talking about where this money is coming from; whether the taxpayer 
has to pay it, and as an add-on expense and not as a tax; or whether 
or not it is going to be recognized for what it really is, which is a 
head tax. And it is a tax. And I don't think the average taxpayer real- 
izes that he is paying a tax today when he leaves these 44 airports, 
and more to come later on. 

Mr. BARNCM. In clarification and response to the questions of two 
of the members, as to whether or not, under the Supreme Court deci- 
sion, you can use head-tax proceeds for nonairport costs—I would like 
to have the record reflect this sentence that is in the Supreme Court's 
opinion: 

Yet so long as the funds received by local authorities under the statute are not 
shown to exceed their airports costs, it is immaterial whether those funds are 
expressly earmarked for airport use. 

Now, there the court was recognizing that as a bookkeeping matter 
they did not have to go directly to the airport. But we have interpreted 
that to mean that so long as the tax proceeds were being used, ulti- 
mately for airport use, it did not constitute an unreasonable burden 
on interstate commerce. 

I don't think the Supreme Court's decision could be read as approv- 
ing a tax the proceeds from which were used for more than airport 
use. 

Mr. ADAMS. Will the gentleman yield? I am very familiar with 
that case and if you will read the paragraph again, it makes it very 
char. They overturned the railroad case that probably prohibits 
a State from putting a tax on railroad passengers going State to State. 
The decision does not require any specific allocation out of that head 
tax for airport purposes. 

And the Philadelphia authorities have specifically made it not allo- 
cable to that purpose. That language says all you have to show is that 
you are spending any money on airports. And that, of course, at a $1 
or $2 charge, can always be shown. 

Mr. KuYKENDALL. Will the gentleman yield ? 
Mr. ADAMS. Yes, I yield. 
Mr. KuYKENDALL. Will you write down a figure on a piece of paper 

in front of you, $2.5 million ? 
Mr. BARXUM. And present it to you as an IO U ? 
Mr. KiTYKENDALL. If you want to consider your chances of collect- 

ing it. OK. 
Now, does not the Supreme Court decision say that the city of Phila- 

delphia, out of general revenues, some way, somehow, is furnishing 
$25 million to that airport and that as long as the head tax doesn't 
amount to more than $25 million, they collect? Isn't that what the 
Supreme Court, decision says? 

Mr. BARXUM. That is the way I read it, sir. 
Mr. KuYKENDALL. So they can divert all the $25 million that they 

are now taking out of general revenue into other purposes, as long as 
they don't collect more than $25 million for the head tax. 
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So you are robbing Peter to pay Paul. 
Mr. BARNUM. That is the way I read it. 
Mr. DiNGELL. "WHiat you are doing, if the gentleman will yield, is 

robbing the passenger to pay the general taxpayer. 
Mr. KuYKENDALL. A double diversion, is what it amounts to. 
Mr. BARNUM. The Supreme Court's decision says that the Couit 

regards it as settled that "a charge designed only to make the user of 
State-provided facilities pay a reasonable charge to help defray the 
costs of their construction and maintenance may constitutionally be 
imposed on interstate and domestic users alike." 

"\Miether 100 percent is reasonable, of course, would be the subject 
to another court decision, I think. 

Mr. KROGH. I might also say, too, Mr. Kuykendall, that this discus- 
sion supports the idea that a moratorium is appropriate to study the 
effects of a head tax, to study this court decision, and if necessary, 
to narrow the effect of head taxes or their purposes. We supported it 
last year and would support it again this year. 

Mr. KUYKENDALL. I can't quite imderstand whj' you would not ac- 
cept a nonrevenue 25-percent discretionary increase during the period 
of your moratorium. In other words, that would give you authority 
to bail out somebody that is really in trouble. 

Now, maybe you should get an answer to that one. 
Mr. KROGII. I will, for the record. Yes, sir. 
[The following statement was received for the record:] 

DOT POSITION BB INCREASED FEDERAL SHARE IN ADAP 

Tour question seeks a Departinental position on only two of the several issties 
which we would examine in arriving at a position on an ADAP bill. While we 
prefer to reserve exijression of a DOT position for specific bills, I would point 
out that we think an increase in the Federal share in ADAP for small and med- 
ium airports is not warranted. If there is to be an increase, we would prefer 
that it be discretionary, rather than mandatory. Also, as expressed in my testi- 
mony, we oppose coupling an increase in the Fe<leral share with a rise above 
$280 million in the annual authorization level for ADAP grant*. While we would 
support a "head tax" moratorium, we do not foresee its creating a need for an 
increased Federal share for small and medium airports. 

Mr. JARMAN. Have you concluded, Mr. Metcalfe? 
Mr. METCALFE. I have concluded mine. I just kept the floor so that 

we coidd stay on that subject. But I have no further questions, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr. JARMAN. In order to move the hearing, let the Chair now i-ecog- 
nize Mr. Dingell. 

Mr. DINGELL. You indicated you would support a moratoriiun. You 
have also indicated to this committee that the statement you have sub- 
mitted to us is the official position of the Department and the admin- 
istration. But I find nothing in your statement, which I have read 
several times and listened to with care, that says you would support a 
moratorium on head taxes. 

Mr. KROGH. That is our position. 
Mr. DINGELL. IS that an official position, or an official unofficial 

position ? 
Mr. IvROGH. For the record, it is an official position that we would 

support a moratoriiun. 
Mr. DINGELL. All right. 
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I am appalled to see this statement in your testimony that says, "We 
believe it is not ap[)ropriate to proliibit head taxes." Are you aware 
that in the State of Michigan they propose to levy a tax on travelers 
going in and out of the mctixjpolitan airports for airport constniction 
throughout the State? 

Mr. KROGII. No, sir; I am not aware of that. 
Mr. DiNGELL. Well, that is what they pro[)ose to do. A\Tiat do you 

think of that? Is that an appropriate practice by the State of Michi- 
gan? 

Mr. KROGII. It may well be to the State of Michigan an appropriate 
practice. 

Mr. DiNGELL. Suppose we look at it from the viewpoint of the 
traveler. 

Mr. KROGII. That may well be an undue burden; yes. sir. 
Mr. DiNGELL. All right. Let's go back here. 
During the previous session in the hearings, we had Mr. Moak 

here from Philadelphia. And I must confess he did a very fine job of 
alienating the entire committee. 

In final conclusion to the testimony, it came out that Philadelphia 
was going to make a $1..3 million profit on the head tax. 

Is that fair or not? And does that modify your comments on page 7 
of your statement ? 

Mr. KROGH. Again, it depends on how j-ou define fairness and profit 
and how it is going to be used. 

Mr. DiNGELL. Well, is it fair? 
Mr. KROGII. Fair from the perspective solely of airport develop- 

ment, or airport construction costs? 
Mr. DixGELL. Let's talk about the passenger. He is the poor devil 

who is paying the freight. Is it fair from his viewpoint that Phila- 
delphia make a $L3 million profit? 

Mr. KROGH. That is a very difficult question to answer in terms of 
fairness. From his point of view it may well be a nuisance. 

Afr. DiNGELL. It is not onh' a nuisance. He is getting skinned. 
Mr. KROGII. That is a nuisance at times. 
Mr. DiNGELL. It is more than a nuisance. 
Now, I took Mr. Moak across the fires here, and I asked him about it. 

I said, and I am quoting: 
Mr. DiNGELL. I would like to discuss sometliing with you now. You have some 

small operators operating out of your airport. You have one who operates from 
Philadelphia to Allentown and back. Now. I note the basic fare from Allentown 
is $1.3.Sf). Federal tax is ?1.1]. which goes to the Airport Development Fund. 
That iirines the total fare to .$15. And you notice they have rounded that off to 
the next higher dollar. 

Philadelphia asserts a head tax of .$2. And Allentown asserts a $1 tax. That 
brings the total to $1R. So a fare which originally was ,$13.80 has risen to $18 
for a trip from Allentown to Philadelphia. 

Now, I am curious. Does that kind of thing have the ndmiuistra- 
tion's support? And I oiiote now from your statement: "We believe 
it is not appropriate to [jrohibit head taxes." 

Mr. KROGH. Well, the prohibition wotild go across the board to all 
air'^ort«: not ajiplicd jn.st to Philadelphia. 

Mr. DixGELL. Well, let's talk about Philadelphia since it is a pretty 
good example. 



80 

Mr. KR(X;H. Well, I think it is an extreme example of the head tax 
at this point. 

Mr. DiNGEiJ>. AVell, is it? Is that not one of tlie tests of whether or 
not a tax is fair in principle? Are you going to say that because it 
might not skin the fellow that is going to Europe, that is going to pay 
$500 for liis tax. it is fair to saddle some poor devil that wants to go 
just from Philadelphia to Allentown? 

Mr. KROGH. I thnik that is one of the questions that we would want 
to study during a moratorium, as to what would constitute a fair 
head tax. 

Mr. DiNOELL. Well, are you prepared to endorse the principle that 
tlio situation is so confused that you need to study to find out whether 
or not this situation is fair or not ? 

Mr. KROGH. I think it is ratlier confused right now and that it does 
justify a study. 

Mr. SHOUP. I think last year there was a request for a moratorium 
also, was there not ? 

Mr. KROGH. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SHOUP. Actually, you have had 1 year for a request for a 

moratorium. 
Mr. KROGH. There has been no moratorium. 
Mr. SHOVP. But you have had 1 vear for a study; am I correct on 

that? 
Mr. KROGH. That was tlie request last year; jes, sir. 
Mr. SHOUP. And you weie not denied the right to have a stud}-. Did 

you study during this year? 
M?-. KncK)H. Yes; a studv has been uudei"wav. 
Mr. SHOUP. How much longer are you asking it to be ? 
Mr. PACE. F'AA will conclude a study within the next 60 days on the 

head taxes. 
Mr. DIXGELI-. Isn't this part of the two studies that you have been 

alluding to earlier? 
Mr. PACE. No; it is not; they were separate studies. The head taxes 

were not at issue. When the airport-airways legislation was pa.ssed 2 
yeai*s ago, they called for a cost allocation study. 

Mr. DiNGELL. Let's come back to this question of faiiiiess. A fare 
that has Iwen raised, through an assortment of Federal taxes, head 
taxes, and airport and airway development taxes, from $13.89 to $18— 
is tliat a fair tax structure? 

Mr. KROGH. Well, again, I think it. is very difficult for me to re- 
spond specifically in that case. It may well ixi from the pei-spective of 
Philadelphia. 

Mr. IhxGELL. Are you prepared to sit there and make the bald state- 
ment that that is a fair tax ? 

Mr. KROGH. XO, but I am not prepared to sit here and say that is an 
unfair tax at this point cither, Mr. Dingell. 

^fr. DINGELL. Mr. Moak says it is 100 miles. We arc taxing him $4 
for a hundred-mile trip, maybe $.5. Is that fair? 

Mr. KROGH. I will say it seems high. 
Mr. DixGEi.L. That is wJiat has this committee outraged, becaiise 

these things are springing up like muslirooms after a rain. To me they 
are most obviously unfair, jjarticularly in view of the fact that there is 
a surplus in the Airport and Airwajs Development Fund right at this 
minute. 
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Mi: KR(X;H. Xot at tliis point, Mr. Dingell. I was just getting back 
to tlie question we had with Mr. Kuykendall. But we do not liave the 
surplus at the end of fiscal year ID";! The surplus would be available 
at the end of fiscal year 1974, but not this year. 

Mr. DiXGELL. I "think it is very unfair, and I think you gontlenieu 
at DOT are subject to proper criticism by the taxpayers of this coun- 
trj- for not being better prepared to oppose this kind of outrageous 
tax situation. I think it is just scandalous. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. JAUMAX. Are there further additional questions? 
Mr. KuYKEXDALL. 1 can"t get it now, but 1 would like to have these 

exact figures. 1 would like to see for fiscal year 1973 the income of the 
trust fund and the actual expenditures, not obligations. 1 want dollai-s 
spent. 

Mr. KROGII. Outlays. 
Mr. KuYKKNDALL. I waiit income projected for fiscal year 1974, and 

I want expenditures, not obligations. 
Thank you. 
[The following information was received for the record:] 

PEOJECTED INCOME   OF   AIBPOKT ANU AIRWAY TRIST FXKD AND EXPENDITUBES 
FOB FISCAL YEARS l!)i3 A.ND 1974 

For fiscal year 1973 (estimated) : 
Milliont 

Cash income (including proposed supplemental payment from general 
fund) ?844. 4 
Cash expenditures     566. 6 

For fiscal year 1974 (estimated) 
Cash income     851 
Cash exiienditnres     563 

For a complete picture of the status of the trust fund, see attached Document 
"A". 

DOCUMENT "A" 
AIRPORT AND AIRWAY TRUST FUND—DEVELOPMENT OF UNCOMMITTED BALANCE 

(In thousands of dollars) 

1972 actual 1973 estimate 1974 estimate 

Unexpended cash balance at start of year  896 509 1,058,3)7 1,336,128 

Cash income: 
Income from taxes 1                          648,652 

646,882 
255.455 

771,000 
73.397 . 

851.000 

General fund appropriation transferred <n  

Total, income   1.550.989 844.397 851.000 

Cash outgo: 
Operations  
Grants-in-aid airports  

1,000,464 
105,483 
224,059 
58,460 

685 

73,150 
220,000 
221,200 
51,110 

1,156 

12,003 
234.000 
252,000 

Research, engineering, and development  65,000 

ut not yet expended, 
dating cash appro- 
claunority_._  
Public Law 92-174 
m level specihed in 

Total, outgo  1,389.151 566,616 563,003 

Unexpended cash balance end-of-year  1,058,347 1,336,128 1,624.125 

Less portion of balance which has been appropriated b 
Less portion of balance needed to provide future liqu 

priations for outstanding airport grants under contra 
Less additional reservation of liquidating cash under 

for years in which airport grants not made at minimu 
Airport-Airway Act,. 

-831.094 

-298.000 

-748,128 

-478,000 

-110,000 

-708,125 

-558,000 

-110,000 

-)  Uncommitted surplus (-|-) or overcommitted status ( -70,747 0 +248,000 

> See page 700 of "Appendix to the Budget—Fiscal Year 1974" for detail. 
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Mr. JARMAX. Any additional qnestions? 
Gentlemen, we appreciate jour being with iis. 
Mr. Secretary, we will want to stay in close touch with you on this, 

and we will need the information that has been requested. 
Mr. KROGII. Yes, sir. 
[The following table was subsequently submitted for the record by 

the committee:] 

STATUS OF THE AIRPORT ANI> AIRWAY TRUST FI-ND—1972 ACTITAL, 1973 AND 1974 
ESTIMATE 

The .\iiiinrt and Airwa.v Develojiment Act of 1970 (Public Law 91-258, ^1 
Stat. 219). provides for tile transfer of reveiuie from the general fund to the 
Airport and Airwa.v Trust Timd. This revenue is derived from the aviation fuel 
tax and certain other taxes paid b.v airiwrt and airwa.v users. The Secretar.v 
of the Treasur.v estimates the amounts tr> he so transferred. In turn, annual 
aijpropriations are authorizeil from this fund to meet exiK>iiditures for Fetleral- 
aid airports and airwa.vs. 

The status of the fund is as follows: 

|ln thousan4s of dollars) 

1972 actual 1973 estimate 1974 estimate 

Unexpended balance brousht forward: Balance of fund a( start of year... 896.509 1.058,457 1,336.128 

Cash income during the year; 
Government receipts: 

From excise taxes: 
Passenger ticket tax  517,650 

26,832 
37,801 
44,477 
20,091 
3,300 

-1,499 

646.882 

 255.455" 

621.000 
36.000 
44.000 
50,000 
19,000 
2,000 

-1,000 

48,728 . 
24,659 

697,000 
Waybilltax  39,000 
Fuel lax  44,000 
International passenger tax   52,000 
Aircraft use tax  19,000 
Aircraft tires and tubes tax..                .... 1,000 

-1.000 
Intrabudgetary transactions: 

Total annual income                         .          1.550.989 844,397 851.000 

Cash outgo during the year: 
Federal Aviation Administration: 

Operations   ._  
Grants-in-aid for airports    .                

1,000.464 
105.483 
224.059 
58.460 

685 

73,150 
220,000 
221,200 
51.110 

1.156 

12.003 
234.000 
252.000 

Research, engineetini;, and devalopment                 65.000 
Aviation Advisory Commission. _  

1.389.151 566.616 563.003 

Unexpended balance carried forward: Balance of fund at end of year  1.058.347 1. 33S, 128 1,624,125 

Source: OfTicial U.S. Budget for fiscal year 1974, appendix p. 700. 

Mr. JARMAX. Our next and concluding witness this morning is the 
new Cluunnan of the Civil Aeronautics Board, Hon. Robert D. Tinmi. 

It i.s a })leasure to welcome the chairman for his first appearance at 
our subcommittee hearings. 

We look forward to working with vou during your tenure. 
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STATEMENT OF HON. ROBERT D. TIMM, CHAIRMAN, CIVIL AERO- 
NAUTICS BOARD; ACCOMPANIED BY R. TENNEY JOHNSON, GEN- 
ERAL COUNSEL 

Mr. TtiiM. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. .T.\BMAN. For the record. Mr. Chairman, would you introduce 

your associate, and then continue in your own f asliion ? 
Mr. TiMM. Mr. Chairman, I would like to intro<luce the General 

Counsel of the Civil Aeronautics lioard. Mi-. R. Tenney Johnson. 
Mr. Chairman and membei-s of the committee, the Civil Aeronautics 

Board appreciates the opportunity to present its views on the bills 
being considered by your subcommittee. All of the bills would i)ro- 
hibit State and local governments from levying '"head" taxes or other 
use taxes on the carriage of pei-sons in air transportation. In addition, 
the bills would provide for increased Federal financial assistance, in 
varying forms and amounts, for airport development under the Air- 
port and Airway Development Act of 1970. 

The ''head" tax provisions are in response to the situation brought 
about by the Supreme Court's decision of last April on the Er/ziifu'lUe 
case. This decision opened the way for the imposition of local taxes 
dii*ectly on airline passengei-s. According to data developed by the 
Air Transport Association of America, approximately 40 juiisdietions 
have imposed passenger charges ranging from $1 up, as of March 9. 

Last June, the Board appeared before your subconimittee and 
presented its views on legislation which would have prohibitetl the 
levying of such head taxes by State or local go^-ernments. We expi'esst^d 
our deep concern about these taxes from the standj>oint of the national 
air transportation system. Local taxation of airline jjn.ssengers Mould 
var\- from jurisdiction to jurisdiction. Passcngei*s shifting from iihine 
to plane on a connecting journey might have to pay the tax each time 
they enplane<l. Taxes imposed as a flat amount would distort the fai-e 
structure, hiking short haul prices much moi-e steeply tlian long haul 
prices. 

In addition, the new taxes would undoubtedly impose an expensive 
administrative and procedural burden on the air carriers, which ulti- 
mately would have to be paid for by the passengers. 

The justification for such taxes is to have the usei-s of the airport 
facilities pay for the benefit of those facilities. But a passenger is 
already paying 8 percent of his ticket as a P'ederal tax to help con- 
struct airports and provide improvements in Siifety. On international 
flights, he i>ays a $3 Federal emplanement charge. P^irthermore. a 
portion of the ticket price reflects the cost of airport facility rental 
charges, State and local taxes of various kinds, and landing fees at 
airjwrts. The landing fees imposed on the Xation's airlines rase .sub- 
stantially between 1965 and 1970, and are continuing to rise, with 



inevitable effects on fares. In other words, airline passengers are al- 
ready paying a major share of air^wrt costs, even without local head 
taxes. 

In our statement last June, we said that airport financing was 
complex, and that it was difficult to fix the ''fair share" to be paid 
by ))assengers and communities for the benefits which they derived 
from having an airport. Limiting the power of States and local gov- 
ernments to tax usei-s of airports coultl have an impact on whether 
to adjust the Federal share under the Airport and Airway Develop- 
ment Act or to increase the Federal tax and eaiinark the increase for 
local aii-port costs. 

These problems needed to be sorted out. In these circumstances, the 
Board leconnnended that the Congress impose a moratorium of a year 
or 18 months on the collection of head taxes in order that the complex 
question of airpoit financing, including the appropriate role for local 
taxation, might be studied in the depth necessarj- for a sound decision. 

The Board adheres to this recommendation. We are pleased that 
this subconunittee accepted the board's recommendation last year. 
We note that this year the Department of Transportation, in a letter 
dated January 23 to the Senate Commerce Conmiittee, stated that the 
administration opposed an outright prohibition of head taxes at this 
time. However, the Depaitment added that it had agreed last year that 
a temporary moratorium on such taxes, such as contained in the House 
legislation of last year, would be acceptable pending a comprehensive 
study as the impact of such taxes. 

When your subcommittee recommended last year that an 18-month 
moratorium be imposed on the collection of State or local charges on 
pass<>ngeis in air transportation, it assigned to the Board the responsi- 
bility for conducting a study as to the impact of such taxes on air 
transportation. While we deeply appreciate this expression of con- 
fidence, we recommend tliat such a study be conducted by agencies of 
the Departmejit of Transportation, primarily because of the close rela- 
tionship between local taxation of airline passengers and airport financ- 
ing. AVe would be pleased to make a substantial contribution. How- 
ever, the airport financing question is not one which falls within the 
Board's statutory responsibilities, and if the Board had the primary re- 
s[>onsibility we would have to develop an expertise which we do not now 
possess and which woidd duplicate expertise the Department now has. 

It is for this same reason that the Board expresses no views on the 
pro\isions of the bills that would increase the Federal share imder 
the Aiiport and Airway Development Act. 

For tlie subcommittee's information, a table is attached to my pre- 
pai-ed statement which shows the revenue passenger enplanements in 
fiscal year 1971 at cities presently levying airport head taxes. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
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[The table referred to follows:] 

NUMBER OF DOMESTIC REVENUE PASSENGER ENPLANEMENTS IN FISCAL YEAR 1971 AT CITIES PRESENTLY LEVYING 
AIRPORT HEAD TAXES 

City and State Total Scheduled    Nonscheduled 

Huntsville, Ala  213,256 212.396 860 
Tucson. Aiiz               M8,680 M7.362 1,318 
El Oorado/Camden, Ark  6,913 6,883 30 
Lake Talioe, Calif.  3,294 3,294 0 
Fort Myers, Fla  82,981 82,981 0 
Melbourne, Fla  107,718 107.718 0 
Pensacola, Fla  168.225 168.047 178 
Sarasota/SradentOd, Fla   172,713 172 619 94 
West Palm Beacti/Palm Beach, Fla  370.075 369,653 422 
Evansville, Ind  161,900 161,768 132 
ForlW3¥ne,lnd  153.181 152.788 393 
Cedar Rapids, Iowa  157.066 155.653 1.413 
Des Moines, Iowa  403,413 399,313 4,100 
Lafayette, La...  62.613 62.439 174 
Hancock/Houghton, Mich.  13,453 13.405 48 
Kalamazoo'Baltle Creek. Mich   91.339 91,211 128 
Saginaw/Bay City/Midland, Mich   139.827 139.468 359 
Traverse City, Mich  44,820 44.774 4S 
Duluth. Minn  108.048 107.487 561 
Rochester. Minn  100.670 100.601 69 
Jackson.Miss  270.180 268.223 1.957 
Keene. N.H  5,651 5.651 0 
Manchester/Concord, N.H  17,071 17,041 30 
Lebanon/White River Junction, N.H  5.175 5.175 0 
Rochester, N.Y  653,242 650,496 2,746 
Asheville, N.C  120,610 120,458 152 
Raleigh/Durham, N.C  500,941 499,171 1,770 
Eugene; Oreg  52,703 51.980 723 
Medford, Oreg     39.320 39.288 32 
Allentown/Bethlehem/Easton, P«  135,789 135,568 221 
Philadelphia, Pa  3,028,222 3,012,883 15,339 
Williamsport, Pa  42,629 42,629 0 
Bradford, Pa  26.050 26.050 0 
Chattanooga, Tenn  198,893 197,059 1,834 
Tyler, Tex   10,484 10,374 110 
Newport News Hampton, Va  186,615 186.385 230 
Norfolk/Virginia Beach/Portsmouth. V»  604.364 602.565 1.799 
Richmond.Va  353.686 351.831 1.855 
Roanoke. Va  263.649 258.589 5.060 
Lacrosse, Wis  27,049 26,753 296 
Madison, Wis  193,442 191,767 1,675 

Headtaxtotal        9,745.950        9,699.796 46.154 
Totaltor 50 States     166,412,000     164,459,000 1,953,000 

Head tax enplanements as percent of total enplanements  5,9 5.9 2.4 

Mr. J.vRMAX. Mr. Adams. 
Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Timm, it is very nice to have you here. Having come 

from the State of Washington, we welcome voii to Washington, D.C., 
and your new position as Chairman of the lioard. 

I gather from your statement that CAB is taking the position that 
they are going to let the Department of Transportation run this. Is 
tliat what you are saying to us^ 

Mr. TIMM. We are being consistent. This was our position last year 
and we remain of the same opinion. 

Mr. ADAMS. I remember it last year, and the thing that is bothering 
me is that we have had. because of the veto, no moratorium. AMiat we 
feared is happening. During the lieaiings last year. I asked Judge Gil- 
liland—"and this is the ])fol)Iein that the CAli faces—in collecting 
these head taxes wouldn't it alfect the siilisidies. particularly those of 
the small carrici-s?" 
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Mr. Gillilland said: 
That is tnie. 
Mr. ADAMS. SO that, with a smaller carrier or particularly a local carrier that 

may he uiuler subsidy with shorter route, still having the .same volume of passen- 
Kers, their loss ratio or tlieir expen.'-e ratio per dollar earned will substantially 
increase over that of the longer-haul carriers, will it not? 

Mr. Gii.Lii,L.\xu. Very much so. 
Mr. Ai).\Ms. And those are the areas that we presently have to allocate subsidies 

to, are they not? 
Mr. GILLILLAND. Tliat is true. 
Mr. ADAMS. SO, aren't we liiiid of involved with the Federal Government taking 

money out of one pocket and, in effect, giving it indirectly to the States or 
counties as they collect their head tax? 

In other words, as they collect a head tax and as the cost is proing 
on to these various i)asseni;ers and we are still paying a subsidy—to the 
local carriers in the fare structure—doesn't the imposition of head tax 
simply mean that we are jimmying with the overall fare structure, 
which is under your jurisdiction ? 

Afr. TtMM. That is true to some degree. 
Mr. ADAMS. NOW, the last time you supported a moratorium. But 

the reason for a nioiatoriiun—was to see whether more States or cities 
were going to impo.se a head tax. 

As I undo-stand it. those cities ha\e ri.sen from (i to either 41 or 44. 
Don't you believe we liave passed beyond the moratorium ([ucstion 
now ? 

In other woiils. we have already got the disease, have we not ? 
yiv. TiMM. A moratorium was accepted by your committee last 

time—a position we favoied. We are maintaining a position that you 
could accept this time; and a position we continue to support. 

Mr. ADAMS. AVell, was not the problem, though, at that point that 
we felt that a moratorium would stop the imposition of head taxes, 
so that we would not have them happening wiiile we took a look at the 
pioblem i 

Now that increase in head taxes has already liappened. has it not? 
And because of the veto of tlie bill, we in tlic conmiittee are in :'. much 
different position now than we were when this was being lieard. 

Ix-t's see. That was in Jime of 19T'2. It i.'; almost a year Islci- now. 
Mr. TiMM. I guess where we may diilVr very slightly is wiiero we 

believed that a moratorium would call a halt to head taxes and allow 
the sttidy to continue on their effect. A moratorium will stop them 
Tnd allow a study to be completed ix>foie they proliferate even fuither. 

Mr. ,\DA5IS. Would you roll back those tliat have ali-eady been 
imnosed ? 

Mr. TtMM. Tliat is not specifically addres.sed in our proposal. 
Mr. ^\j)AMs. AVell. whatever the opinion of the CAB is. Again, I 

know tliat you are new in this and I do not want to mislead you so 
that you make some statement in what is a verv diilicult matter for us. 

In June of last year we had a very recent Supreme Court, decision 
that sjiid a head tax could he levied. So this committee moved on it 
very promptly; so did the Senate—-before people started to put these 
in—to say. "Let's freeze the matter and have it looked at." 

And we asked your predecessors: What was the effect on the fare 
.structure? And their answer was the same as yours is: It is going to 
have an effect on it. and we should have a moi'atorium. 

So we rolled on the moratorium in this subcommittee to wipe them 
all out. 
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Now, what 1 am askinjr you is tliis: Now—a year later—we still 
don't have the study. "Wliy, I don't know, but we don't have any 
study. AVe have gone from (! to 44 head ta.xes, and tlierc is every rcat^ou 
to believe more will occur. 

So I have two questions for you: One, should we roll them back 
and take them away from the people that already have them, as we 
did before? And second, do you thmk we ought to continue standing 
around with our fingers in our ears waiting until something more 
happens ? 

In other words, haven't we had a demonstration ? 
3Ir. TiMM. That is an excellent question. I misunderetood your 

(juestion of me. I thought you might be suggesting that CAB could 
roll them back. 

Mr. ADAMS. No, I don't tliink the CAB has jurisdiction without our 
giving you statutory authority. 

Mr. TiMM. My response to the first question would be that I am 
not sure that our offices can do more than we have in our statement 
in urging you to act. 

The second question: I agree that they have nroliferated, and 
there has been a demonstration. We are aware of tlie impact on the 
system and on the passengere, the jsublic. 

Mr. ADAMS. My final question: Can you give me any opinion or maybe 
your counsel would like to? You are the regulatory agency, in effect, 
tlie anil of Congi-ess that has this authority over rates, routes, and so 
on. What is your advice to us about what to do about the head tax? 
You are our person out in the field nuiningthis. 

l\v "'our pei-son," I mean the congressional pei-sou. We know the 
adiuini.stration's position now. but it is my understanding that you are 
not tlie ailministration. You are an independent board and you are our 
ai'm. AVhat do yon think we should be doing ? 

Mr. TiMjr. Ma\' I have Mr. Johnson resjwnd, inasmuch as he did 
sit in on tlie hearings last j'car, with Judge Gillilland. 

Mr. ADAMS. Ccrtainlj'. 
Mr. JoiixsoN. Mr. Adams. I would think if the committee decides 

to iinjiose a moratorium that it would desire that ta.xes be rolled back 
to where they were bofoie the Stipreme Court made its decision. Other- 
wise there would be very unfair advantages to certain localities as 
opposed to others. 

5[i-. ADAMS. In other words, you would go back to those that the Su- 
preme Court ruled on, but strike down all of those that proliferated 
after that date? 

Mr. JOHNSON. Yes, sir. Doing that wotild be fair to all concerned. 
There are sonic communities that have held back from imposing head 
taxes, probably to see what wivs going to happen with regard to legis- 
lation, and partly at the urging of carriers—when the carriers were 
negotiating with "the carriers for changes in landing fees. 

So that if you were to permit the taxes ciii-rently in effect to remain 
in ellVct during any moratorium, it really would be unfair to some of 
those cities that had waited in good faith, let's say. 

So I would recommend, and I lielicve there is no question of the 
power of Congress to bring it about, a rollback of the current taxes. 

Mr. JARMAN. Mr. Kuykendall. 
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Mr. KuYKEXDALL. It is good to have you here for your first visit, 
ilr. Trinmi and Mr. Couiiselloi'. 

Mv. Dingell was reading from the record of last year the rate fiasco 
between Pliiladelpliia and Allentown. Tliere might be some opinion on 
tliat particular case. I don't agree with it all, but there might be some 
opinion that says, "Well, that is intrastate."' 

Chattanooga, Teim. over Atlanta, is certainly int<>rstate commerce 
and the interstate tax there is $1.41. They have just added a dollar head 
tux, which as best I can see, is about a (iO jjercent increase in taxes there. 

Mr. DixflELL. Would the gentleman yield? That dollar head tax is 
rounded off to the next higher dollar so it is $2 instead of $1.41. 

jNIr. KuYKENDALi.. No. the $1.41 is the present tax. That is on tlie 
ticket. That is what is listed on the ticket now as the tax. 

The head tax will add a dollar, which is roughly 60 percent increase 
in taxes. And then the one that you are being hit for right now would 
be another o.") to 00 percent increase in taxes. 

I know you are not sui)posed to react, but maybe it is better that 
you do for a while. How do you react to l)cing the end of this cliain, 
telling tlie airport operator: you put in a cost and tlien recover it. 
I cant, tell the guy you are supposed to recover it from that yon luive 
to get it. I can't mandate him. 

But the next guy, namely the aii'line—I will tell him, ''Xow, you 
recover it. You are going to have to !-ecover it from the passengei-s." 
But there is an agency sitting between me and the passenger and I am 
the FAA, over whom I have no control, and that is the CAB. 

So you ai'e being dangled out here, after having two agencies being 
told, "Now, you recover from the costs.'" But the old bad man. the 
CAB, is sitting here on the hot seat and being told, "Now, you act 
responsibly, but I have already committed you." 

Do you like that warm seat? 
Mr. TiMM. Mr. Kuykendall, I have l>een sitting on a regulatory 

body for the last 7 yeai-s. 
Air. KrvKEXDALL. Which one? 
Mr. TiMM. This one for '2 years, and the State of Washington T'tili- 

ties Commission. So the temperature of the seat has not changed much. 
Mr. Kri'KEXDALL. But the idea of having someone else obligiite 

you—isn't tliat bad business ? 
Mr. TiMsr. It is our fiuiction as prescribed by Congress. It is our 

function and our responsibilitj'. 
Mr. KuYKKXDALL. Well, let's say that the airline decides to put a 

ditferent tyjie fuel in, and they make a unilateral decision to do that. 
And then the other airlines find that competitively they are forced 
to include a rate increase. And they come to you and show you that 
the airline is run better and more efficienth', that the service is better, 
with all the conditions that would be prerequisite to a fare inci-easc. 

And you listen to it but you surely don't have to go, based on a 
governmental order, do you? You decide the merits of the case, pro 
or con, based on a business decision made by the airlines. Correct? 

Air. TiMM. Correct. 
Mr. KuYKEXDALL. No ouc disapproves of that system. And I am 

sure you have turned down some. 
Mr. TiMM. Yes, sir. 
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Jlr. KcYKENDALL. How clo \ou go aboiit turning clown a fare in- 
crease that is passe(i on to you by tho Governinont. by your own 
Government, other than by just blatantly ssiying, "Xo." 

Mr. TiMM. I might have my general counsel respond to that specif- 
ically. But I might say that the term "fare increase" would lx> where 
we would differ on what we were being asked to do now. 

Mr. KuYKENDALL. AVhcre is it going to go? Is it going to go under 
taxes or under fare or are you going to ])ut it on a third jilace on the 
ticket? Ai-e you going to put ''miscellaneous" on the ticket? 

Mr. J0HX.S0X. It might be a printed specific number on the ticket 
that would be a security surcharge. 

The problem for the Board is not wliether these additional duties 
should be imjjosed or not. Thath as been decided by another agency 
of Government. The fact is that the carriers are exjieriencing these 
costs. And if the Board should disapprove fare increases on the gi-ound 
that i)hilosophically there is disagreement, the carriers would still be 
experiencing costs and, in effect, holding the bag that has been [)laced 
in their hands. 

The question for the Board from a legal standpoint is whether to 
let them hold that bag consistent with the Board's charge to foster 
soimd economic conditions in the industry. 

So the Board really has vei-y little choice in the matter, if these 
requirements are going to be impi-oved. if the Congress is going to 
]}ei-mit them to be part of the system. But the Board's duty is to make 
sure that there is no disguised fare increase in the security surcharge, 
that the cariiei-s are not getting more than tliey are giving back in 
service. 

Actually, the carriers are giving the passengers service, because 
there is an additional assurance of safety against hijacking. 

Mr. KcTtKEXDAix. There is no argument about this. I think you 
have just got through answering the question in a few too many words, 
because you have told me you did not have any choice. That was my 
question, I believe. 

I don't much like our arm—and that is what we have called you— 
not having any choice. It makes you just a pro forma operator there. 
There is really no matter of judgment, no choice, no notliing. And 
what I feel is that if we are going to go through this charade, why 
don't we just pass the tax? That is what I have said all along. 

If you are going to put a decision to the CAB o\er which they 
have absolutely no choice—and I don't think you do either. I think 
as long as we have the present set-up, after all, the airline hopefully 
is spending 100 cents on the dollar. 

In the case of the double shuflle—the airline operator to the airlines 
to you to the passenger—that is a quadiiiple shuffle. 

So, my only question w-as: Does it not put you in a no-choice position 
to have this kind of thing thrust upon you? You have answered, I 
believe, by saying, "Yes, it does." 

Mr. TiMM. That is correct. I was a little afraid you were going to 
be asking about specifics, and tho matter is pending. 

Mr. .TARMAX. Mr. Metcalfe? 
Mr. METCALFK. I have no questions, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. JARMAN. Mr. Shoup? 
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Mr. SHOUP. It seemed to me that the thrust of the questioning of 
Mr. Adams and Mr. Kuykendall maybe points up one of your stat«- 
ments here, wliere you were saying you have no expertise, Mr. Chair- 
man, in these matters that are before us, and tlierefore you would 
leave it in the hands of others. 

And I tliink Mr. Kuykendall brouglit out the fact that you should 
l\ave some expei-tise, because ultimatelj-, if the proposal goes through 
as it is Ix^ing proposed by the administration, you are going to handle 
it in tlu> end. So I think you should have some expertise in this. 

And I would ask you: Do you feel before sucli a decision as this 
is made you should be included in the decisionmaking? 

Mr. TiJiM. I would say pi-obably not. "Wc are an independent agency 
and therefore not a pait of that i)rof.'ess. 

I would call to your attention tliat the word "expertise" was used 
in a relationsl'.ip of taxation of airline passengei-s to airport financing, 
where we do not have specific expertise. 

But on the cost side, on the economic side, we would have a great 
deal of expertise, probal)ly more than anyplace else in government. 

Mr. SHOUP. I would agree with you, but T think one of your func- 
tions is to make sure that tlie traveling public have satisfactory service. 
Basically tliis is what your function is, is it not i 

Mr. TiMM. Yes. sir.' 
Mr. Siiorp. And at a fair rate both as to the traveling public and 

those pi-oviding the service. 
It would seem that any recommendation for an increase in fare is 

going to affect both the airline and the traveling [)ublic, the service 
offered, and it does have a great effect on your operation. 

It is for this reason. I think, that you should lie coiisulted on this, 
because you do have that expertise in an area in wlvich the Department 
of Transportation does not have. 

Then my direct question is: Have you been consulted by the Depart- 
ment of Transportation on their recommendation as presented here? 

Mr. Tm>r. Xo. "We referred to a letter of January 23. wliich we indi- 
cated was just tliat. a letter stating their position. 

Mr. SiroiT. "Without requesting any assistance from you or with- 
out considering any impact it may have on total service to this coun- 
try as far as aii- goes. 

Mr. TiMM. That is coi-rect. 
Mr. JARMAX. Mr. Timm. I have this question : As we undei-stand it, 

there was $46 million, and tlie aflministration has stated they are going 
to suppoT't the carriers in a fare increase to pay for security. It makes 
quite a l)it of difference in that case, does it 7iot. whether or not we pay 
for security costs out of the presently existing fund that is in the air- 
port development fund, or whether it is going to have to be paid by 
the carriers? 

Mr. Jcuixsox. Let me answer that one. At this point there is no ques- 
tion that if the airport secunty charge were financed out of the trust 
fund there would be no increase in price to the paf5senger, and hence 
no impact on the passenger from the standpoint of deciding whether 
to talce the service. 

Mr. DtxGEr.L. There would be no impact on the carrier, too. 
Mr. JOHNSON. That is correct. 
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Mr. DiNGELL. If our chairman will yield, does it not occur to you 
that you ought to defer a little bit and find out what Congress is going 
to do on this question before you come to a final decision on this partic- 
ular case? 

Mr. JOHNSON. I know that particular fact is on the Board's mind, 
Mr. Dingell. 

Mr. DINGELL. You have got yourself in a situation where we may 
fimd these security costs out of trust fimd revenues, as opposed to 
fimding them out of carrier revenues or other charges that would be 
asserted against the passengers. 

Mr. JOHNSON. Well, you see, that is one reason why the Board 
adopted the position that these costs, at least at this time, are not 
normal business expenses. Because this whole matter was before the 
Congress and the Congress might, indeed, work its will to effect an- 
other means of financing the security charges. And if so, it would be 
an easy matter to remove any surcharge that might have be^n placed 
in the meantime. 

But it is true that during the time of congressional consideration, 
the carriers are experiencing a substantial increase in costs. 

Mr. DINGELL. We have the problem of fairness to the carrier, but 
we also have the ultimate problem of fairness to the passenger. And 
the possible problem of unjust enrichment, frankly, to the carrier. 

•    Mr. JOHNSON. Yes, sir. 
Mr. DINGELL. Or perhaps creating a situation where the Congress 

might not be able to fully work its will, because you good gentlemen, 
who are a creature of the Congress, would have acted in a fashion 
inconsistent to the Congress, and made perhaps the ultimate result of 
the congressional action to be imfair for one reason or another. 

I think these are some things that you ought to very well bear in 
your mind as you go forward in consideration of them. And I would 
not look in kindness on you if you do not. 

Mr. Siioup. I am wondering if the chairman can give some indica- 
tion here as to the timetable on which we are going to move on this. 

Mr. DINGELL. That is up to others than myself, I assure you. 
Mr. ADAMS. I want to follow through on this, because I think this 

committee needs from the Board some type of analysis as to the im- 
pact of both security costs and the head tax on the economic operations 
of the carriers, which is your field of jurisdiction. 

We do not know, for example, about local carrier—and the rea- 
son I refer to them is because the Government is subsidizing them 
under a separate program, which you administer. If they are flying 
into small cities, and the more local areas, and if the surcharge is a 
flat one, and it does not cover their costs, then you are going to have to 
either allow them additional fare increases or recommend an increase 
in subsidy to them, are you not ? 

Mr. JOHNSON. That is correct. 
Mr. ADAMS. So we need to know whether or not this proposal of 

rolling everything back to the local level and using local law enforce- 
ment people, not tapping into the present trust fund but, in effect, 
putting on a surcharge—we need to know the economic impact of that 
on the 531 airports and on the carriers involved. 

And I want to know: Can you supply us with that in any kind of a 
reasonable time frame? 

93-23(5—7.3 7 
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Mi\ TiKM. If you have noted some hesitancy on my part to speak 
on that 

Mr. ADAMS. I appreciate your capacity, and I am not trying to in- 
fluence your decision one way or the other as to how you decide that. 
But we need to know; we have the two bills pending before the sub- 
committee on security expenses and on this surcharge and this head 
tax. We need to know whether we, for example, should pay for expenses 
out of the trust fund and just leave you in your present satus with your 
pre-sent fare system, or if we are really going to have in effect, if we go 
along with the administration's program, to change the fare struc- 
ture, the local financing system, and to leave the head taxes in there. 

Mr. TiMM. Mr, Chairman, I think; because of the pendency of the 
item that we are discussing, at least a portion of it is so imminent that 
we wiU soon be able to provide you with a great deal of material. We 
have a little bit in our index here. 

Mr. SHOUP. YOU mean in your testimony ? 
Mr. TiMM. Yes. This has been a matter for the last couple of months 

of deep study and, more than study, calculation, by our Bureau of 
Economics. So they have developed a great deal of material. 

As soon as the case is to the stage of decision, I think it would be 
available to everyone. 

Mr. JAEMAN. Thank you, Mr. Timm. 
The subcommittee will stand adjourned until 10 o'clock tomorrow 

morning, when these hearings will be continued. 
[Whereupon, at 1205 p.m. the hearing was adjourned, to reconvene 

at 10 a.m. on Thursday, March 15,1973.] 



AIRPORT DEVELOPMENT ACCELERATION ACT OF 1973 

THURSDAY, MARCH  15,  1973 

HotrsE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND AERONAUTICS, 
COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE, 

Washington, D.C. 
The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10 a.m., in room 2322 

iRaybum House Office Building. Hon. John Jarmaii  (chairman) 
presiding. 

Mr. JARMAN. The subcommittee will please be in order. 
As we continue the hearings on bills that have been introduced to 

amend the Airport and Airway Development Act of 1970, to increase 
the U.S. share of allowable project costs under the act, to amend 
the Federal Aviation Act of 1958, to prohibit certain State 
taxation of persons in air commerce, our first witness this morning is 
our colleague from the State of Florida, the Honorable James A. 
Haley. 

Welcome sir, please be seated. 

STATEUEHT OP HON. JAMES A. HAIET, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF FLORIDA 

Mr. HALEY. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I 
respectfully request that in any legislation concerning the abolition of 
airport head taxes this subcommittee permit the Sarasota-Manatee 
Airport Authority in my congressional district to continue collecting 
a head tax at its facility until December 31,1973. 

I believe that this airport is in a truly unique situation which war- 
rants consideration by the Congress. Tins airport authority, which has 
no other taxing powers and wliich collects its head tax without the 
assistance of the air carriers, imposed a head tax on July 1, 1972. 
Previously, the authority borrowed $350,000 for acquisition of a clear 
zone and an instrument landing system as required by the Federal 
Aviation Administration (FAA) using prospective head tax revenues 
as security. So far, $156,608 has been collected through the head tax 
and by July 1, 1973, it is expected that $200,000 will have been col- 
lected. Therefore, in order to repay the authority's outstanding loan, we 
would like to have the time the authority can collect its head tax 
extended until December 31, 1973, at which time they believe the 
$350,000 debt can be fully satisfied. 

As you know, because of the special circumstances associated with 
this airport, the conference committee which met in the 92d Congress 
on head tax legislation retained language in the bill eventually passed 

(03) 
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by the Congress to exempt tlie Sarasota-Manatee Airport from any 
moratorium on the collection of head taxes. In section 113(c) of S. 38, 
the Senate would permit the airport authority to continue collecting 
a head tax until July 1, 1973. We are asking that this subconunittee 
amend tlie Senate's bill to extend this time limit by 6 months so that 
the authority can meet its contractual obligation incurred in order to 
comply with FAA requirements. I will sincerely appi-eciate your 
favorabe consideration of my request for assistance in this matter. 

Mr. JARMAN. Thank you, Mr. Haley, the subcommittee appreciates 
your views on this legislation. 

Mr. HALEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, it has been a pleasure. 
Mr. JAKMAN. Next I wisli to welcome our distinguished colleague 

from West Virginia, the Honorable Robert H. MoUohan. Please be 
seated, sir. 

STATEMENT OF HON. ROBERT H. MOLLOHAN, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF WEST VIRGINIA 

Mr. MoLLOiiAX. Mr. Chairman, one of the measures being considered 
before this committee today, H.R. 4082, recognizes the obligation of 
the Federal Government to provide increased financial support for the 
development of airports located in the smaller cities throughout the 
country. 

Comercial air transportation is rapidly becoming the lifestream of 
economy of this country. The provisions of the bill introduced by the 
distinguished chairman of the Interstate and Foreign Commerce 
Committee continues the support of project costs at tlie major air- 
ports throughout the country and increases the Federal share of the 
cost of projects at airports that enplane less than 1 percent of the 
total passenger load. I would like to point out that the passenger avia- 
tion industry has in recent years had a low profit margin in relation 
to the growth of other industries. Particularly hard hit have been the 
"feeder lines," operated by relatively small corporations. 

It is these feeder lines that provide the short-haul service which 
brings the people who live in or near small urban communities to the 
major airports where they transfer to the long-haul flights for on- 
ward travel. These small communities cannot afford to develop, with- 
out substantial Federal assistance, the airfield facilities necessary to 
handle modem, safe, and efficient passenger aircraft. In my view, 
therefore, it is necessary that we provide that assistance. 

I am not as concerned about corporate profits as I am about the 
deterioration, or more precisely the lack of expansion, of adequate 
passenger service to the smaller communities. There is an obligation, 
in my view, to make this kind of service available for several reasons: 

There is the matter of equity. It is only equitable that Federal fimds 
which are derived from the public at large should serve all of that 
public. A very large part of the people in this countnr live outside 
the large metropolitan areas. Considering my home State of West 
Virginia as an example, there are only two cities with a population in 
excess of 50,000, and only five which tall in the 25,000 to 50,000 ran^ 
These few "cities" are located in seven counties out of a total of 55 in 
the State. They are all in the west central and northern portions. 
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Needless to say, the industrial activity in the State is concentrated 
in these same seven counties. This has a twofold impact. It concen- 
trates industrial activity and the resulting industrial pollution to a 
limited area. It is not my purpose to engage in a cause-and-effect de- 
bate, but I would like to point out that the decentralization of indus- 
try would provide a beneficial environmental effect; in addition, it 
would also improve employment opportimities in the less densely pop- 
ulated areas; could logically result in an impi-oved tax base, a more 
stable economy, and a deterrent to the trend now prevalent toward 
movement away from the rural ai-eas in favor of the already over- 
burdened urban centers. 

No major industry is going to locate in an area where adequate 
traiisportation is not available. Those who are already located in an 
area will not long remain unless the required facilities are kept mod- 
ernized and available. 

The other provisions of the bill which relate to Federal support for 
the cost of safety and security equipment at airports, and the prohibi- 
tion of State and local taxation on air travelere also merit strong 
support. Airports are federallv regulated, and to the extent they are 
so regulated should be federally supported until and if they become 
reasonably and economically self-supporting. 

Mr. JARMAN. Thank you, Mr. Mollohan, for a very thoughtful 
statement. 

Mr. MorxoHAN. Thank you, Mr. Chainnan, for affording me the 
time to express my views this morning. 

Mr. JAiorAX. Next we shall hear from oiir oolleague on the full com- 
mittee, the Honorable William R. Roy, of Kansas. 

Welcome, Dr. Roy, please proceed as you see fit. 

STATEMEIfT OF HON. WILLIAM R. ROY, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF KANSAS 

Mr. ROY. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I am 
pleased to testify in support of the Airport Development Acceleration 
Act of 1973. 

I am especially interested in section 5(a) (2) of this legislation. It is 
verty important to the airports in my district, and hence to my con- 
stituents who depends on quality air service, that the U.S. share of 
allowable project costs of any approved airport development project 
be 75 perecnt, as authorized under section 5(a) (2). 

I wish to call to the attention of the members of the subcommittee 
the attached letter from the Honorable Lauren L. Nash, park com- 
missioner of the city of Topeka, Kans. In this letter, Commissioner 
Nash states the need of Topeka very clearly: Without a 75-25 split on 
matx^hing fund moneys, the Topeka airport would not be able to expand 
to meet the needs of modern air travelers. It would be a tragedy if 
Topeka, the capital of Kansas, did not have the facilities to accom- 
modate jet service, particularly in light of developing aviation tech- 
nologies and tlie increasing mobility of American citizens. 

T therefore request this subcommittee's attention to the needs of small 
airports and urge the approval of the provision stipulating that the 
Federal share of airport development project costs be 75 percent. 

Thank you. 
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[The letter referred to follows:] 
CiTT  OP   TOPEKA, 

DEPABTMENT OF PABKS, 
Topeka, Kans., March IS, 197S. 

WILLIAM R. ROY, 
Member of Congress, 
Washington, B.C. 

DEAB CONQBESSMAN ROY : I am writing on behalf of the City of Topeka for 
your support of Semite Bill No. 38. This bill will generate funds making it 
feasible for the City of Topeka to lengthen their main runway 13-31 to the 
fuU 7200 feet 

As you know the City of Topeka Is at the turning point of a big expanBlon 
of our Airport facility. We have been negotiating with Frontier Air Lines to 
put Topeka on a jet service basis. We have been assured that Frontier will 
work towards this, and so It Is necessary for us to show faith that we will 
extend our runways to accommodate the jet service. But, this can only come 
about having the 75/25 split in ADAPT monies. Our funds at this time are not 
enough to do the project with 50% matching funds. 

I am sure you are quite aware that we In Topeka, as well as all other cities 
In the State of Kansas and elsewhere, are quite concerned wltih funding of differ- 
ent projects. I would certainly urge your Committee to supi)ort Senate Bill 38 
so that we in Topeka can make Improvements that would not only keep our 
economy moving forward but would build a facility that would be adequate 
for the next 30 to 50 years. Hoping that your committee will approve Senate Bill 
38,1 remain 

Sincerely, 
liAUBEN L. NASH, 

Park Commiaaioner. 

Mr. JARMAN. Thank you, Dr. Roy, your statement and attached 
letter from Commissioner Nash is appreciated. 

Mr. ROY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. JAUMAN. Our next witness is an old friend who has appeared a 

number of times before this subcommittee, Mr. Stuart Tipton, chair- 
man of the Air Transport Association of America. 

Mr, Tipton? 

STATEMENT OF STUART G. TIPTON, CHAIRMAN, AIR TRANSPORT 
ASSOCIATION OF AMERICA; ACCOMPANIED BY LEO SEYBOLD, 
VICE PRESIDENT, FEDERAL AFFAIRS 

Ml'. TIPTON. Mr. Cliairman, I appreciate the opportunity to appear 
before this committee. 

I have a very short statement here so if I may, I will proceed through 
it. 

Mr. JARMAN. That is fine. 
Mr. TnroN. Mr. Chairman, I am Stuart Tipton, chairman of the 

board of the Air Transport Association, which represents virtually 
all of the Nation's scheduled air carriers. On their behalf, as well as the 
millions of people who use the national air transportation system 
annually, I want to express appreciation for your timely action in hold- 
ing these hearings, for the issues of head taxes, gross receipts taxes and 
airport improvements are of critical importance to them. You will re- 
call that I submitted detailed comments on these issues last session and 
a copy of that statement is attached for your reference.* 

' See pp. 6!5-75, "Air PaBscnRer Fees—State and I.<ocal Charges," hearings before the 
Subcommittee on Transportation and Aeronautics, Interstate and Foreign Commerce 
Committee. 92d Cong., second sees., serial No. 92-74. 
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We had hoped that these issues would be resolved by the enactment 
of the legislation agreed upon by the House-Senate conferees last year. 
We were disappointed when S. 3755 was vetoed, and frankly puzzled 
that it was considered in the same category as general revenue meas- 
ures, since the bill involved only revenues from user charges in the 
trust fund. The part of the veto message which stressed that airport 
funds have quadrupled since 1970 was further perplexing, since such 
an acceleration in airport improvement is what the administration 
must have had in mind when it promoted special taxes on users to 
assure such development. 

All in all, the veto was quite ironic. The need for such legislation has 
increased, not diminished over the past months and we urge you to 
again act to prevent the levying of mscriminatory State or local taxes 
on travelers and air commerce, while providing for necessary improve- 
ments to the Nation's airport system. 

Tlie airlines believe that it is essential to maintain the national 
character of the airport and airways system, and that a multiplicity of 
discriminatory State or local taxes runs counter to this concept. Cer- 
tainly, such a situation would be contrary to the whole purpose of 
Congress in creating the airport and airway development program 
Ln 1970, providing, in the process, not only a uniform national plan but 
a national fimding mechanism as well. 

The trust fund is supported, as you know, by user charges of 8 
percent on domestic and $3 on international flights, among others, and 
these will yield approximately $695 million this fiscal year from air 
travelers. Now, in addition to this, air travelers are being increasingly 
exposed to State or local head taxes, as a result of the U.S. Supreme 
Court's April 19,1972, decision, of which you are well aware. 

The airlines continue to believe that it is neither equitable nor nec- 
essary to expose air travelers to undue, additional burdens of taxation, 
and urge you to again report legislation which prohibits State or local 
head taxes. 

When I appeared before j'ou last year on June 19, eight State and 
local taxes had been enacted. Now there are over forty such taxes and 
many more States and localities have indicated that they intend to 
exploit this new source of revenue, some for purposes other than airport 
improvements. We have been advised that head-tax measures to offset 
a major portion of a general fund deficit of $200 million for 1975 are 
being proposed in another State. A bill requiring the airlines to collect 
$5.50 for each deplaning passenger has been introduced as the first 
step in this effort. 

Philadelphia, of course, provides the most extreme example of a head 
tax which has actually been enacted. Although that city's original $2 
enplaning and $2 deplaning charge has been chnnged to a S3 dejiarture 
charge, the revenues still are to go into a general fund and are not 
earmarked for airport improvement. For a Pliilarlelphia to Washing- 
ton coach pnssenger. this $3 charge adds 14 percent to the price of his 
ticket and since he also pays an 8-percent Federal tnx. that means he 
is payincr a total of 22 percent. This particular imposition illustrates 
the burden such a local tax can place on the air passenger. Ortainly 
this head tax is not only ineouitable. but a distortion of the Supreme 
Court's decision as well. Tn the latter instance, the courts offer a pos- 
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sible ultimate avenue of relief, but in the instance where a head tax 
may be legal, but inequitable and unduly burdensome, the Congress 
is the air traveler's court of last resort. The U.S. Supreme Court 
invited your action, as you recall, by concluding in its decision that 
"* * * at least until Congress chooses to enact a nationwide rule, the 
power wiU not be denied to the States." We urge you to take action now^ 
to prohibit this kind of direct and indirect discriminatory taxation of 
air travelers and air commerce. 

Particularly dangerous, burdensome, and discriminatory in our 
judgment is one State's imposition of a tax on the gross receipts de- 
rived from the sale of intei-state air transportation—a so-called air- 
liner excise tax. This tax is levied at a rate of 4 percent on airline 
receipts in that State "for the privilege of engaging in the business 
of transporting persons or property by air." The revenue deri\ed from 
this tax is used for projects totallv unrelated to aviation. Furtlieriuore, 
it is levied only on airlines. Airlmes pay all other taxes generally ap- 
plicable to business in the State, and yet they and their passengers 
are being singled out as an easy source of revenue, whether or not 
airline operations in the State ai-e profitable, and regardless of their 
general tax burden. Thus, Pandora's box has been opened to another 
form of discruninatory taxation on air transportation which, if al- 
lowed to proliferate in a myriad of possible forms, could deal a severe 
financial blow to air travelers as well as the airlines. 

I assure you that this is no illusory fear. Already, in another State, 
legislation has been introduced to levy a 15-percent gross receipts tax 
on airline passenger ticket sales within the State, in addition to other 
general business taxes which airlines already pay, and the money is 
to underwrite general welfare programs, not airport improvements. 
Although we recognize that the introduction of such a bill is not tanta- 
mount to enactment, we do believe it provides a tangible and extreme 
example of the way in which this form of tax can get out of hand. 

If adopted in all 50 States, the projected cost of a 4-percent imposi- 
tion would be $92 to $300 million annually, depending on the formula 
used, or it could be even higher, of course, if a higher percentage were 
levied. The $300 million figure is more tlian the industry made in 1971 
and 1972 combined. Obviously, the airlines could not absorb the cost 
of such widespread gross receipts taxes as merely another operating 
cost, and it would have to be reflected in the fare structure. In this 
event, a 2.5-percent fare increase would have to be borne by air travel- 
ers, a step that none of us, I'm sure, wishes to see ultimately when, in 
fact, it can be avoided. 

Let me pause a moment here, to discuss this Ohio gross receipts tax 
a little further. 

We understand, from looking at the roster of witnesses that will 
bo before the committee, that among them will be one of the tax of- 
ficials of the State of Ohio, and we nave no doubt that as he appears 
he will attempt to justify this very heavy and discriminatory tax on 
airlines, on the grounds that the airlines do not pay enough taxes to 
the State of Ohio. 

Let me answer in advance by saying this: The airlines pay all the 
taxes that other business enterprises pay in the State of Ohio, We are- 
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taxed in the same fashion as others. This gross receipts tax is an ad- 
ditional and very special burden imposed by Ohio. 

The proceeds of this tax goes to the widows and orphans of firemen 
and policemen—their pension fimds. 

As far as we are concerned, we will join with other taxpayei-s in the 
State of Ohio to provide for the restoration of that now bankrupt 
fund to meet this laudable need, but we do not want to be singled out 
as one industry in that State to provide for this particular State's 
•obligations. That is our point with respect to this particular gross re- 
ceipts tax. 

A more important point, possibly a more basic point, is the dis- 
criminatory character of such taxes. Of course, a common charac- 
teristic of this tax and the head tax is their discriminatory nature. 
Either tax, if enacted throughout the coimtry would impose additional 
financial burdens on air travelers, who are already paying Federal 
taxes which were established when it was widely assumed that such 
State and local taxes could not be constitutionally imposed. Both seem 
to be convenient vehicles for imwarranted taxation of air travelers and 
air commerce for nonaviation purposes, or for projects which do not 
necessarily benefit the airports where users are taxed. These taxes can 
easily be escalated, and if allowed to go imchecked, pose a hazard of 
disrupting the national system ultimately. The best way to avoid this 
is to prohibit these taxes again, as you did in the bill which you passed 
last session. No State or locality which would seek to levy these taxes 
for nonaviation purposes has a legitimate claim to them. In those cases 
where communities are relying on head taxes to provide the revenue 
needed to fund airport improvements, it should not be necessary since, 
as you recognized last year, the airport program can be adjusted to 
make the user charge revenues in the trust fund more available to the 
commimities who need assistance. 

Last year, as you recall, the airlines stressed the need tx) make funda- 
mental changes in the airport development air program, not only to 
offset any revenue loss to communities from prohibition of head tax, 
but more importantly, to accelerate the capital improvements which 
will be needed to accommodate the projected needs of 325 million pas- 
sengers by 1980 and nearly 500 million by 1985. It was also brought out 
that progress toward this goal has been stifled by the inability of many 
communities to provide the necessary matchmg funds for airport 
grants. So far as we are able to determine, millions of dollars in badly 
needed projects are being withheld because of this difficulty. 

The table inserted in my testimony here, indicates the downward 
trend in the value of project requests for Federal aid. I will not repeat 
those figures. The downward trend is obvious and rather striking. 

Number 
of 

projects 

Dollar 
value 

(millions) 

•fiscal y««r— 
1971                   719 $573.3 
1972                    516 392.5 
1973 (through Mar. Z)..                    407 166.0 
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Our observations indicate that much of the fall off in the value of 
requests for aid is related to the financing of matching funds. Smaller, 
less expensive projects are being undertaken; major projects are being 
delayed. The slowness with which airport sponsors are signing grant 
agreements is a further indication of the matching fund problem. As of 
January, fiscal year 1973, FAA had allocated funds totaling $149 mil- 
lion to airport sponsors, however, grant agreements had been com- 
pleted on only $59.5 million. Many of the grant agreements that have 
been consummated recently are for fencing and fire, crash and rescue 
vehicles for the certification program. 

Last year, we expressed the view that the best way to assure sus- 
tained development of the Nation's airports was to modify the airport 
program in the following ways: 

First, change the 50-50 percent matching fimd ratio for grants for 
all airports to 90-10 percent, as the Highway Trust Fund has done 
with the interstate highway system. 

Second, make public areas of passenger terminals eligible for Fed- 
eral funding, since this is the area which will be hardest hit by the 
burgeoning growth in air travel. 

Third, provide funding for the capital costs of the Government- 
required airport security and certification programs. 

The bill which was ultimately passed by the Congress prohibited 
gross receipts and head taxes, provided 82 percent Federal funding for 
the security and airport certification program, and established a 75-25 
percent matching ratio for airports other than the 22 major hubs. 

For the latter, the matching ratio remained at 50-50. 
While we were disappointed that the bill did not follow the highway 

precedent and provide for a 90-10 percent matching ratio for all air 
carrier airports and did not establish eligibility for the public areas of 
passenger terminals, we did feel that Congress had taclded and solved 
the most immediate problems. It was a good bill. However, the Presi- 
dent concluded that a provision of the bill which increased the mini- 
mum expenditure limit for the airport program from $280 million to 
$350 million was an excessive expenditure for this purpose and vetoed 
the legislation, explaining his action as follows: 

And I quote from the veto message: 
This bill would Increase Federal expenditures and raise percentage participa- 

tion in categorical grant programs with specific and limited purposes. I believe 
this would be inconsistent with sound fiscal policy. Airport development funds 
have been almost quadrupled since 1970 under this administration. 

The airlines are still convinced of the great urgency of taking action 
on the issues that the Congress dealt with in the last year's legislation. 
As we have already pointed out, the enactment of head taxes by cities 
has increased greatly in recent months and we have every reason to 
believe that that movement will continue. 

Cities are still being hampered in the achievement of airport im- 
provements by the 50 percent matching grant provision. The airport 
improvements designed to provide additional security should have a 
very high priority and the improvements necessary to achieve legally 
required certification must move forward rapidly. 

In communications to the Congress, the Department of Transpor- 
tation has suggested that all airport changes be delayed until the 
Congress has received and had an opportunity to review the cost 
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allocation study, the National Airport System plan and the report 
of the Aviation Advisory Commission. We do believe that these 
studies are important and will inevitably provide a basis for a 
thorough examination of the entire airport and airways program. 
We look forward to this reexamination because we would hope that 
we can present again to the Congress, hopefully in a more convincing 
way, our desire to provide for an improved matching grant ratio for 
all airports and our belief that the public areas of terminal buildings 
should be made eligible for Federal airport aid on a 50-50 basis. 

However, for all the reason we have stated, we do not believe that 
the problems dealt with by last year's bill can be postponed for the 
length of time required for a concessional re^dew of these studies. 
Accordingly, we hope that you will promptly report a bill similar 
to that which was vetoed last year, although perhaps with a lower 
required expenditure level. The current requirement of $280 million 
annually is after all, a floor, not a ceiling, and the amount can be 
adjusted upward by the Appropriations Committee. 

In addition, the review of the airport and ainvays program which 
follows submission of the DOT studies will provide an opportunity to 
further explore this problem. For these reasons, we do not consider it 
absolutely essential that the mandatory minimum spending level be 
increased at tliis time. The delegation of such a requirement in the 
legislation you are now considering should assure its enactment with- 
out undue delay since it would remove the President's stated objection 
to the measure. 

That concludes my statement, Mr. Chainnan. I will be glad to try 
to answer any questions. 

Mr. JARMAN. Thank you, Mr. Tipton. I think it is an excellent 
statement. 

At this time, before we get into questions and answers, I would like 
to introduce Mr. Edward J. Driscoll, National Air Carrier Associ- 
ation, who is listed as one of our three witnesses this morning, and 
who has asked to be recognized to insert a statement in the record. 

STATEMENT OF EDWAKD J. DRISCOLL, PEESIDENT, NATIONAL AIR 
CARRIER ASSOCIATION 

Mr. DRISCOLL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Chairman, our position substantially supports that taken by 

the Air Transport Association. So, with your permission I would like 
to insert ours for the record. 

Mr. JARMAN. Thank you. Wc will be glad to receive it. We appre- 
ciate your being with us. 

[Mr. Driscoll's prepared statement follows] : 

STATEMENT OF EDWARD J. DRISCOLL, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL AIB CARRIER 
ASSOCIATION 

I am Edward J. Driscoll, President of the N.itional Air Carrier Association, 
tlip trade association which represent.s the iirincipsil U.S. supplemental air 
carriers. The supplementals, as you know, are the charter specialists of the 
air transport industry. These airiines hold certificates of public convenience and 
necessity, issued by the Civil Aeron.iutics Board, authorizing the performance 
of charter services both domestically and internationally. 

Our views on the subject of state and local taxation of airline pa.ssengers 
and air transport services are already a matter of record. As you will recall, 



102 

I appeared before this Committee last June In support, of legislation which 
would have prohibited such local taxes, and replaced them with an increased 
federal subsidy for airport facilities. Congress enacted such legislation last 
year, but it was vetoed by the President on fiscal grounds. The President did 
not, however, indicate any disagreement with the prohibition against local 
taxation of airline services. I believe there is general agreement throughout 
both industry and government that such taxation imposes an unfair and dis- 
criminatory burden on both the airlines and their passengers. 

As a result of last year's veto, the problem has now become even more acute. 
The number of states and municipalities which have imposed such taxes has 
increased flve-fold since last simimer, and more are contemplating doing so. 
In addition to the "head tax'' on airline passengers, a new and even more 
dangerous concept has now appeared—the "gross receipts" tax on airline rev- 
enues. Unless Congress acts promptly and effectively, these burdensome taxes 
will continue to proliferate, and will cause serious economic injury to the air 
transport industry and its users. 

Aside from the economic burden, these taxes also create an administrative 
nightmare for the airlines, which are in most casee required to collect the 
taxes from the passengers. At first glance, the problem might seem most acute 
for the scheduled carriers, which have to keep track of the different taxes 
imposed by every one of dozens of cities which they serve. But the supplementals, 
because they engage only in charter air transportation, are even less able to 
bear the burden of collecting these taxes and maintaining the necessary records. 

The supplementals do not deal directly with Individual passengers at all, as 
the majority of their business is handled through private organizations, travel 
agents or tour operators. It Is therefore particularly dlflBcult for them to collect 
taxes from individual passengers without setting up a separate collection pro- 
cedure at the time the passenger checks in. 

Although the Supreme Court held tliat such taxes are not In conflict with any 
existing legislation, it did recognize that this is a matter on which Congress 
has the final say. It emphasized, in the Evansville-Yarulerhurgh case, that the 
right of local governments to impose taxes on airline pas-sengers and services 
would be presen-ed only until "Congress chooses to enact a nationwide rule." 
Many people, both in Congress and in the industry, thought that Congress had 
enacted a "nationwide rule" when It adopted the Airport and Airway Revenue 
Act of 1970. But since the Court has ruled otherwise, additional clarifying 
language is now urgently needed. Congress should therefore adopt legislation 
which will make clear, once and for all, that any local tax on airline services 
conflicts with the federal scheme. 

We recognize that airlines and their passengers should bear a fair share of 
the cost of alrjKjrt facilities, but they already do so through federal taxes 
imposed by the 1970 Act. If additional subsidies are required, they should be 
provided on a uniform national basis, and not through conflicting and dis- 
criminatory local taxes. 

Although we support federal funding for airports, and particularly for the 
public areas of passenger terminals, we believe stricter safeguards are required 
to prevent discrimination by the operators of such facilities against the sup- 
plemental carriers. Although the Congress, as well as the CAB, FAA and other 
agencies of government, have recognized that the supplementals stand on an 
equal footing with the schecluled carriers, many local governments and airixirt 
operator.s have restricted the supplementals' access to airport facilities in a 
variety of ways. At many airports, for example, supplemental carriers are 
prohibite<l from using the main terminal, and must .share some remote and inade- 
quate facility with business and private aircraft. These general aviation facili- 
ties are often much less convenient for the passengers, and generally are not 
equipped to handle and service efficiently the large commercial jets which the 
supplementals operate. Moreover, the supplementals are frequently required 
to purchase ground services—such as passenger check-in services, baggage 
handling, aircraft maintenance, and fuel—from the fixed base operator, rather 
than from the scheduled carriers, which are in many cases willing and able to 
provide such services more efficiently and at lower cost. Our airlines and their 
passengers pay thtir fair share of the taxes which support these airiwrts; they 
should be treated equally In the allocation of these facilities. 

Althotigh some aspects of the airport development air program are currently 
under study, the Congress should not await the results of those studies to deal 
with these urgent problems. Legislation should be enacted now to bar state 
and local taxation of airline services, !in<l to assure fair and equal access to 
airport facilities by both scheduled and supplemental carriers. 
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Mr. SHOTJP. Would Mr. Driscoll be available to answer questions, 
then, while we are questioning Mr. Tipton ? 

Mr. JABMAN. DO you intend to be with us through the liearing, 
Mr. Driscoll ? 

Mr. DRISCOLL. We will not be with you through the hearing, sir, 
unless the committee desires us to be. We will take cognizance of it and 
follow it closely. 

Mr. JARMAN. Your office is here in Washington ? 
Mr. DRISCOLL. Yes, sir. We are available. We will make close contact 

with Mr. Dixon, so tliat we will be at the committee's disj)osal. 
Mr. SHOUP. I think what I had in mind was that, as it was said, they 

are in agreement on the position. 
Are you willing to agree with the questions and answers received 

with regard to Mr. Tipton ? 
Mr. DRISCOLL. Let me say: I will stay through the question-and- 

answer period. 

STATEMENT OF STUAET G. TIPTON; ACCOMPANIED BY LEO 
SEYBOLD, ATA—Resumed 

Mr. TiPTON. How is that for a vote of confidence. 
Mr. JARMAN. I think, Mr. Tipton, the only additional question the 

Chair would ask of you at this point is with reference to the $2S0 
million figure, with particular reference to the bill that went to the 
President last year, which increased the minimum expenditure limit 
for the airport program from $280 million to $350 million. 

And the Preeidcnt, on the predicate that this was an excessive 
expenditure, used this as a reason for a veto of the legislation. 

Now, do I understand from your testimony that you say. "We do not 
consider it absolutely essential that the mandatory minimum spending 
level be increased at this time" ? 

Would you have any further comment to make on that in terms of 
any more specific recommendations to the committee ? 

Mr. TiPTON. Our recommendation is that we would not find objec- 
tionable a reported legislation which adhered to the pre-sent $280 mil- 
lion minimum. And we leave to the committee's judgment, of course, 
thequestion as to any amount to be put in above that. 

We think that in view of the fact that these studies will come up, 
that the committee will be reviewing them, tliat the issue of minimum 
expenditure limits inevitably will arise in that study, and that during 
this period between these times the maintenance of the present mini- 
mum will not do harm. I really have no doubt that when the com- 
mittee reviews their studies, particularly the "Airport System Plan 
Study," the conclusion will be reached that that minimum figure must 
goup. 

But m view of the fact that the issue will be reviewed again, our 
thought was that in order to provide for the rapid enactment of this 
legislation, which deals with crucial problems, there need not be a 
great dispute as to this minimum level; particularly, of course, since 
it is a minimum. 

Mr. JARMAN. Thank you. 
Mr. Adams ? 
Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Tipton, I was comparing the status of the trust fund 

in the statement that you prepared for us with the status as listed in 
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into this yesterday morning, as to whether there was going to be a sur- 
plus, and how much of a surplus there was going to be, and we did not 
get an answer from the administration witnesses, other than the fact 
that there would be a surplus. 

You have a figure for 1973 of a surplus of $180 million. The Senate 
report says $137 million. You have for 1974 a surplus of $248 million. 
The Senate report shows $146 million. 

Can you tell me: Is this an updated figure from the FAA, or what ? 
And I am referring to the Senate report, page 13, that accompanied 
S. 38, which was printed February 1,1973, 

Mr. TiPTON. Mr. Seybold, vice president for Federal Aifairs of the 
Air Transport Association, has the answer to that question. 

Mr. SEYBOLD. It is our understanding that the differences accounted 
for by the increase in the level of expenditures for F and E which 
Congress appropriated last year that was not reflected in the Senate 
table. 

Mr. ADAMS. In other words, they have compensated for an increased 
spending factor in facilities and engineering development that is not 
reflected in this table ? Is that right ? 

Mr. SEYBOLD. That is reflected in that table and was not in the other. 
Mr. ADAMS. That would ran in the other direction, because your 

surplus figure shows higher. In other words, your surplus figure shows 
$180 million accumulating in 1973, and the Senate figure shows only 
$130 million accumulating. 

Mr. SEYBOLD. I beg your pardon. That is accounted for by the in- 
crease in yield from the taxes that were not reflected in the other table. 
This is an up-date of that. 

Mr. ADAMS. This is an up-date of that; that is what I was trying to 
find oiit. Because, at some point the committee is going to have to use 
a set of figures, since we did not get any from the administration 
witnesses. 

The figures in your statement, then, are from the FAA updated 
figure of the Senate report ? 

Mr. SEYBOLD. I am not sure whether they are from FAA or Ti-easury, 
but I believe they are from the FAA updated airport system plan. 

Mr. ADAMS. Thank you. 
Mr. Tipton, did you hear the testimony of the administration wit- 

nesses yesterday ? Mr. Krogh ? 
Mr. TiPTON. No. 
Mr. ADAMS. Have you been briefed on what was stated ? Because I 

want you to have some independent knowledge other than what I am 
going to tell you they said. 

Mr. TIPTON. Yes, I have. 
Mr. ADAMS. You have been briefed ? 
Mr. TIPTON. Yes. 
Mr. ADAMS. I understood their testimony yesterday to indicate that 

the administration position was not that of vetoing the bill because 
of an increase in the spending because we were at a point, I thought, 
on this subcommittee, where we were going to be able to agree on that 
and quickly move out a bill, or at least a compromise bill. 

Do you. from what the administration has said, think it would be 
of any validity for this commitee to report out the same bill, changing 
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that fi^re on which the veto was based, when the administration wit- 
nesses indicated they were going back to their prior position, and they 
did not like any of it ? 

Mr. TiPTON. I would think that this committee and the Congress 
could rely upon what the President said in vetoing the legislation 
last year. 

Mr. ADAMS. In other words, it is the position of your group that we 
should take what he said in his veto message of last year about the 
$280 million mandatory spending and run at him again with that same 
bill? 

Mr. TiPTON, It seems to me that the Congress can rely upon that, 
and I am sure the President would want the Congress to rely upon his 
statement in the veto message. 

Mr. ADAMS. And you agree with me, then, that his veto message was 
only directed toward the mandatory spending limit in the bill ? 

Mr. TTFTON. That is my understanding of it. And I have read it 
many times. 

Mr. ADAMS. I want to be sure of that, because that is my imderstand- 
ing, too, and I wanted to know if you were briefed on it, because I did 
not want my opinion on it to color your position. 

Mr. TiFTON. To comment further on that, I was a little surprised 
at the statement yesterday, too, because what the Department seemed 
to do was return to a very early  

Mr. ADAMS. They returned to the position that they originally came 
to the committee with, before we sat through several months of hear- 
ings, several months of compromise on both sides and came out with 
a conference report. Is that not correct? That is what I meant by 
going into the trenches. Are both sides supposed to go to the original 
positions and fight it out ? Or could we take up from where we left off ? 

Mr. TiPTON. As I say, I was surprised that they returned to those 
earlier positions because they argued them before the committee. The 
committee agreed with them in part. 

For example: You knocked out terminals—and broke our heart 
in the process. And it would seem to me that our focus should be 
upon  

Mr. ADAMS. The final unresolved issues. 
Mr. TiPTON. The final unresolved issues. And we are prepared, as 

I said in the statement, to reserv^e our really great desires in changing 
the airport program to the more detailed studies that the administra- 
tion is going to bring out. 

Mr. ADAMS. All right. 
Now, Mr. Tipton, would your organization support an immediate 

18-month moratorium, while all of these reports that we are supposed 
to have received some time ago, are made available and we have it out 
over amounts of the trust fund percentages, if it is going to be the 
administration's position that they are going to argue about all of 
these things? 

Mr. TIPTON. Mr. Adams and Mr. Chairman: this proposal for a 
moratorium has been put forward many times, a moratorium on the 
head tax problem. We think such a moratorium would be a mistake. 
The only justification for having a moratorium, it seems to me, is to 
provide a long period for an extensive study of head taxes, their 
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impact, their characteristics, the effect on air transportation, the effect 
on the economy of tlie airports. 

We have already had the moratorium. We have had a long time sine© 
this started  

Mr. ADAMS. But the problem was that it didn't stop any head taxes^ 
Mr. TiPTON. It didn t stop any head taxes. 
We don't need, in my opmion, to study this issue any longer. 
Mr. ADAMS. AU right. But I want to Imow this, Mr. Tipton: sup- 

pose this committee were to take a position of accepting the adminis- 
tration's statement at face value that they would agree to an 18-month, 
moratoriimi, and were to, in effect, pass two bills, an immediate bill 
for an 18-month moratorium on all of these taxes you have mentioned,, 
to hold everybody still and to roll it back, in effect freeze the situa- 
tion ; and at tlie same time pass the bill, wliatever the committee agrees 
upon, in terms of terminal aid, formula, taking out of the trust Fund, 
and so forth; pass them simultaneously, and for that matter, take 
them to the floor simultaneously and send both of them over. 

Because, at that point we would at least freeze the tax situation. 
And if we are going to get into a veto or a fight with the Senate on 
provisions, or become hung up for a period of time in these other 
matters, at least we would have done something with the head tax. 
And I would say as part of that, not barring the fact that we might 
put a prohibition against head tax into the total package, but in other 
words, if everybody can agree on 18 months, at least we could stop 
them while we do the other. 

Now, what is your position on that? 
Mr. TiPTON. All right. I have stated clearly that I don't like a 

moratorium. We don't like a moratorium. 
If someone got me in a corner and said, "You can have a mora- 

torium, or 3'ou can liave nothing," I would very quickly choose a. 
moratorium. 

Mr. ADAMS. That is what I wanted to know. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. JARMAN. Mr. Skubitz. 
Mr. SKTJBITZ. I think I understand your position. I am sorry that 

I wasn't here to hear all of your testimony, but I will read it. I was: 
interested in one remark that you made. 

I see that the city of brotherly love is still up to its old tricks; 
isn't it? 

Mr. TiFTON. Yes; the Philadelphia tax has been altered to some 
degree since the hearing. Of course, the tax is being litigated. We are 
litigating it. We regard the Philadelphia tax as unconstitutional. It 
is not in accordance, we think, with the Supreme Court decision which 
dealt with this issue. 

Tlie matter is pending in the Supreme Court of Pennsylvania at this 
Hnio. And we have every reason to believe that the tax will be held 
illegal. 

Mr. SKUBFTZ. Do you think that if this committee does not act on 
the head tax issue Philadelpliia may propose a 25-cent charge on any- 
body that enters the airport? 

Mr. TiPTON. I think that is one difficulty with the whole head tax 
problem; it is wlioUy uncoordinated; it is uncontrollable. And the citi- 
zen, the taxpayer in this instance, doesn't have his usual protection,. 
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because his is a small gi'oup, and a very high percentage of those tax- 
payere are from out of town. 

Now, if within your own community a tax is proposed that is burden- 
some and discriminatory you, as a taxpayer and a citizen, have great 
power. But in the case of the liead tax, tliat power is not there and that 
is one of the tilings that makes the head tax so completely uncon- 
trollable, so uncoordinated, with prospects of great burden. 

Mr. SKUBITZ. The best way to get rid of the head tax is to send the 
ilembei-s of Congress through Philadelphia and compel the payment 
only once. 

Mr. TirroN. I think a great many of them have. 
Mr. Snoup. Mr. Tipton, you were speaking of a 4-percent tax. You 

then went on to say that this would create a 214-percent increase in pas- 
senger payers. The difference there is because of the tax structure of 
tlie individual airlines ? The 4 percent down to 21^ percent? 

Mr. TiPTON. No. It is a 4-percent tax on revenues from a portion, 
a very large portion of the revenues related to the State of Ohio. 

The application of the tax to other States—it is a complicated tax 
and it will grow more complicated as more States adopt it, but our esti- 
mate is that if it were carried out through the States it would take at 
least a 214-percent fare increase in order to compensate for these taxes. 

I perhaps have not made that clear. 
Mr. SHOUP. There is a 4-percent tax in the State of Ohio which is on 

all tickets sold in the State of Ohio. 
Mr. TiPTON. I think I can make it clear. The gross receipts tax ap- 

plicable in Ohio does not cover all receipts of the airlines going over or 
passing through Ohio. A portion of the interstate transportation is not 
taxed because it would be unconstitutional to tax it. So that it would 
not require a full 4-percent rate increase in order to compensate for 
that tax. 

That is oversimplified, but that is the essence of it. 
Mr. SHOUP. NOW, on page 6 there was a table here on the downward 

trend and the value of the project requests. You were not here yester- 
day to hear the testimony, but you were briefed, I understand. You 
have met head-on with the Department of Transportation. Their al- 
legation is that the reduction in the funds that are being used, the 
available funds being used, is not because of lack of available local 
matching funds but rather that the needs have been met. 

NOW, I don't think we want just an argument on this thing. We have 
had an allegation on each side. I have seen nothing that would prove 
or disprove your theory or their theory. 

Mr. TIPTON. In our previous testimony, which is contained in 
this package before you, in our testimony of last year, we spoke in 
considerable detail of the magnitude of airport needs. 

We have had no reason to change that. Now, it really cannot be 
effectively argued that the Nation's airport needs have been met. They 
have not been met. There are many projects throughout the country, 
and we do a survey of our airport requirements, airport by airport, 
as to what we think should be done to the airports. 

So it really cannot be argued that the airport needs have been met, 
particularly when one looks down tlie road a little ways where these 
very large estimates of traffic increases are taken into account. 

93-236—73 8 
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Mr. SHOCP. Your position, as a representative of the airlines, 

is tliat the airports that you serve, that your company serves, are not 
adequate ? 

Mr. TiPTON. Some of them are not adequate right at this time. 
Others, as we look down the road, will not he adequate, in view of the 
long Icadtime on airport improvements. 

Now, the problem with the matching funds is twofold: One problem 
is the inability of the city, through its own resources, to put up the 
total amount of money. 

The other problem i« an airline problem because the airports, in 
many, if not most communities would look to airlines to support the 
matching funds, either through the support of revenue bonds or in some 
fashion like that. 

The airlines have had a bad time in the past several years in the 
process—I will spend a little time on this, if I may, because it is a big 
factor in the decision. 

Mr. SHOTJP. I think I am familiar with what you are going to 
speak on. I think what I was fishing for was: do you have anything 
specific that would indicate that x number of communities or airports 
have indicated their desire to use funds but are unable to come up with 
the matching fluids ? 

And perhaps it is unfair to ask you; perhaps we should save that for 
Mr. Reilly when he testifies. 

Mr. TrPTON. I cannot do this airport-by-airport. No, I can't give 
the specific response that you would like to have. I think our judgment 
is riirlit. but I can't sustain it in specifics. 

Mr. SiroTTP. On page 7 and in other places you speak of changing 
the matching fund ratio from 50-,50 to 90-10. and then you have two 
other suggestions. Are you suggesting that all matching requirements 
in all areas be 90-10? 

Mr. TiPTON. No. Our suggestion, our recommendation, was with 
respect to airfield improvements, that Congress follow the Interstate 
Highway System formula of 90 from the trust funds; 10 from the local 
communities. 

With respect to terminals, we recommended that the matching, which 
are not covered at all under existing law, will be .50-.50—retain the 
50-50. 

Mr. SHOTTP. Or institute the 50-50. 
Mr. TiPTON. Right; institute the 50-50. 
Mr. SiiOTJP. Now. did I hear you say you felt that there should 

be 100-percent funding by the Federal (jrovernment of the airport 
•security? 

Mr. TiPTON. The original suggestion was that on security it should 
be 100 percent, and on certification it should be 100 percent. 

Mr. SiioTTP. Now. may I ask you: when you speak of security—we 
have had a little difficulty here in what we are speaking of, the polic- 
ing and law enforcement, or the actual search. 

Mr. TiPTox. "UTien we referred, and do refer, to security improve- 
ment at the airports, we are referring not to the guards or personnel 
of that sort. We are referring to capital improvements like fencing of 
the airport, lighting of the airport. That is, lighting for security pur- 
poses, and so on. 
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Mr. SHOUF. Security of tlie facilities and not of the passengers; that 
is what you are referting to ? 

Mr. 'f iFTON. That is right. 
Mr. SHOTJP. And it is your feeling, your position, that this funding 

can come 100 percent out of the trust fund ? 
Mr. TiPTON. Yes. They are both Government required. 
Mr. SHOTIP. Actually, you had three areas, three suggestions. All 

three of them come out of the trust fimd. 
Mr. TrPTON. All of our suggestions come out of the trust fund; yes. 
Mr. SHOUP. Fine. Thank you. 
I have no further questions, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. JARMAN. Any additional questions ? 
I think one reason why wo are not going into it in greater detail, 

Mr. Tipton, is that as you know, we went into this thoroughly with 
you and others as recently as a few months ago. 

We certainly appreciate your up-to-date testimony on this subject 
and thank you for helping us make the record as we move toward 
executive session. 

Mr. TIPTON. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman and members 
of the committee. 

Mr. SHOTJP. Mr. Chairman, do you think we should ask Mr. Driscoll 
at this point if he would care to rebut or endorse ? 

Mr. DRISCOLL. Definitely endorse, especially the point on the mora- 
torium. 

[The following letter was received for the record:] 
AiB TEANBPORT ASSOCIATION OF AMEBICA, 

WaaMngton, D.C., MarchS^, ISIS. 
Eon. JOHN JABMAN, 
Chairman, 8u}>oommittee on Transportation and Aeronautics,  Committee on 

Interstate and Foreign Commerce, U.S. Bouse of Representatives, WasJi- 
ington, D.C. 

DEAB MB. CHAIBMAN : In the hearings yesterday, the witness representing the 
National Association of State Aviation Officials was asked whether any states 
had legislation pending to impose head taxes at the state level. He said he knew 
of none. 

Attached for your information is a list of state legislation which would impose 
state head taxes on passengers and which has been introduced in the various 
state legislatures currently meeting. In addition, there are various bills landing 
in state legislatures which authorize local governments to impose local head 
taxes. 

I thought the Committee should have this information to clarify the record. 
Sincerely, 

S. G. TIPTON, Chairman. 
Attachment 

LEGISLATION HAS BEEN INTKODUCED IN THE FOLLOWING STATES IMPOSINO 
HEAD TAXES 

1. California, H. 57. State Airport Security Program Funded by a 50^ boarding 
fee. 

2. Colorado, H. 1007. $1 on all passengers enplaning from any International 
airiwrt (i.e. Denver owned Stapleton field) to provide funds for urban mass 
transit within the state. 

3. Hawaii, S. 1234. Omnibus tax bill which reportedly includes a $5.50 trans- 
portation facilities tax to be levied upon the passenger enplaning. 

H. 899. Levies a per passenger u.ser charge upon the airline. (Amount left 
blank in the bill as introduced.) 

H. 925. Levies a per passenger user charge of $5 upon contract or charter 
carriers. 
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H. 1030. Levies a per passenger user charge of $2 upon contract or charter 
carriers. 

4. Massachusetts, H. 782. Imposes $1 ticket surcharge on all outgoing passengers 
leaving Ix)gan Airport. Funds going to cities and towns of Suffolk County in 
direct proportion to the population of each community. 

H. 3199. Imposes a tax in the greater of either $2 or 4% upon passengers enplan- 
ing within the Commonwealth. Funds to go to the city or town in which tlie air- 
port is located. 

H. 3202. Imposes an excise of $1 upon passengers enplaning at Logan Airport. 
Funds to go to the city of Boston. 

5. New Mexico, H. 527. Levies a $1 passenger charge upon the carrier. 
6. New York, S. 291. Imposes head tax with funds derived to be used for noise 

abatement. 
7. North Dakota, S. 2338. Would have imposed a $3 passenger service fee to 

reduce the municipal tax levy. 

Mr. JARMAN. Our final witness this morning is Mr. J. Donald Reilly, 
executive vice president, Airport Operators Council International, 
with offices in Washington. 

Mr. Reilly. 

STATEMENT OF J. DONALI> REILLY, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT, 
AIRPORT OPERATORS COUNCIL INTERNATIONAL (AOCI) 

Mr. REILLY. Good morning, Mr. Chairman. 
The Airport Opcratoi-s Coimcil International is the association of 

the governmental bodies which own and operate the principal airports 
served by the scheduled airlines in the United States, as well as in 
many countries abroad. Our U.S. member airports annually enplane 
more than 90 percent of the domestic, and virtually all of the U.S. 
international, scheduled airline passenger and cargo traflSc. In addi- 
tion, our local government members operate many reliever and other 
general aviation facilities which supplement the larger airports in 
their communities and regions. 

Mr. Chainnan, we appreciate the opportunity to present tlie views 
of our U.S. members on S. 38, H.R. 2695, and H.R. 4082—the pending 
bills to increase the Fexieral share of airport project costs through 
amendments to the Airport and Airway Development Act of 19(0 
and to proliibit State taxation of the carriage of persons in air trans- 
portation through an amendment to the Federal Aviation Act of 1958. 

Before discussing these issues, we would like to brief the subcom- 
mittee on the general condition of our national airports system 
after nearly 3 years' experience, with the 1970 aviation financing law. 

The 1970 law, which authorized user-tax-supported grants of not 
less than $280 million annually to airport sponsors for capital devel- 
opment projects related to aviation safety, is now working fairlv well. 
Thanks to this committee particularly. Congress in late 1971 tightened 
up the language of the Airport and Airway Development Act so 
that user-tax revenues are flowing into the trust fimd, airport grant 
requests are being approved, and construction projects are underway. 

Since the new program was enacted, over $600 million has already 
been allocated for some 1,100 important airjDort projects across the 
Nation. Most of the projects which have been approved to date will 
reduce the backlog of tmfunded construction carried over from the 
1965-70 period. 

Unfortunately, though, not a single new jetport or major new nm- 
way has been approved for siting and development since the 1970 law 
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was signed. Local community opposition to aircraft noise has pre- 
vented or at least delayed sponsor requests for new airport assistance 
throughout the Nation. While congressional action to require ret- 
rofit or other measures to reduce the noise levels of today's fleet of jet 
aircraft would help alleviate the "new airport" problem, the Air- 
port and Airway Development Act itself is not lacking and requires 
no environmental amendments. The jetport impasse is a reflection 
of the times in which we live and is generally impervious to financial 
factors. But, the segments of the aviation industry, working to- 
f;ether with the Federal Government in an innovative, positive 

asliion can—and must—resolve this problem. 
While we characterize the 1970 act as "working fairly well," this 

is not to suggest that certain specific changes are not needed at this 
time. 

New problems have arisen since Congress completed its legi^sla- 
tive deliberations 2 years ago: (1) new Federal Aviation Eegulations, 
not envisioned in 1970, have required 531 civil airport operators to 
submit multiyear plans for the improvement of security at their facili- 
ties and to hire, train, ann and uniform law enforcement officials 
to baclc up security screening at each passenger checkpoint; and (2) 
the airlines' economic condition in the 197(>-72 period has resulted 
in hundreds of airport sponsors' being unable to provide the required 
matching funds for available Federal user tax dollars. 

In addition, other issues, initially considered but not resolved in 
1970, become more pressing with tlie passing of time. The financing 
of passenger terminal buildings is a primary example. Also, the 1970 
act's contract authority provision must be extended. Under the cur- 
rent law, this authority will expire unless congressional action on ex- 
tension is completed this year. 

In short, Mr. Chairman, the Airport and Airwav Development Act 
of 1970 was landmark legislation. We are grateful for it. It is doing 
a limited job well. We respectfully suggest that, with nearly 3 years 
of experience with its provisions,' Congress address itself promptly 
to these new problems and the unsolved old ones. 

Mr. Chairman, for ease of presentation our comments on the pend- 
ing legislation will be divided into two parts: 

Part I—Those sections of bills which would increase the Federal 
share of various airport project costs bv amendments to the Air- 
port and Airway Development Act of 1970 [sees. 2-6 of S. 38, H.R. 
269.5 and H.R. 4082]; 

Part II—Those sections of bills which would prohibit the State 
taxation of the carriage of persons in air transportation bv amend- 
ment to the Federal Aviation Act of 1958 [sec. 7 of S. 38, H.R. 2695 
and H.R. 4082]. 

PART I—AIRPORT AND ADIWAT DEVEIVOPMKNT ACT AMENDMENTS 

A.   FEDERAL   PERCENTAGE   SHARE 

The current statutory language which requires the local airport 
sponsor to provide, with minor exceptions, 50 percent of the total costs 
for the development of airport landing areas is a carryover from the 
pre-ADAP era. The financial participation language in the 1970 Air- 
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port and Airway Development Act unfortunately follows the 1946 
provisions of the first Federal Airport Act. In addition to this 50- 
percent matching requirement, the sjionsor lias to arrange financing for 
100 percent of the costs of the terminal area, airport access, and other 
components of his facility. 

To whom does the sponsor look for revenue or Government aid with 
which to match available Federal funds? Nationwide, State govern- 
ments provide only 2-3 percent of total airport system costs. The re- 
mainder has been obtained from airline and other users of the airport 
facilities—including concessionaires—or absorbed by the local gov- 
ernment through subsidy. 

Prior to the 1970 Airport-Airway Act, the problem of securing local 
matching funds was somewhat difficult. But, with a fourfold increase 
in the amount of trust fund moneys committed to the new ADAP pro- 
gram to help with needed development, there has been a concomitant 
worsening of the local matching problem for many, particularly 
smaller, airport sponsors. Local governments are increasingly unable 
to finance airport improvements from local tax dollars, because other 
local public project needs are also pressing and frequently given local 
priority. Charges on airport concessionaires have been increased to 
about their maximum limits and, when all these sources of funds have 
been exhausted, the only remaining source of increased airport devel- 
opment revenue is the airport's airline tenants. 

The 1970 act and its $280 million annual airport authorization came 
in the midst of an airline economic recession which is, to a lesser degree, 
still with us. The carriers' $200 million loss in 1970 and $30 to $50 mil- 
lion loss in 1971 represented, for airports large and small, runways and 
taxiways which could not be built and terminal buildings which had 
to be stretched again rather than replaced. Despite their modest profits 
in 1972, the airlines are still in no financial condition to underwrite the 
extensive development needs of public airports. 

The airlines' inability to underwrite airport development thi-ough 
increased landing fees and support for revenue bond issues has resulted 
at a minimum in the withdrawal or nonsubmission in the first 13 
months of the new law, of more than 900 requests for ADAP aid rep- 
resenting in excess of $500 million in total airport development. This 
backlog will take much time to overcome. 

Therefore, AOCI believes that tbe 1970 statute must be amended as 
proposed in section 5(1) of eacii of the three ))roposed bills, to increase 
the Federal share on airf)ort r.afety projects at all but the 25 largest 
airports to 75 percent. There are many reasons why this course of 
action is reasonable and necessary at this time. 

Airport development requires a greater percentage of contribution 
from local sponsors than any other major Federal transportation pro- 
gram. Interstate highways receive 90 percent, otlier highway programs 
are funded at 70 percent. Mass transit projects are financed at SO 
percent. This pattern, which many call "discriminatory," has unde- 
sirable effects at the local level. For example, a mayor with many 
transportation needs gets a far better "return on investment" by plow- 
ing local funds into transportation projects other than airports. 

An increased Federal percentage share is an equitable, and the 
easiest, method of getting necessary airport development accomplished 
througli taxes provided by the aviation users. 
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We also ask the Congress to recognize that, above tliis base Federal 
percentage share for safety projects, there are a number of high 
priority items which deserve the same type of Federal financing which 
Congress has provided for the airways system. 

Federal funding is required to help airport operators comply with 
the President's program for aviation securitj'. New Federal Aviation 
regulation, part 107, requires some 531 air carrier airport sponsors to 
develop comprehensive plans and programs to i)rotect all runways, 
taxiways, and aprons from imauthorized access. This requires airport 
sponsors to install fencing, floodlighting, and personnel identification 
systems and to employ guards to patrol the ramp areas. This is an 
addition to the recent amendment to FAR, part 107, which now requires 
the airport operator to also hire, train, arm, and uniform law enforce- 
ment officers to back up the security screening effort at every passenger 
checkpoint. 

Airport operators agree that the protection of runways, taxiways, 
and aprons from unauthorized access is a necessity. Unfortunately, 
airport operators also recognize their inability to carry out promptly 
federally required security programs without a large measure of Fed- 
eral financial assistance. Not being able to anticipate these new Fed- 
eral security requirements, local sponsors have not budgeted for these 
fencing, floodlighting, and personnel identification systems which the 
new security regulations require. Airport operator efforts to try to 
obtain matching fimds for these security items from airline tenants 
generate the same response which follows discussions for financing 
safety items for landing-area development. 

Carriers maintain that they have security costs of their own, includ- 
ing the costs of personjiel to operate the magnetometers the Fed- 
eral Government purchased for their operation at their boarding 
gates. Additionally, fences do not increase passenger revenue, and 
are a significant nonproductive cost to the carrier. General aviation 
interests, in turn, are not anxious to increase fees to subsidized security 
primarily necessitated by airline problems and passengers. 

Thus, we urge early enactment of section 5(2) of all three of the 
proposed bills, providing 82-percent Federal funding for costs asso- 
ciated with the provision of security equipment at the airport. 

Similarly, we believe that the costs of airport operator compliance 
with the airport certification program mandated by the Airport and 
Airway Development Act of 1970 should be eligible for 82-percent 
Federal funding. Fire equipment, crash-rescue machinery, and simi- 
lar equipment represent, like security, nonproductive cost items for 
airport management. We feel the Congress must act favorably on 
the section 5 (2) provisions for 82-percent Federal financing of these 
items. 

B. PROJEcrr EUGiBiLrrT CRITERIA 

ACCI recommends that, in addition to increasing the Federal per- 
centage share of allowable project costs for airport safety and se- 
curity projects. Congress also expand the classes of projects eligible 
for Federal user-tax assistance. This would include some security 
program costs referred to above which are currently ineligible for 
any Federal aid. 
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Certain costs of specified terminal building development—those 
associated with the public use handling of passengers and baggage— 
should be made eligible for user-tax assistance. The Senate in 1970 
did recommend that some terminal area projects be included as eli- 
gible items, but this concept was not accepted by the House of 
Representatives. 

The case in favor of terminal-area eligibility intensifies with the 
passage of time. In all our surveys, the dollar requirements for termi- 
nal area development far exceed the total capital investment needed 
for airside expansion in this decade. With the larger, wide-bodied air- 
craft and the projected traffic growth of the 1970's come escalating 
requirements for baggage-handling space, pas.senger-processing space, 
moving sidewalks that facilitate passenger movement, waiting rooms 
for travelers and other public use facilities. 

Those who have not in the past favored Federal assistance for termi- 
nal area projects might well consider two primary factors. First, the 
funds for the airport development program authorized in 1970 are 
coming from the users of these airport facilities and not from general 
tax sources. It appears clear that those who are contributing tax dol- 
lars for civil aviation development want this revemie used to help 
solve all parts of the airport problem. 

For the harried traveler who, for example, is waiting for his bag- 
gage to be delivered, the distinction between the traditionally con- 
ceived eligible and ineligible parts of the airport is meaningless. Sec- 
ond, we are not advocating that Federal financing be available for 
those parts of the terminal area complex which can be supported by 
other sources of revenue. Parking lots, cocktail lounges, and other simi- 
lar type concession areas should continue to be financed through 
arrangements at the local level without ADAP participation. 

For these reasons, we strongly favor the enactment of section 5(3) 
of S. 38, which would include only these public use portions of airport 
terminals under the 50-percent Federal financing eligibility. 

C.  SPONSOR ELIGIBILITY 

AOCI also offers its full support for enactment of section 4 of the 
proposed legislation which would amend the law to permit ADAP 
grants to be made to non-Federal sponsors for projects on airports 
owned by Federal Government agencies. ADAP funds would then be 
available to joint civil-military use airports. We urge that Congress 
act favorably on the noncontroversial measure. 

D.   MTJLTIYEAR AIRPORT  ASSISTANCE 

The 3-year contract authority provision in section 14(b) of the 
Airport and Airway Development Act has, for the first time, per- 
mitted airport sponsors some advance indication of the availability of 
Federal funds on more than a yearly basis. Under this progi-ara, the 
FAA Administrator can enter into grant agreements for up to 3 fiscal 
years with sponsors in advance of the actual appropriation of user tax 
moneys. For the first time, this has permitted airport management to 
do responsible advance planning on larger multiyear construction 
projects. 
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Action must be taken this year to enact legislation to extend this 
most helpful multiyear financing program. The $840 million provided 
in 1970 tor fiscal year 1971,1972, and 1973 is being committed rapidly. 
Unless congressional action is completed by September, the FAA will 
be unable to make additional commitments for airport construction 
and the ADAP program will revert to the aimual appropriation proc- 
ess which delayed countless projects throughout the 1960's. 

In short, IVlr. Chairman, AOCI membei-s believe that the 1970 act 
was a good beginning in assisting local governments to modernize 
existing facilities and to provide needed new ones, but that these 
additional changes m the law, as noted above, should be considered 
at this time. 

PART II—FEDERAL AVIATION ACT AMENDMENTS 

Section 7 of S. 38, H.R. 2695, and H.R. 4082 would amend the Federal 
Aviation Act of 1958 to prohibit State taxation of the carriage of per- 
sons in air transportation. This practice, which was sanctioned by the 
Supreme Court decision in the Evansville/New Hampshire cases last 
April, is commonly known as the head tax. 

The Airport Operators Coxmcil International does not oppose the 
local imposition of such head taxes. We think it is important for the 
Congress to recognize why these head taxes have proliferated in the 
past year. 

Many airports still have a gi-eat amount of difficulty raising the 
local matching funds which are necessary to secure money from the 
Airport and Airway Trust Fimd. Since these airports are primarily 
owned by city or county gov^ernments and, particularly at smaller iiir- 
ports, generally are not self-sustaining, they must obtain tlieir 50 per- 
cent of the proposed project costs from hard-pressed local govern- 
ments. In this, they compete with many other local pi"ojects for a 
limited supply of local funds. 

In addition, the recent requirements imposed on airport operators 
by Federal aviation regulation part 107, dealing with airport se- 
curity, will require and additional $57 million for the local law enforce- 
ment presence in addition to the costs of installing fencing, lighting 
and identification systems. 

These costs, plus those associated with airport certification and 
new terminal building expansion needs, represent, particularly for 
the smaller airport operator, fantastic increases in his budgetary needs. 

For these reasons, many local airport sponsors have found it neces- 
sary to raise these fimds by imposing a per-passenger charge for the 
use of the airport facility. As mentioned above, AOCI does not oppose 
the local imposition of such charges. However, if the House otherwise 
approves the needed amendments to the ADAP program outlined 
above, and also decides to exercise its right to prohibit liead taxes, 
AOCI would support this total legislative package. 

Mr. Chairman, this concludes our prepared statement, and I would 
be very happy to answer any questions. 

Mr. JARMAN. Mr. Eeilly, I think it is a good statement. We appreciate 
your beinsr with us. I think everyone on the committee recognizes the 
problem that local governments face in financing local responsibilities 
and certainly that applies to the financing of the needs of the airports. 

And certainly one part of our approach to the problem is to try and 
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generate more levcnue for those needs. But many of us feel that the 
head rax approach is discriminatory and should be eliminated, but that 
tlie additional re\-enue should be generated. 

As I understand your conclusion of your statement, you take the 
position tliat if the additional revenue can be generated, you would 
support a legislative result tliat would prohibit the head taxes? 

Mr. REIIJ.T. That is correct, sir. And I think it should be recognized 
that tliat would be on the condition of support for the entire program. 
There are such items as the terminals, that require a fantastic amount 
of money. And tenninals just can't be considered as self-supporting. 
There are many areas of tne terminal that are public space, tnat you 
charge your concessionaires, you charge the airlines the maximum, and 
you ]ust about reach those maximum levels. 

But still, during tlip next decade our primary and most significant 
need is going to be for capital in the terminal areas. And we cant 
provide terminal facilities unless we get the money. 

Believe me, this is why so many conmiunities now are toying with 
the idea of going to the head tax. They are being forced to it. I don't 
think many of them overtly agree with the concept. They don't want 
to complicate aviation. We are all for its development. But we must 
recognize and understand that airports must develop the capital needs. 

We have a tremendous program here in ADAP that can do that, 
providing the right amendments are made at this time. 

Mr. JARMAN. I think we understand the problem, and the need, and 
the position which you take. 

Mr. Skubitz? 
Mr. SKUBITZ. NO questions. 
Mr. JARMAN. Mr. Adams. 
Mr. ADAMS. Were von hero, and are yon familiar with the administra- 

tion's testimony on this matter ? 
Mr. REIIJ.Y. Mr. Adams. I was not here yesterday, but I did read 

the statement by Mr. Krogh that was presented yesterday. 
Mr. ADAMS. We are faced with the problem that the administration 

has indicated opposition to any change in terminal financing. Is that 
a required part of your package for support? And if so, don't we run 
directly into the potential of a veto on a different ground ? 

Mr. REH^LT. YOU are referring to his statement yesterday that last 
year's bill was vetoed for both fiscal and program reasons? 

Mr. ADAMS. Right. 
Mr. REit-i.T. He did not restrict it to fiscal reasons alone. And I 

must admit that this is a very unpleasant situation to be faced with, 
when we, here within the industry, recognize the tremendous needs 
and find ourselves relegated by the administration to a second-class 
position as far as what they feel the primary requirements are. 

Mr. ADAMS. They based that on programatic reasons. So we have 
gotten to that. We have a direct conflict or problem there. 

Tlie second one—and this is the point that Mr. Shoup and T have 
been questioning about and this is why I want to know if you have 
been briefed. I don't want again to repeat my position as to what 
they said to you. So. I hope you have had independent briefing on it. 

B>it they have said that tlie airport needs have been met. I gather 
from vour testimony that vo\i do not agree with this. 
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Mr. RFJTXT. Absolutely not, sir. There are just too many outstand- 
ing programs and projects that have not been able to go forward. I 
cited a figure as to the number of projects. 

Mr. ADAMS. DO you have that figure in here? Because we have not 
had specific testimony. 

Mr. REILLT. That is correct. 
Mr. ADAMS. Was this your 1,100 projects on page 2 ? 
Mr. REILLT. That is the number that have proceeded under the 

ADAP program. 
Mr. ADAMS. DO you have the number whicli have been requested but 

have not proceeded ? 
Mr. REILLY. Correct. And you must understand, sir, that in addi- 

tion to that number, at the local level, when an airport sponsor rec- 
ognizes his need for a particular project, he determines at that time 
whether he can generate his 50-percent matching money. 

So the figures of the projects that are not going forward are further 
compoimded by decisions made at the local level that they obviously 
can't get their local money up. So there is no advantage or reason to 
go ahead and file for the projects. 

But in all of our meetings and in all of the information received 
from our members, it is quite obvious that many, many projects are 
going wanting, because the local communities can't develop their 
money needs. Obviously, in this day of city core-area problems, social 
problems, and so forth, you can well recognize that many transporta- 
tion programs, and particularly aviation—because people feel that 
it can afford to pay its own way in life—are relegated to lower pri- 
orities at the local level. 

Mr. ADAMS. My final q^uestion is that we have had agreement ap- 
parently from the administration and most witnesses that, if forced 
into a comer, they might agree to a moratoriimi on head taxes, while 
these various reports came in and a final bill was worked out. 

I understand there is a certain amount of local competition over these 
head taxes among the various airports. Some have been waiting to 
put them in. Others liave said, "Well, if they are going to charge $2 
we are going to charge $2," and so on. 

Would your organization support a moratorium while we were 
trying to get this done ? 

Mr. REILLT. We would certainly support a moratorium. It is cer- 
tainly a middle-of-the-road action if this committee wants to take a 
middle-of-the-road action. But I think far too often in the past we 
have seen too many studies that we have waited on. 

Mr. ADAMS. I don't mean to indicate that we are happy about the 
fact that the study is a year or two late. That is why, agaui, I asked you 
if you had been briefed on this. We were hopeful we had a compro- 
mise position, with maybe just one issue left, on costs. 

But if we are going to have a flight on tlie 75-25 formula, if we 
are going to have to have a fight on terminal costs, either with the 
Senate or with the administration, if we are going to have an issue 
of security costs, this may take some time. 

And I am trying to find a ground as to when we start to work on 
this, or what we all do with the problem. So I appreciate your state- 
ment on that and I appreciate your testimony. And if your organiza- 



us 
tion can supply to the committee specifics as to what the needs are^ 
this would be very helpful to tlie committee in its deliberations on 
whether there should be a mandatory spending limit from the ADAP 
program, what that limit should be, and also whether we should stand 
fiiTO on 75-25 and on tenninals. 

We just simply do not have specifics on the number of projects now. 
So if you could supply that, we would certainly appreciate it. 

Mr. REILT.Y. We will do our best. And a quick answer to your broad 
question is that, as you can tell, we firmly support all the various 
amendments that have been proposed in S. 38. And if you could con- 
ceive of that program going through, obviously the head tax would 
not be so imixtrtant. 

But I would agree if I were backed into the other comer, we would 
go with the moratorium on that issue also, if it were the last resort. 

[The following material was received for the record:] 

U.S. AIRPORT TERMINAL FINANCIAL NKEDS 

A survey conducted in 1971, in conjunction with the Air Transportation A.s.so- 
ciation, resulted in the following figures on the need for passenger terminal de- 
velopment at the 22 major hubs: 

1971-75 $928, 700, 000 
1976-80     941,000, 000 

10-year projection 1, 869, 700, 000 

This is only a figure for the 22 major hubs. Since it is more difiicult to get 
figures from the smaller airports, we have doubled the total for a ton-year pro- 
jection of passenger terminal area needs system-wide to get a fair approximation 
of the terminal needs for all 520 U.S. airports. 

Tliere is also a need for $334 million over the 1974^1980 period for cargo ter- 
minals at the 22 U.S. major hub airports. 

These figures are In 1971 dollars and need to be appropriately inflated. 

PROJECTED AIRPORT DEVELOPMENT NEEDS THROUGH 1977 

Number Projected Projected Projected 
of      terminal area    miscellaneous'        ADAP-eligible 

State airports need need need 

Alabama  
Alaska  
Arizona  
Arkansas  
California  
Colorado  
Connecticut  
Florida  
Onrfia.  
Hatnii  
Idaho.  
Rinois  
Indiana  
Iowa  
Kansas  
Kentucky  
Louisiana  
Maine  
Maryland  
Massachusetts. 
Michigan.  
Minnesota  
Mississippi  
Missouri  
Montana  

12 JI4,n5,000 »00,000 $15,635,000 
112 16.445,000 4,140,000 132,727,000 

9 32,393,000 1,856,440 29,855.000 
12 

283,155.928   ' 
3,708,000 

45 80,922, 500 141,095,000 
9 28,846, 000 7,367,000 59,122.058 
6 1, 730, 500 7,661,250 13.987. 283 

12 2.330,000 1,595,000 27.648,000 
U 33,350,000 21.000,000 51,959.501 
3 37,996.068 3,248,921 3.156.150 
8 .. 2.72a 778 

21 1,290,000 1,413,000 39. 309. 500 
fi 30,000 16.327,000 
7 788,500 3,481,500 241, 596.026 
8 25,000 75,000 3,139.500 
7 10.082,968 
5 8,984,030 
6 1,000,000 55,200 3,867,668 
1 1,045.900 

11 2 763,142 
14 2.300,000 759,000 29. 376. 500 
8 4,176.078 

11 2.796,158 
E 27,570,000 3,602,675 42,595,455 
7 1,982,376 

See footnotes at end of table. 
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PROJECTED AIRPORT DEVELOPMENT NEEDS THROUGH 1977-Continued 

State 

Number Projected Projected Projected 
of       terminal area    miscellaneous'        ADAP-eligible 

airports need need need 

Nebraska  
Nevada , 
New Hampshire  
New Jersey  
New Mexico   
New York , 
North Carolina , 
North Dakota , 
Ohio  
Oklahoma   
Oregon  
Pennsylvania  
South Carolina  
South Dakota.  
Tennessee  
Texas  
Utah  
Vermont  
Virginia  
Washington  
West Virginia  
Wisconsin  
Wyoming  
American Samoa  
District of Columbia.. 
Puerto Rk»  
Virgin Islands  

Total , 

IS           4,060,000           1,635,000 9,994,047 
3  17,858,836 
3   1,339.738 
3  14,085,488 
3  1,597,214 
8 501,586,000   492,244,000 108,446,050 
6  13,281,656 
6  6,015,334 
9 13,380,000   11,016,000 30,508,826 
17  7,634,672 
1    37,575,000   32,240,000 36,616,000 
M   308,060,000   69,003,000 89,335,328 
2  604,000 
6  2,544,340 
U    48,442.000    5,505,000 46,229,744 
19      78,300     903,000 70,738,666 
4  8,097,378 
2  504,224 
9  4,948,566 

11          11,959,000          11,272,100 45,672,063 
6  9,275,494 
14   25,398,000    7,750,000 21,905,480 
7  1,013,968 
1   1,469,040 
2 57,259,740           7,799,700 39,424,900 
1   667,200 
1   77,198 

~M    4,264,333,036        776,875,286 1,474,543,581 

> Miscellaneous need refers to access roads, landscaping, etc.—projects other than airport terminals which are net 
currently eligible for ADAP assistance. 

> Dashes indicate that no information is currently available. 

Mr. ADAMS. Thank you, Mr. Chaiiinan. 
Mr. JARMAN. Mr. Snoup ? 
Mr. SHOUP. YOU have endoreed the head tax, Would you care to com- 

ment on the allegation that this head tax has been used for other uses 
than airport facilities ? 

Mr. REILLT. Sir, I don't know of other uses that it has been used for. 
But I strongly affirm to the belief that if a head tax is used it should 
Le used only for tlie airport, kept within the industry, and sliould not 
be used for other purposes. 

Again, this goes back to: Wliat is the local airports' need ? If it can't 
generate its revenue from other sources and is relegated to having to 
use the head tax, then it should be required to remain on the airport for 
aviation purposes only. And I believe tliis is the general indication that 
the Supreme Court gave in its decision. 

Mr. SHOTJP. My final question is a confrontation-type tiling. Mr. 
Adams referred to it but did not come out with it specifically. 

In his direct answer, the representative of the Department of Trans- 
portation stated that the terminals do not need assistance; through 
their concessionaires, they are a very lucrative business. 

Would you care to comment on that ? 
Mr. REILLY. I believe that yesterday in their statement they were 

even narrower than that. 
Mr. SHOTTP. I was referring just to tlie statement of one of the wit- 

nesses who was with Mr. Krogh. 
Mr. REILI.Y. I must admit I didn't hear the testimony, but I know 

that it was stated yesterday that the terminals are "the joint respon- 
sibility of tlie airport operator and the airlines." 
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"Well. I would differ very much with that. Obviously the terminals 
are the responsibility of tlie local owner and operator of the airport, 
who rely very heavily on the participation of the airlines to fill the 
needs there. 

We find that the concessionaires can be priced up to a certain level 
where they can help with the funding. But there are so many public 
areas, and public use facilities located in the terminal that we find it 
impossible to make it a self-supporting facility, particularly at the 
smaller airports. 

Mr. SHOUI». That was my question. They say it is self-supporting, 
and you are saying it is not self-suppoiting—the terminal in itself. 

Mr. REBLLY. That is right, sir. 
Mr. Siioup. Thank you veiy much. No further questions. 
Mr. SKUBITZ. HOW is this matter of terminal improvement handled 

in Great Britain? 
Mr. REILLY. In England ? I must admit I am not that familiar with 

it. 
Mr. SKUBITZ. IS not yours an international association ? 
Mr. REILLY. Yes. This is true. 
Do you want details as to how Heathrow was financed? Is this what 

you are after, or just in generality ? 
Mr. SKUBrrz. The improvements within the terminals, the terminal 

itself. 
Mr. REILI.Y. In general, their terminals, airports, are normally de- 

veloped on the same principles as here in the United States, but they 
may or may not have some governmental funding involved. 

Mr. SKUBITZ. They may or they may not ? Do they or don't they ? 
Mr. REILLY. In many cases they do. In most cases they do. 
Mr. SKUBITZ. HOW about France ? 
Mr. REILLY. In France—very highly govemmentally funded. 
[The following information was received for the record:] 

A£BOPORT DE PABIS 

In 1971, the State provided a capital endowment of 120 million F., which Is t« 
be maintained at that level. 

rrom the A^roport de Paris Annual Report of the Board, 1911, It Is noted under 
remarks on the financial situation that: 

OENEBAL  SEMABKS   ON   THE   FINANCIAL   SITUATION   OF  A^ROPOBT   DE  PABIS 

As Stressed by the Examining Board for Public Enterprise Accounts In Its 
report for the years 1967, 1968 and 1969—Its remarks are still valid—the de- 
terioration In the financial situation has deep-rooted causes mainly due: to the 
exceptional volume of investment to be made In response to traflSc growth and to 
the method of financing it which results in a rapid increase In debt and conse- 
quently In financial charges; and to the inflexibility of the system of charges 
and particularly regulated charges, which does not enable them ta be rapidly 
adapted to changes In the economic situation, as was the case, for example, in 
raising landing charges for national traffic. 

In addition to these structural causes come the effects of the economic situ- 
ation which prevail on the State, anxious as it is to contain Inflationist trends, 
to Intervene so that A^roport de Paris postpones planned increases in charges: 
postponement to 1 May 1972 of the increase In the passenger charge from S.45 F 
without TVA to 4 F without TVA decided by the Board at its meeting of 18 
March 1971: postponement to 1 May 1972 of the rise in the landing charge for 
national traflSc requested in November 1970; and postponement to 1 April 1972 
of the Increase In various property charges originally fixed for 1 January 1972. 
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The financial difficulties had long been foreseen and had been stated, in partic- 
ular, in the forecast for the A^roport de Paris Five-Year Plan for the 1971-1975 
period. A certain number of measures with an immediate financial effect had 
then been considered, including in particular: a capital contribution from the 
State corresponding to % of the financial resources required for infrastructure 
and the equipment necessary for air safety; and offsetting the 16% deduction 
front landing charges, in order to place A^roport de Paris on the same competitive 
footing as foreign airports which do not have to meet the same costs for invest- 
ment and the operation of air traffic services. 

The first measure achieved some effect, as the State granted a capital en- 
dowment in 1971 of 120 million F producing .'>% interest. 

It is therefore desirable that the State should agree to keep this endowment 
to the required level in the coming years. 

Mr. JARMAN. Mr. Devine ? 
Mr. DE^^NE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Reillj', are you a lawyer ? 
Mr. REILLT. Yes, sir. 
Mr. DEVUTE. Notwithstanding the finding of tlie U.S. Supreme 

Court, are you troubled at all about whether a head tax is unwarranted 
in interstate commerce ? 

Mr. REILLY. I really can't answer that. 
Mr. DEVINE. You have indicated in your testimony, and I don't 

want to take up any time here particularly, that you think the head 
tax is proper, out you feel, however, that if it is, indeed pro|x^r, it 
should be earmarked specifically for the airport facility. Is that cor- 
rect? 

Mr. REILLT. Absolutely, sir. 
Mr. DEVINE. Along the lines that Mr. Shoup was talking about here, 

I get disturbed that in Philadelphia the money goes into a general 
fund and can be used for any purpose. That troubles me a great deal. 

You would favor an earmarking specifically, if indeed a head tax 
became legal across the country ? 

Mr. REILLY. I would think that would be fair and just. 
Mr. DEVINE. Are you aware of the so-called excise tax enacted by 

the State of Ohio? 
Mr. REILLY. No, I am not familiar with that. 
Mr. JAKMAN. If there are no additional questions: thank you very 

much, Mr. Reilly, for your testimony. 
Mr. REILLY. Thank you. 
Mr. JAHMAN. The committee will stand adjourned until 10 o'clock 

next Tuesday morning. 
[Whereupon, at 12:15 p.m. the committee was adjourned until 10 

a.m. Tuesday, March 20,1973.] 





AIRPORT DEVELOPMENT ACCELERATION ACT OF 1973 

TUESDAY, MABCH 20,  1973 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATm^s, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND AERONAXTTICS, 

COMAHTTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pureuant to notice, at 10 a.m. in Room 2322 
Rayburn House Office Building. Hon. Jolin Jarman (chairman) 
presiding. 

Mr. JARMAN. The subcommittee will please be in order. 
As we continue hearings on bills to amend the Airport and Airway 

Development Act of 1970 to increase the U.S. share of allowable 
projects costs under such act, and to amend the Federal Aviation 
Act of 1958 to prohibit certain State taxation of jjersons in air com- 
merce, our first witness this morning is Eileen Halenza, president, 
National Passenger Traffic Association, Inc., of Minneapolis, Minn. 

Mrs. Halenza, it is nice to have you with us this morning. 

STATEMENT OF EILEEN HALENZA. PRESIDENT, NATIONAL PAS- 
SENGER TRAFFIC ASSOCIATION. INC.; ACCOMPANIED BY JOHN 
CALDWELL, ASSOCIATE COUNSEL 

Mrs. HALENZA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
My name is Eileen Halenza and I apjx'ar in behalf of the National 

Passenger Traffic Association in my capacity as president of the 
association. 

Mr. JARMAN. I note that you have a 12-page statement. We will 
be glad to receive it in full for the record. 

Mre. HAU.NZA. I will simph* touch on the highlight of it. 
I am accompanied by John Caldwell, the association's counsel. I 

am also manager of the traAcl department of this Pillsbury Co. in 
Minneapolis. 

Our association represents 450 corjjorate travel managers, and our 
latest incomplete survey shows that we are involved in selling airline 
tickets for a total of $1 billion. 

We deal entirely and specifically with business travel. We are un- 
connected with any travel that is not for tlie business of our member 
corporations. 

We have an association to protect the interests of the business air 
traA'elei'. and we seek to foster the maintenance of sound conditions 
in the air transportation industry. 

We are the most frequent consumers of ai)' transportation and in 
that connection we have an immediate and direct interest in the 
legislation pending before this subcommittee. 

(123) 
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On June 23. 197'2. I presented testimony before this committee in 
support of then H.R. 2337. I'nfortun.ately, the President vetoed the 
bill and I am here today sini|>]\' to emphasize the urpent need for 
Congress to reaffirm its conviction that such taxes should be promptly 
banned. 

Since the President's veto action over 41 local communities have 
imposed these varying head taxes and they are a major burden to the 
traveler and most especially to the frequent traveler. 

Tiie frequent traveler, the business traveler, is penalized and im- 
portant business is delayed by the confusing hodgepodge of such local 
taxes. 

Expanded use by local jurisdictions of head taxes as an overall 
revenue tool, related or not, to our airport costs, underscores the need 
for prohibition. 

We feel that head taxes run counter to the constitutional privilege 
of travel and theie is a basic matter of fairness involved here. 

We are a major contributor to the Federal Airport and Airwaj's Act 
Trust Fund and we pay again and again and again the substantial 8 
percent Federal excise tax on airline passenger tickets. We firmly 
believe that it is fundamentally unfair to allow head taxes to harass 
and obstruct modern business air travel. 

We feel that the rights of the business air traveler and other air 
passengers are entitled to jirotoction. along with the needs of tlie 
localities. Our position is that we strongly support an immediate 
irrevocable prohibition of head taxes as absolutely necessary to the 
public interest. 

There are several burdens that will be imposed on the business 
traveler and there are 10 reasons, major reasons why head taxes should 
be promptly ])rohibited. 

They are discussed in full in my statement, and just to touch on them 
briefly, the larger the business enterpiise. the more travel a company 
has. the more severe the impact of tliest^ taxes are. with the result that 
they become discriminatory against the frequent traveler. 

We feel, as I have said, that we are substantially taxed at the Federal 
level and the revenues from such taxes are available for airport con- 
struction and approval. 

The excise tax was raised 3 percent, from 5 to 8 percent, and as we 
\mderstood, the key purpose of the increase was to finance airport- 
improvements. 

We feel that for airjmrt construction and improvement the source 
for such fluids should be a greater share of the Federal revenue and 
not a burdensome additional local tax. 

We also feel that there is an inherent danger in the situation as it 
stands right now, because it could multiply at various levels within 
the State. And this head tax money can ultimately be used to finance 
nonairport services, street maintenance, fire protection, anything that 
the localities wanted to use it for. 

We do not see that there is any assurance that a head tax would be 
leveled by one level of government within each State. The danger 
of this, of course, is obvious. 

There is a severe delay and there is chaos and confusion, in the man- 
ner of the collection of this head tax. It is di fferent in every citv, differ- 
ent in every airport, the amounts are different and it can result in dis- 
couraging travel to these airports. 
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The business traveler will seek to avoid an airport that imposes head 
tax, not necessarily solely because of the additional financial burden, 
but to avoid the inevitable delay and frustration. 

The air travel to these communities will be scheduled and routed on 
a circuitous basis to avoid taxing airports. Corporations and associa- 
tion are going to avoid using cities with airports that have head taxes, 
because of the fantastic additional costs. 

For example: In Philadelphia a convention for 500 people means an 
additional $1,500 of financial burden. We just don't believe that our 
member corporations are going to use these cities with head taxes as 
sites for large conventions, because these taxes will increase the cost 
of these meetings. 

It is going to reduce the air travel between cities where rail service 
is competitive because, to our knowledge there is no talk of a head tax 
on rail passengers. 

We think the damage to the commuter airlines is really severe be- 
cause the average commuter ticket is $;iO to $35 and so manv of the 
cities involved in the head tax are served by tiie commuter lines and 
there is going to be a real resistance, and already has been, to the cost 
of the ticket going up 25 percent basically from the original cost of 
the ticket, due to head taxes. 

There is also the po.ssibility that in the case of corporations looking 
for new places to locate regional offices, sales offices, and plants, when 
they sec this additional tax it is just one more thing that might dis- 
courage them from seeking these sites. 

Transportation costs are carefully considered in the location of a 
facility when a corporation is looking for a new place for an office 
or a plant. 

Every additional financial burden and inconvenience discourages 
companies from establishing facilities at head tax cities. 

We all, or most of us, have private airplanes. We are taxed on those. 
Our jet fuel Federal tax went up considerably recently. And so we 
have an additional tax with the use of our private airplanes. 

We, briefly, gentlemen, strongly support abolition of local head taxes, 
because without such legi.slation we feel there would be no limit to 
the confusion and the financial burdens, inconvenience, delay, et cetera, 
by localities seeking to raise tax dollars. 

And we strongh" urge the .subcommittee and the committee to recom- 
mend prompt adoption of a firm and a peiiiiaiient ban on head taxes 
as in the l>est interests of an efficient and etfective national transporta- 
tion system. 

Thank you very much for allowing us to appear. 
[Test imony resumes on ]>. 129.] 
[Mrs. Ilalenza's prepared statement follows:] 

STATEMENT OF KII.EEN HAI-ENZA. PRESIDENT, NATIONAI, PASSENGER TRAFFIC 
ASSOCIATION, INC. 

Mr. rhairnian, Members of the Siilicommittpo. my name is Kilpcii Halenza. 
I apix-ar in liplinlf of tlip Xntioiial Passenprer Tnifhr Association. Inc. in m.v 
capacit.v as its Presirtpnt. I am MiinaRpr. Passpncpr Travel of The Pillsliur.v Pom- 
pan.v. Minnpnpolis. Minnesota. I have been artively encased in work as.swiated 
with the arrnnirinB of Imsiness air travel for a period of over l.T years. Prior to my 
present position ns President of the National Passenger Tratfic As.xcH'lation, Inc.. 
I served as Chairman of its Airline rommittee. and as Vice President. I have 
been a member of the Association's Board of Directors since Its Inception. 
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IDENTITY  OF  THE   NATIONAL  PASSENGER   TKAFTIC  ASSOCIATION,   INC. 

The National Passenger Traffic Association, Inc. (whicli I will refer to later 
In this statement as NPTA) is a nationwide, voluntary organization devoted to 
protecting and advancing the interest of the modern business air passenger. 
NPTA represents America's corporate travel managers who purchase airline 
tickets in excess of 450 million dollars a year for the business traveler, and 
hotel services—13 million room nights annually costing more than 2.">0 million 
dollars—and car rentals of well over 100 million dollars a year. Annually, we 
arrange the travel for approximately 3 million business travelers, many of whom 
are from your Districts. NPTA is concerned entirely and siieciflcally with bu.siness 
travel. NPTA members do not deal with the general public (or, in other words, 
we do not act as travel agents in arranging air travel for members of the general 
public), and do not handle air transportation unconnected with the business of 
our members. 

In addition to protecting the interest of the business air traveler, NPTA seeks 
to foster the maintenance of sound conditions in the air transportation industry 
We have in mind the needs of the country at large, the carriers, and the business 
air passengers who are consumers of air transportation. Our members, committees 
within NPTA, and officers, are actively engaged in studying and acting upon 
policies respecting air passenger transportation. In that connection, we have an 
immediate and direct interest in the legi.slation pending before this Subcommittee 
Involving the prohibition of state and local head taxes on airline pa.ssengers. 

PRIOR PASSAGE  OF  HEAD  TAX  PROHIBITION 

During the last session of Congress, legi.slation was enacted which would have 
prohibited imposition of head taxes on the modern air traveler. 

On June 23, 1!)72, I presented testimony before this Committee in support of 
H.R. 2337. Unfortunately, the President vetoeil the bill containing head tax 
proliil)itlon, S. 37.i5, as finally adopted by the Congress. I am here today to 
emphasize the urgent need for Congress to reaffirm its conviction that such taxes 
should be promptly banned. I note that the Senate has seen fit to prohibit head 
taxes by its recent adoption of S. .38. 

Since the President's veto action, over thirty-five local communities have im- 
posed varying head tax levies. These taxes are a major burden today to those 
business air travelers who must use the taxing airports. In most cases, the busi- 
ness traveler has no practical choice but to utilize particular airports on official 
firm business. Faced with diverse head taxes (from $.50 to .$4.00), the business 
passenger is penalized and his important business delayed by the confusing hodge- 
podge of such local taxes. There is a real prospect of more serious wide-spread 
confusion and chaos unless these taxes are eliminated with finality by Congress. 

f^-panded use by local jurisdictions of head t-axes as an overall revenue tool, 
related or not to airport costs, underscores the need for prohibition. In addition 
to the fact that head taxes run counter to the constitutional privilige of travel, 
there is a basic matter of fairness involved here. The business traveler is a major 
contributor to the Federal Airport and Airways Act Tru.st Fund. We already 
shoulder a significant responsibility for this fund. As busine.ss air travelers, 
we i>ny. again and again, the suljstantial 8% Federal Excise Tax on airline 
pas.senger tickets. Now we face the chaotic spread of variable additional taxes 
at local airports. We firmly believe it is fundamentally unfair to allow such 
taxes to harass and obstruct mo<lern busine.ss air travel. 

I would also point out that the rights of the busine.ss air traveler, and other 
air pas.sengers. are equally entitled to protection along with the needs of localities. 
Each business pas.senger has a local ba.se, the home of his firm or its branches. 
Head taxes are to that extent self-defeating because they burden local industry 
and local citizens who must travel frequently by air from and to flie local 
airports. Also to be considered is the "domino" impact of such taxes on a multi- 
leg air trip, undertaken so often by the business traveler. 

THE POSITION OF NPTA 

NPT.\ strongly supports an immediate, irrevocable prohibition of head taxes 
as absolutely necessary in the public interest in order to protect the right of 
each citizen to utilize air tran.sportation. NPTA accounts for n very substantial 
portion of the air traveling public, and its members firmly believe that head 
taxes will severely injure business air travel as well as the airline industry at 
large. 
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BUBnEXS   AND   HANDICAPS   IMPOSED   BY   LOCAL   HEIAD   TAXES   ON   THE   BUSINESS   AIB 
PASSENGER 

111 the first place. I would like to point out that in our view the air passenger 
should not l)e subjected to a local tax burden simply because he chooses air 
transportation. Significantl.v. no such local taxes apply with respect to bus 
and/or rail tran.sportation. nor do such taxes burden the citizen's free access 
to our nation's sea-ports or highways. The exaction of varying and confusing 
local head taxes harass, inijiede and discourage business air travel. In many 
instances, the bu.sinessman has no realistic option but to travel by air because of 
its inherent advantage of sjieed. 

There are at lea.st 10 major reasons why head taxes should be promptly and 
unequivocally prohibited. These are discussed below. 

(/) Head tarcn will be a most severe burden on the frequent traveler, the 
business air passenger 

The business air passenger Ls probably the most frequent traveler by air. 
Obviou.sly. the larger the business enterprise, the more severe the impact of these 
type of taxes, with the result that the tax becomes discriminatory against 
liusinss as such. The effect of the Supreme Court decision is to leave utterly to 
the assessing localit.v the discretion to impose differing taxes for the alleged 
purpose of financing airport construction and maintenance, either past or present. 
The effect is to discriminate against the business traveler who frequently has 
no realistic choice but to use air tran.sportation on a nationwide basis. 

(2) The business traveler is already substantially taxed at the Federal level, and 
the revenues from such taxes are available for airport construction and 
improvement 

Since 1970, Congress has as.se.ssed an increase in federal taxes, arising from 
the Airport and Airways Act of 1970. in the amount of 8% federal excise tax 
levied on domestic air i)a.s.sengers. The amount of the federal tax was raised 3%, 
from .'>% to S%. and a key purpose of the increase was, so we understand, to 
finance airport improvements. 

If there is a need for each local commnnlty to obtain additional funds for 
airport construction and improvement, the source for such funds should be a 
greater share of such federal revenue, and not burdensome, additional local 
taxes which will harass and impede business air travel. 

Communities operating airj'orts derive substantial benefits, monetary and 
otherwise, from volume air pa.ssenger tran.sportation. In NPTA's view, the.se 
tangible benefits, such as the location of industry, tourist travel, conventions, 
meetings, in.spectlon tours, etc., must be considered at least in part as justifying 
local absorption of expenses incident to ain'ort maintenance and improvement. 

(3) Locai head taxes could multiply at various levels tcithin each State 
It is entirely possible that head taxes might Iw levied by more than one branch 

of local government and ultimately used to finance various non-airport services, 
including street maintenance, police and fire protection, education, etc. There Is 
no assurance that a head tax would be levied only by one level of government 
within each state. There is no assurance that the revenues from the tax would 
be limited to airport con.struction and maintenance as such. The door has been 
left oi)en by the Supreme Court de<'ision for local recovery of past deficits in- 
curred for airiiort construction, with no requirement that present head taxes 
be earmarked for current airport jirograms. Also, there appears to be no re- 
strictions on taxing the passenger in both directions. This would result in a triple 
tax burden on the business traveler, who would pay the excl.se tax and two 
local taxes on the same trip to and from the .same airi'ort. 

There Is a realistic specter of layers of Iwal taxes with resulting confusion 
and serious interference with air travel, unless Congress takes necessary ac- 
tion to prohibit these taxes. 

(i) Assessment of head taxes at different airports' within different States icill 
result in severe chaos and irill discourage business travel 

Airports assess differing tax levies in the form of head taxes. These vary both 
In amount and in terms of collection jirocedure. The business air traveler is being 
seriously delayed by collection i)rocedures at airiiorts which are already severely 
congested. 
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Localities seeking to assess head taxes rush to Impose the tax. without any 
serious consideration as to the method and manner of collection. Some airports 
collect through their staff while others leave tills to tlie carriers. The result la 
a confusing hodge-iwdge which will inevital)l.v delay, irritate, frustrate, and 
unfairly iienalize business air passengers. In sucli a climate of confusion and 
harassment, the air passenger will tend not to purchase items and/or services 
at the airport, and he may refuse to tip, or to use the services of various em- 
ployees such as redcaps, starters, and/or cal) drivers. Tliis could have the effect 
of shifting part of the burden of the impact of the head tax from the traveler 
to the local service employee, witli the result that the locality merely shifts rev- 
enue from one pocket, that of the serN-ice employee, to another, that of the 
locality. 
(5) Local head taxes toUl discourage use of municipal airports which have such 

taxes 
Business air travelers will seek to avoid airports which impose head taxes, not 

necessarily solely because of the additional financial burden, but to avoid the 
Inevitable delay, frustration, and inconvenience resulting from the collection of 
such taxes. Air travel will be scheduled and routed on a circuitous basis to avoid 
taxing airports. 
(6) Corporations and associations will avoid using cities with airports which 

have head taxes 
Another impact of the head taxes is that major corporations and associations 

will, whenever jwssible, attempt to avoid cities with airports imposing such 
taxes. Associations and other organizations may well eliminate such cities as 
meeting and convention sites. As an example, a convention in Philadelphia for 
500 would involve an additional .$1,500 of financial burden. Unless eliminated, the 
effect of head taxes will be to restrain very Important nationwide business 
activities. 
(7) The impact of head taxes wilt reduce air travel between cities where rail 

service is competitive 
The unstable and generally unsatisfactory financial condition of the airline 

industry is well known. The Impact of the head taxes will reduce air travel be- 
tween cities .such as Boston/New York and lietween Philadelphia/Washington. 
D.C., where rail service Is eflScient and competitive. A similar effect will result 
at cities connected by close and effective rail transportation all over the country. 
In NPTA's view, it would l>e undesiral>le to permit local communities to harass 
the air traveler with a possible dampening effect on air passenger transportation 
at a time when the airline Industry is seeking to improve Its overall financial 
condition. 
(8) Head taxes could severely damage commuter airlines 

Short-haul commuter airlines .serve many so-called pair cities, that Is, cities 
which are close to one another and fairly well connected by land and air trans- 
portation routes. The average ticket cost for such couunuter airline services 
ranges, approximately, between .$.'C>-$40. Passengers on such airlines would prob- 
ably not be willing to add .$2 to $4 in taxes to these ticket cost.s. Again, the head 
tax will discourage the u.se of these types of airlines, due to the impact on the 
ticket costs involved. 
(9) Head taxes Kill discourage the location of corporations within states or 

cities which impose such taxes 
Head taxes. If permitted to continue and spread, will al.so obstruct and deter 

corporations from seeking new sites for regional oflSces or new plants. Trans- 
portation costs are carefully consideretl in the location of such facilities. The 
additional financial burden, inconvenience and linrassment, of these taxes will 
discourage companies from establishing facilities at head tax cities to the long 
term dl-sadvantage of those taxing localities. 
(tO) The taxing localities have recovered additional funds through increased 

taxes on private planes 
Some XPTA memt>er companies own and operate private planes. Within 

approximately the iMist year, there has l>een an increase in the federal tax on 
jet fuel from 4 to 7 cents per gallon. This source of additional federal revenue 
is also available to help local communities. 



139 

CONCLtrSION 

NPTA strongly supports prohibition of local head taxes because without such 
legislation, there will be no limit to the confusion, financial burdens, incon- 
venience, delay, and other handicaps imposed on the business air traveler by 
localities seeking to raise tax dollars. Tlie head tax unfairly penalizes the busi- 
ness air traveler and restricts his right of free travel, as well as that of the 
general public. In the long terra, the head tax will have a curtailing effect on 
Imsiness travel by air. NPTA strongly urges the Subcommittee and the Com- 
mittee to recommend prompt adoption of a firm and permanent ban on head taxes 
as in the best interest of an efficient and effective national air transportation 
system. 

I wish to express our thanks for the opportunity to present our views on this 
important subject. I thank yon for your consideration. 

Mr. ,TARM.\N. Thank you for a very irood statement, particularly 
your reference to the effects of the head tax on commuter air travel, 
which is injecting a new aspect of this problem. 

Mr. Kuykendall ? 
Mr. KtxTKENDALL. Yes. I wanted to particularly note that. Because 

at first, of course, you were talking about long-range travel and cor- 
porate e.xpense. which is fantastic, but percentagewise the commuter 
traveler—there we have had some honor stories in Allentown, Pa., for 
example, and Philadelphia. Our local airport manager was quoting 
that to me the other day. 

Mrs. Halenza, when we first set up the Airport-Airways Trust 
Fund, we pointedly stayed out of the area of terminal construction. 
And when we reworked the Airport-Airway Construction Fund for 
use of the FA A. we again avoided this use of trust fund moneys for 
terminal construction. 

Of course this left the nmways. the aprons, the safety systems, the 
airways, all this and safety. 

Now, in so doing we said: "Well, we will leave a local tax base 
for the local government to use." Obviously, at that time we did not 
have in mind the proliferation head taxes. 

If our trust fund actuarial figures are not accurate, and we need 
another half percent on the ticket, would you prefer this approach 
to the head tax? 

Mrs. H.M.KNz.\. You are talking about the 8 percent on the ticket? 
Mr. KuYKEND.vu.. I happen to be one who thinks there is slack for 

this in the trust fund now. But let's say there is not. Then do you pro- 
pose that we go ahead and adjust it there, instead of a head tax? 

Mrs. H.\LExz.\. Yes. My own personal opinion would be that it would 
be more acceptable and fair at that point only because of the danger 
and the fear that our association has in the head tax situation—that 
there is no control over it. It is not the same every place. The method 
of collection leaves a great deal to be desired. 

And I think if you were giving me an either/or, I would have to 
say that an addition on the tax at that point would seem to me to be 
a fairer and an easier thing to police. 

I fear the head tax for many other reasons. 
Mr. KuYKEND.\Li>. A little bit of a philosophical question here: you 

suggested of course that the local commimity might be defeating its 
own purpose. Is that not up to the local commimity? 

Mrs, HALENZA. I guess it is. 
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Mr. KuYKENDALL. I have marveled at some of their shortsijrhtednesa 
on this particular issue. I am glad you brought up the figures on what 
a convention would cost additionally in Philadelphia. 

Mrs. H.ALENZA. And the^ are losing the revenue from the 500 people 
who visit their city, in addition. 

Mr. KuYKENDALL. So you would urge here, that in conjunction with 
banning the head tax we make whatever adjustment is necessary in the 
percentages covered out of the trust fund to adjust equitably? 

Mrs. HALENZA. T would never urge you to raise taxes of any kind but 
you gave me an either/or situation. 

Mr. KxTYKENDALL. Well, you always have to be in an either/or 
situation, because actually these communities are spending this money 
for airport purposes—now, we are much distressed by some of them 
that are not spending for airport purposes. 

Mr. JAHMAN. Mr. Shoup. 
Mr. SiioiTP. You appear to be supporting prohibition of local head 

taxes. You realize that there are some 44 now  
Mrs. HALENZA. Forty-one is the last figure I had. It could be 44. 
Mr. SHOUP. It is 44 now. They move fast at the local level. Your 

recommendation is that we roll back, so that there will be no head 
taxes? Those in existence, you would recommend legislation to abolish 
those, too ? 

Now, I noticed that you addressed yourself to only one portion, this 
was the head tax matter. Does your organization have any feeling 
as to the use of trust funds, the sanctity of this trust fund, as to where 
it sliall 1)P used? I notice there is nothing in your statement that 
goes to that. 

Or, would you prefer just to comment on head taxes alone? 
Mrs. HALENZA. I may not have touched on it, but I believe in my 

statement we do recommend that an adjustment Ix; made in the ratio. 
Mr. SHOUP. If I may then ask you specifically—and if you prefer 

not to get into it, I hope you will just "take the fifth." With regard 
to such a thing as use for terminal improvement, the 8 percent whicli 
your people are paying, does your organization feel that this is a 
legitimate use, for terminal improvement ? At present it is not 
allowed. 

Mrs. HALENZA. T believe that is what we have said; yes, that that is 
where the money should come from for airport and airways 
improvement. 

Mr. Snoup. To clarify what I was asking: Some of the bills that 
wo have before us enlarge the permissible use of the tnist fund 
money.s—I can understand what you are saying about wliat presently 
is allowed, but one of the things it cannot be used for is for terminal 
improvement. 

Does your organizations then supi)ort the use of it on tlie same level 
as other facilities within an airport that are allowed now? Do you 
think this would \w n qualified use ? *• 

Mrs. HALENZA. I would think that would be a qualified use; ves. 
Mr. SHOUP. I was glad to hear you say this, because I do quite a 

bit of traveling myself and I can recall, and T do todav still recall, 
landing at airports in which you do not have tlie snorkol-type thing, 
the complaint of the traveler, the businessman, that he has to get out 
in the rain and walk on in. 



131 

And this is where, of course, some of this 8-percent money would be 
going. 

Mrs. H.vLENZA. Right. 
Mr. SHOUP. I liave no further questions, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. JARMAX. We appreciate very much your being with us, Mrs. 

Halenza and Mr. Caldwell. 
Mrs. HALENZA. Tliank you. 
Mr. JARMAN. Our next witness is Mr. Arthur J. Fallon, president 

of the American Association of Airport Executives, with offices here 
in Washington. 

STATEMENT OF ARTHUR J. FALLON, PRESIDENT-ELECT, AMERICAN 
ASSOCIATION OF AIRPORT EXECUTIVES; ACCOMPANIED BY F. 
RUSSELL HOYT, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT 

Mr. FAIXOX. Good morning. Mr. Cliairman. 
Mr. JARMAN. I understand you are accompanied by Mr. F. R. Hoyt. 

WTiat is Mr. Hoyt's position with the association i 
Mr. HoiT. ExecTitive vice president. 
Mr. FALLON. We appreciate this opportunity, Mr. Chairman and 

gentlemen, to present our views before the Subcommittee on Transpor- 
tation. I have been here in the past on other issues and iiave found this 
committee a very, very good committee foi- the airport operatoi? to 
work with and we appreciate your aid. 

Incidentally, Mr. Chairman, you promoted me to president 3 months 
before our annual meeting. I am only president-elect now and Mr. 
Hoyt is the executive vice president of the association. 

Mr. JARMAN. We are just assiuning that is a fait accompli. 
Mr. FALIX)N. We have within the memlbership of the American 

Association of Airport Executives, the professional manager of the 
Nation's airports, from the large terminal types to the smaller ones, 
with relatively low levels of airline service, as well as the managers 
for many of the airports which serve general aviation exclusively. I 
would attempt to present a broad consensus of the views of the mem- 
bership, ranging from large to small. I will limit myself to dealing 
with four of the main provisions of the projwsed amendments to the 
Airport and Airways Development Act. 

INCREASES IN THE FEDERAL SHARE OF ALLOWABLE PROJECT COSTS 

First, as to the increases in the Federal share of allocable project 
costs: We strongly endorse the provision which would increase the 
share to 75 percent for airjiort development projects. The .50-50 match- 
ing basis, which we have now, is a carryover f mm the old Federal aid 
to airports program, which relied Tipon appropriations from the gen- 
eral fund. The Federal portion now is derived from the trust fund, 
fed by charsres imposed upon the users. Consequently this trust f\md 
could and should supjxirt a liigher participation. The highway trust 
fund for many years, of course, has 6]ierated at a 90-10 ratio. 

Sponsors are experiencing increasing difficulty matching the present 
50-50 arrangement. The higher Federal share will ease this problem. 
It will encourage the needed expansion and improvement of the air- 
port system. In this connection it is important to remember that a 
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75-percent Federal participation does not mean that the sponsor will 
then only lie responsible for 25 percent of the funds needed for total 
airport development. Terminal area, most airport access, and many 
other important elements of the whole airport facility currently must 
be  KW-percent funded by the airport sponsor. 

I think we may have in our files—the Federal contribution as con- 
trasted to local contribution at terminal airports, but I think you will 
find, gentlemen, that it is a considerably lower fijarure that is generally 
i>elieved, because people, I think feel that 50 percent of tiie capital 
investment in airports has come from the Federal Government. And 
that figure, of course, is not so. It would be much closer to 10 percent, 
in my estimation. 

We did suffer an economic downturn. However, last year and for a 
quarter of the year before, the airline passenger traffic built up to 
the point where once again we are beginning to run into congestion 
at airports that have not been previously called congested airports. 
Improvements are required. 

The bills under consideration call for an increased percentage, up 
to 82 percent, for those items necessary to meet certification and se- 
curity requirements. We must strongly supjiort this feature. These 
requirements, of course, have been imposed by Federal law. We testi- 
fied previously that many airport managers have had and are still 
having serious problems in attempting to justify to the local taxpayers 
and the sponsors the significant expenditures necessitated bj' these 
programs. We find little justification in crash fire service or 8-foot 
perimeter fences, particularly at the lower activity airports. Neither 
past expeiience, probability, nor safety recommendations can support 
some of the requirements. Nonetheless, they are requirements and we 
are all attempting to meet them. 

As a determination has been made at the Federal level for such 
equipment and material, then we believe the Federal Government 
should bear a significant proportion of the cost. This is particularly 
true because capital costs, the only costs that this legislation deals with, 
are jnst the beginning. The leal issue is the recurring costs of opera- 
tions and manning. Even the smaller airports may be able to meet 
the one-time cost of, say, the purchase of a fire truck or the remodeling 
of the terminal corridor. It is the manpower requirements, the neces- 
sary firemen and policemen, on a double or round-the-clock basis daily, 
7 days a week, that send the airport expenses skyrocketing. 

Let me say ]iarenthetically to that, gentlemen, that using my own 
airport as an example, we will acquire, in order to meet the new 
Federal requirements, one additional piece of fire equipment. We 
have not taken bids, but I would estimate that would cost a little 
upward of $100,000 a year and we will hope and expect that we can 
secure Federal aid for that. Nonetheless, we will write that off. our 
share of it, over a period of years 

For manpower, we are now getting close to the $600.000-a-year level 
at an airport the size of Buffalo, purely and sim|)ly for the manpower 
and the crash fire i-cscue station. I mention that as a single example to 
illustrate the point that we are making hero, and that is that these 
increases in Federal aid, welcome though they are, do not solve our 
problem of operating airi>orts, but go far beyond the capital 
investment. 
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Not only will the airport operatinc^ posts increase because of the 
Federal certification requirements, ]>owever. we feel tliat inevitably, to 
carry out the inspection requirements, the various Federal require- 
ments, the Federal bureaucracy will, of course, continue to grow. 
The act reads that any airport serving air carriei-s certificated by the 
CAB must have a Federal certificate. The FA A is now processing ap- 
plications and issuing certificates to tiie .500 airports that receive 
scheduled air carrier service. But just last week this regulation took 
a giant step forward. Proposed rulemaking would extend the certifi- 
cation requirements to any airport that might, at some future date, 
receive an occasional or even one charter or nonsciieduled flight. In 
our opinion this is proliferation of a requirement tiiat perhaps was 
imnecessary in the first place. It will, of course, limit any charter or 
special flight to only those airports which have at some earlier date 
applied for and received a certificate. 

The fact of the matter is that at many airports there is no way 
that they are going to be able to apply for a certificate, because rhere 
is no way in which they are going to be able to meet their siiare of 
the costs required to secure the certificate. 

These rapidly increasing operating costs mean that any e.xcess 
of revenues over operating expenses, which often is the source of 
matching funds, vanishes, thus making it impossible for the airport 
to expand or improve its facilities. This isn't a theoretical generation 
but it is rather based on specific figures. We have attached to our 
statement an appendix wliich includes the summary and worksheets 
from the survey of a smaller air carrier and general aviation airports, 
the airports that serve the so-called small and nonhub communities. 
I will refer to this survey in more detail but I would ask that this 
appendix be included in the record. 

Mr. ADAMS [presiding]. Without objection the appendix referred 
to will be included in the record at the conclusion of your statement. 
[See p. nry.] 

Ml'. FALLON. Thank you. 
We are particularly pleased to note the committee's imderstanding 

of the dilemma that airports face with respe<t to purcliasin^ the 
required certification of security equipment. Tlie moment a higher 
participation is proposed the airport sponsors become reluctant to 
make purchases with only .50-percent Federal participation, when, 
by proctrastinating they could possibly leceive a slgnific^intly higlier 
percentage. The provision allowing the payment of a higher Federal 
share in any grant agreement entered into after May 10 or Septem- 
ber 28, 1971, for certification or security equipment, respectively, 
recognizes this fact. It will serve not to penalize those airports that 
are promptly acquiring the required equipment, and I believe most 
of us now are proceeding and relying and hoping that this particular 
section will be adopted. 

EXTENSIOX OP CONTRACT ACTHORmT 

The Airport, and Airways Development Act contains the 3-year 
contract authorization. This has proven to lie an excellent feature. 
It has permitted airport sponsors for the fii^st time to have some as- 
surance that Federal matching funds will be available for more than 
1 year. The previous 1-year off-again, on-again appropriation system 
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made intelligent airport, planning and development extremely difficult. 
The multiyear authorization expires at the end of fiscal year 1973. 
We hope that action will bo taken to extend this excellent provnsion 
of the act. Failure to continue the program beyond 1973 would, of 
course, cause a very serious disruption in the expansion and improve- 
ment of the Nation's airport system. 

LEVEL OF FITNDINO 

With respect to level of funding, the various bills under considera- 
tion diflfei- as to the annual airport authorization level. The present 
$280 million for airports we feel should be increased at least 2.5 per- 
cent to take care of the proposed increase in Federal participation 
from 50 to 75 percent. If we do the one and not the other this will 
simply mean that the same amount of money would go to fewer air- 
ports or would construct fewer facilities. We do not believe this is 
the intent of Congress. We see no reason to accumulate the fimds 
now that the income to the fund is, we think and belie\'e, exceeding 
the spending levels. 

PROHIBrnON  OF PASSENGER  SERVICE CHARGES 

We would urge the House to take no action that would prohibit the 
airport operating community from imposing reasonable charges on 
passengei"s, provided such charges are based on the cost of providing 
airport facilities and dedicated to defraying such costs. Airports need 
assistance in meeting their capital needs. They also must find ways of 
meeting their rapidly increasing operating costs. An increase in the 
Federal participation in ADAP is not necessarily an equal tradeoff 
with the head tax issue. To offer one and deny the other we believe 
would be establishing a new precedent. The highway trust fund is 
built up from user charges collected by the Federal Government, which 
in turn allocates money for capital highway expenditures at a 90-to-lO 
ratio. However, in order to operate and maintain the Interstate Sys- 
tem as well as build other highways additional user charges are im- 
posed by lower levels of government. 

As the airport operating plant increases to meet the growth of avia- 
tion, its operating costs will increase. Added to this normal growth 
in operating costs are those substantial increases brought about by 
the necessity of meeting the federally mandated certification and se- 
curity requirements. 

I mentioned earlier the survey conducted by AAAE concerned 
with the financial health of the smaller air carrier airports. These air- 
ports combine to make up a true airport svt?em. They total over 70 per- 
cent of all air carrier airports, yet they generate only Ifi percent of air- 
line passengers. In fact, 430 of the 500 airports receiving scheduled 
airline service are classified as "small" or "nonhubs." Recent figures 
submitted by these airports indicate that of the 130 nonhubs reporting, 
only 10 arc able to meet all their costs. 

In other words, over 93 percent of them are being subsidized in 
varying degrees by the local taxpayers. To make matters worse, the 
impact of increased operating costs due primarily to certification and 
security requirements will substantially increase the subsidy require- 
ment beginning this year. We are not" taking the position "that local 
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subsidy of the airport is unjustified. We cite these figures primarily 
to emphasize the fact that the great majority of airports do not 
meet their costs, are not able to pass many of their costs on to the 
airlines serving them, and tI»eri*foi-e must rely on local tax moneys. 

Ever-increasing demands on the tax dollar make it difficult for the 
airport-owning communities to increase airport subsidies. Therefore, 
there is a very real danger that airline service may disappear from 
the smaller and often isolated cities. This loss of service will not occur 
dramatically—all at once—hence making an impact that might call for 
national remedial action. Rather, it will occur as many of the lower- 
activity airports, one-by-one, find the "price" of staying in the airline 
system too high. The long-range impact on our national transportation 
system will be serious. 

This concludes our prepared text. I thank you for this opportunity 
to state our views. I shall be very pleased to answer questions. 

"We have cut down on the length of this statement purely and simply 
in the expectation that we may be able to produce answers for you 
if you have questions, rather than to try to cover them in the written 
statement. 

[Testimony resumes on p. 144.] 
[The attachment to Mr. Fallon's statement follows:] 

THE SMALLER Are CARRIER AIRPORTS: A FINANCIAL REPORT 

In January of 1973. AAAE surveyed the airjMirts with regard to their financial 
"health." The survey form was kept as simijle as possible consistent with gather- 
ing information on the amounts of money, over and above airport gen- 
erated revenues, required to meet operating costs and capital expenditures. A 
copy of the questionnaire is attached. 

The compilation of the financial data received was also kept as simple as 
possible. Returns were received from 60 of the larger airports serving general 
aviation exclusively : from 130 of the 3.50 non-hub' alrports^approximately 37% ; 
from .T8 of the 88 .small-hub' airiK)rts—approximately two-thirds. The remainder 
of the 500 airports served by certificated carriers—the large and medium hubs'— 
of which there are 62 or 12% of all air carrier airports—were not included. 

Ix)oking at the returns from the non-hub airports, we find that 64 of the 130 
have sufficient revenues to meet their operating costs; however only 19 re- 
port revenues sufficient to cover both operating and capital costs. This nineteen 
is reduced to only ten if allowances are made for the costs of services now fiir- 
nishe<l the airport by another public agency on a "no cost" ba.«is. For example, 
at some airports fulltime firemen and/or fuUtlme police are provided for ex- 
clusive use at the ainwrt with the cost thereof being absorbed by the community 
Rs a whole. This in effect indicates that 120 out of the 130 reporting are present- 
ly t>eing subsidized in varying degrees by their sponsors—that is, by the tax- 
payers of the governmental jurisdiction which owns and operates the airport. 
We might add that when the anticipated substantial costs of meeting the Fed- 
erally imposed security and certification requirements are considered, seven of 
the ten airports which are presently flnanciallv -self-sufficient will operate in 
the "red." 

As noted above, returns from 1.30 of the 3.'i0 non-hub airports were received. 
Based on past survey experience and a check of the individual returns, it is safe 
to assume that these 130 airports are primnrily the busier ones among the 3.50: 
hence the ones that generate more revenues. On this as.sumption, if only 19 of 
the 130 produce sufficient revenues to cover their expenses, then few if any of 
the unreported non-hub airports meet their expenses. 

The financial picture is a little better when the reports from the small hub 
airports are reviewed. Thirty-four of the 58 reporting—or 60%—meet their 
operating costs. However only IS manage to meet both operating costs and 
capital expenditures. Of these 18, nine of them receive significant amounts of 

' .Spe Rttnched U.S. Air Carrier Airportu sheet which carries an explanation of the hub 
claxslflcatlonii. 
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"free" services (firemen, police, maintenance men) from other public agencies 
for which they are not charged. If the anticipated costs of meeting Federal cer- 
tification and security standards are examined, we find that only six out of the 
58 small hub airports will be financially self-sufficient. 

U.S. AIB CARRIER AIRPORTB 

524 airports in the United States handle airlines on a regularly .scheduled basis. 
Of these 524 airports 464 or about 90% are classified as small or non hubs (see 
explanation below) because of the small number of air-Une passengers which 
travel through these airiwrts. Specifically the.se airports generate only 16 percent 
of the total number of airline passengers in the United States. (See note below) 

The tabulation below is presented to show that the great majority of air carrier 
airports have very low jwissenger traffic and consequently a low revenue potential 
in comparison with the large airports whicb are normally associates with the 
term "air carrier airixtrt." 

NOTE.—This total of 524 airports may be nearer 500 if the following airports 
are eliminated: those airports receiving limited seasonal sen-ice; those airports 
now receiving substitute scheduled commuter service. 

U.S. AIR CARRIER AIRPORTS 

Hub category 

Number of 
certified 

points by 
category 

Cumulative 
number 

Percent of 
certified 

points by 
category Cumulative 

Percent of 
total 

passenger 
enplanements 

by category Cumulative 

Large  
Medium  
Small  
Non   

g 
M 

3S0 

 so" 
IM 
524 

4.2 . 
7.3 

1E.0 
72.5 

65.3 . 
18.9 
9.1 
6.7 

11.5 
27.5 

100.0 

84.2 
93.3 

100.0 

According to PAA classification, a "hub" is a community (not just an airport) 
which receives certifie<l scheduled airline service. 

A metropolitan area which originates at least one percent of the total U.S. 
enplaned passengers is in the large hub categorj'; one which originates between 
0.5 and 1.0% of total enplanements i.s a medium hub; one which originates 
between 0.05 and 0.24% is a small hub; and a community boarding less than 
0.05% of total enplanements is classified as a non-hub. 
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Explanation of Column Headings: 

1) Code number of airports which filed returns. 
1. A to BB are airports without certificated airline service. 
2. 1 to 199 are non-hub* airports. 
3. 200 series are small huh airports. 

2) Total revenues received during the airport's last fiscal year. 

3a)  Lists the excess of operating costs over operating revenues, 
i.e. the eimount that the airport is "subsidized" by its 
sponsor to meet operating costs. 

3b)  Lists the amount of "subsidy" (over and above any that may 
be listed in 3a to cover operating costs) received from the 
sponsor to meet capital expenditures. 

4)  A check maric in this column indicates that the airport receive 
"subsidy" in the form of services from other pul^lic agencies 
for which it does not pay. These ccui vary from such costly 
services as full-time firemen or police to such services as 
snow removal and pavement maintenance. 

Sa)  Tiie estimated annual additional operating costs to meet the 
Federally imposed certification and security requirements. 

5b)  The estimated 2mnual additional capital outlays to meet cert- 
ification and  security.  (Note: There was some confusion 
in reporting on this itom as some airports correctly gave 
the annual cost of the equipment or other capital outlays, 
whereas other airports listed the total "one-time" cost of 
such outlays. 

6) A check mark in column indicates that although the airport 
is meeting both its operating and capital costs, the level 
of revenues will not be sufficient to cover the euiticipatei^ 
increased costs occasioned by certification or security. 

7) The number of scheduled flights per day (for those general 
aviation airports served by scheduled commuter airline). 

General:  All figures In columns 2 through 5b are in thousands 
of dollars. 
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U.S.   I 

3a 3b 5« 5b 

I li 26 17 K s 25 
2 2J9 4 T 50 50 
S 90 100 260 X 60 200 
4 41 $5 200 X 45 70 
5 155 45 160 X (0 120 
6 30i 25 75 
1 562 to 250 X 

t 97 25 22 X 

9 U 72 22 X 57 50 
It 5« 25 20 X 

n I?Z X 120 90 X 

ft «0 3J 60 X 55 225 
19 5S 145 60 X Its 25 
f4 t$ 345 73 X to ISO 
15 ii7 422 40 5 
U 59 6 2 10 45 
tJ 4(0 37 (5 X 110 210 
It 39 2 IS X 25 >5 
>9 232 (( 249 X 25 too 
f« 159 2 X . »2 1 
fl 7 94 « « Itl 51 
tt 20 64 X 9 5 
(3 25 141 X 69 90 
t4 J39 »S 30 • TO 

f5 16 St 4 X 6 IS 
ts 1345 500 X 

t1 45 f f 
U «72 229 94 29 t4 
«» 54 760 14 40 
50 500 272 X t 
9f 307 I7« 50( (5 
it (20 29 69 X 55 
39 MO 43 40 155 

94 90 14 X 20 50 
3$ 136 SI X 70 >S 
34 24i 47 X 151 177 
37 67 49 12S 6 14 
3f 44 50 79 62 256 
3* 55 37 23 X 39 (7 
40 142 J9 J27 50 100 
41 29 7 55 45 
41 to 30 X f 

4S tt 33 47 20 100 

44 1t4 16 ? X f f 

45 t1 It 5 X 95 5> 

46 41 39 10 
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U.S.   I 

la. lb Sa Sb 

*t 4t 95 f tt 6 
4t ISO f X to (0 
49 75 97 11 4 
5» 1t4 279 X 35 (to 
5t 6t Zi X 13 95 
5t 114 ? X 75 3i 
53 «5 f 20 
54 ti 222 173 X 3 25 
55 til f X 9 (7 
it 93 X 41 66 
$7 «2 St X 10 45 
5( 97 ;29 40 (50 
59 113 115 (25 IS 
60 43 94 17 60 
61 t1 71 40 ((4 
6t lit 139 X 60 25 
6i 91 (50 X 32 42 
64 5« • 

6S 34 (0 
66 160 (3 X 40 7 
67 335 400 3( 
6t 19 49 25 55 
»9 M9 (2< X 10 15 
7« i14 55 X 9 f 
71 177 19 X 14 (5 
7t 5«0 X 45 240 X 
7J 442 (35 225 X 
74 U1 (7 50 (5 
75 32 1 75 X «3 40 
76 73 27 4( X 30 (5 
77 24 9 ? 
7« 34 (4 X f 

79 63 (93 50 (( 
to 70 10 2«0 X (( 200 
<I 41 5 f X f 
tt 24 39 f (00 
ts 273 X 60 
04 31$ 2 1 50 100 
OS 197 91 129 16 341 
<« 29 25 T 
(7 20 It 4 
II 329 15 110 40 225 
19 29 22 33 (0 
90 41 f X 7 i 
91 in X 25 25 
9f 241 50 • 

93-I3e O • 73 . 10 
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U.S. 

id 3b 5.". 56 

93 29S 4« 300 X 

94 /7A 10 4i1 it US 
95 91 125 X 60 75 
9« U4 J7 X 11 5 
97 169 S X 25 34 
91 607 f X 71 37 X 
99 Hi 21 t 
109 39 X 20 X 
)«l m 7» 59 X 
102 Ui f 4 14 X 
f«3 414 100 50 X ISO >4S 
194 6i 16 4 X f 
105 50 S« X 7 5 
106 47 61 X 12 
101 619 251 166 153 7S 
lot 319 104 X 55 )25 
109 S 2 16 r 
110 11 ? X 10 150 X 
111 M9 ? f X 73 f X 
lit SO 59 X 4 24 
113 79 « X i C5 
114 ;o 5 f X f 
IIS 164 (2 X 12 2 
lit 53 5 ? X «« 
111 72 X 14 1$ X 

lit 70 21 f X 2f 170 
119 2)3 X T 
120 4 S 3 
1i1 57 i 35 X 20 
122 Itl f • 25 to 
123 177 44 45 ut 
124 22 (7 ? 17 It 
125 Mi 70 t 25 
I2< t 34 44 
127 t 104 
124 iO U 50 X 75 
129 no t40 X 110 

50 75 
275 X 115 145 
224 100 J25 
320 X 42 • 
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Ja 3b 5a 5b 

tts 401 r 60 X 
t9t 5f5 )20 175 
tor NO 140 so f 

f«i U1 X )0) 10 
»9 352 3S2 X )) 
tit 105 X 250 10 
tu 110 )50 75 
tit lOI 444 )0 35 
fI3 X 90 )50 
tu 116 60 J75 
t15 «7f X 25 )0 
tu tu 49t X 40 )5 
tu 6)9 50 300 
tu )22 X 30 60 
tu ilt4 110 s 50 100 
tt« 5f« 60 300 
ttl 530 f 

ttt I3S9 200 y X 
tts Z«77 no 40 
tt4 IZI4 225 )0 
its 1573 254 250 
ttt too )25 450 
lt7 90 X 90 )20 
tu 52i 45 10 
tt9 90 200 70 )50 
{50 HI X 100 70 
tsi 102 X 35 50 
tit X 100 Hi 
»5 ?n 100 X 249 41i 
»4 1)4 )00 60 
tss ? r 
t$6 X SO 10 X 

M7 9( 20 14 
tst r )5 )5 X 

t39 X 250 )0 X 

140 X 75 )2 
t41 1159 X 90 9) X 

t4t )20 )5 X 

t*3 3<4« 250 r X 

t44 u 200 so 
245 X 52 73 X 

t4t 45 55 
t47 1279 (4 36 10 
141 JO f 36 25 
249 350 C  t\ 

«KA « « A 
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III. S.   5 

3a 3b 5o 5b 

251 1255 240 440 1 ? 
tit (142 243 7 
253 330 4) X UO 17 
254 277 ? 

255 781 343 X 
256 247 9 230 90 
257 770 X 140 to 

So. 3b 

A 77 2 X 7 
B 24 f f 
C 3>6 45 f 
P SO 22 X 
E 146 500 
F 144 1035 
6 312 
«i 2 
I 504 202 
J f J72 62 f 

K 44 50 
t J22 59 
U 19 50 2 
N I 5 X 
0 960 (40 25 
P 2 
e 3> 69 X 5 
R 31 45 5 
S 44 {(4 X 
7 29 65 X 
U 2«4 
V IM 
U 23 44 X 2 
X 57 260 62 
y 347 X 
z 67 X 
AA 264 I4( X 
AB 219 64 
AC 175 36 
AP 326 (50 
AE «3 f ? 

1       AF ISrtrt 
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3a 

U.S.   6 

Ah n 3 132 
AI li 10 412 
AJ 37 6 11 
AK ZI 12 X 
At 27 13 
AN 37 t 
AN 1043 «5 15 
M 394 I74S « 
AP 262 X t 
*<i jsr X 
AR I5i t 
AS M6 6 10 40 
AT 250 f 
AU 30 4 60 
Aif 902 
AU 312 
AX 1300 
AV A-'O 

AZ iO i6 98 X < 
8A to 19 X 
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Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Kuykendall ? 
Mr. KuTKEXDALL. Wclcome down from Niagara. Are you having 

one of these warm wintei-s up there, too ? 
Mr. FALIX)N. We had 12 inches of snow yesterday. 
Mr. KUYKENDALL. That fits in. We have had 12 inches of rain 

recently, I think. 
We have one airport, that is goinjj to have problems—(^hattanoopa. 

By the way, they have a head tax. 
You are suggesting an increase of 50 to 75, similar to the bill that 

was vetoed last year, of course. 
Mr. FALLOX. Yes, sir. 
Mr. KuTKENDALL. You may or may not have noticed this partic- 

ular provision. When the Senate passed the bill they made the 75 
percent mandatorj'. The compromise version that came out of con- 
ference had an option. Are you of the opinion that this discretion 
should be given to the Secretary in order to make the money go fur- 
ther ? Allow 75 but make 50 mandatory ? 

Mr. FALIX>X. My natural caution would indicate that that would 
not be a desirable provision. I can see an awful lot of backbiting going 
on between airport opemtors. 

In one instance, 75 is given and in another instance 50 percent is 
given, possibly for gowl reasons in the opinion of whoe\er made the 
determination, but certainlv not good reasons in the o])inion of the 
local people. I think we wou^d be headed foi- trouble unless, along with 
it, were some pretty definitive methods of deterniining when it should 
be 50, when 60. when 65. et cetera. 

Mr. KUYKEXDALL. Well, we are really torn here. Of course we don't 
spend much of our time worrying about the Secretary l)eing caught 
in a crossfire. That is the reason he is Secretary, to take care of those 
crossfires. 

But we look for every chance we can to get more worth out of the 
dollar, and this would be one of the reasons we would cx)nsider this. 

You spoke a while ago about the figures in the legislation as author- 
izations. I^t me suggest you go back and reexamine. Those are not 
authorizations; those are minimums. An authorization is a maximum. 

Mr. FALLON. I understand. 
Mr. KUYKEXDALL. YOU see. this trust fund does not have to go 

through the Appropriations Committee. And I think we made a 
serious mistake in putting that figure in as a minimum, because it 
has been treated as a maximum ever since. 

Mr. FALM)X. AS I recall, this committee considered that matter 
about a year ago. 

Mr. KUYKEXDALL. We intended it to be a minimum, and it has been 
a maximum ever since. And I am afraid that the 0MB and the 
Department have taken this figure and treated it as an .Appropria- 
tions Committee maximum. 

Mr. FALLOX. We think so too, sir. 
Mr. KuYiCEXDALL. Well, finally they have come up to and are spend- 

ing this total amount but they still treat it as an exact amount 
Even though they have full authority imder the law to spend the full 
income of the fund. 
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Oh, you mentioned some figures a while ago about the total cost 
of running an airport. Could you get those for us for the record? 

Mr. FALLON. I would be happy to. 
Mr. KxjTKENDALL. I ask unanimous consent that they be included 

in the record. 
Mr. FALLON. Of course you realize they will vary from airport to 

airport throughout the whole system. 
Mr. KuYKENDAix. We would like to have a mean across the country. 

And certainly everything varies. 
Mr. FALLON. DO you have a mean ? 
Mr. HoYT. In the total operating cost, for instance ? No mean, but 

we could do that verj' easily. We have the results from probably 200- 
some-odd airports out of the 500. 

Mr. KtTYKENDALL. We do not know what it costs to totally run an 
airport. I saw the figure the other day of the amount of paper the 
airlines are on, by the use of their leases as mortgage collateral and 
it is something like $15 billion. That is a lot of money and this is one 
of the reasons, when we started talking about on the safety equipment, 
mandating you people to go get some more money out of the airlines— 
I began to worry a little bit about their financial situation. And I 
didn^t like that way of making you get the money anyway. 

Mr. FALLON. We could probably do that, sir, by groups of airports. 
It is the only way it would be meaningful. In other words, to take 
medium hubs, small hubs, or large. But to throw them all into a box 
you really would not know very much on an average basis. 

But if there were groupings and I think Mr. Hoyt may be able to 
provide information to the committee. 

Mr. ADAMS. You want median costs of operating? Is that it? 
All right. Without objection this will be included in the record. 
Mr. HoYT. I guess the average would be all right. I would caution: 

unfortunately, each airport is a little different. Now, sometimes they 
get revenue from extremely extraneous sources, like a tree farm. 

Mr. FALLON. Yes, we are talking about operating costs. 
Mr. KuYKENDALL. We know what it costs to operate the airway 

system and we know generally what it costs to build a runway by the 
square yard, but the cost of totally keeping up the firefighting equip- 
ment at a terminal is another question. 

The cost of the outside fences around the perimeter—we are not 
familiar with that and the patrolling and all that. 

Mr. FALLON. I will say that in an airport the size of Buffalo, if you 
take the total cost of the security force, which would be not just the 
crash fire rescue unit, but the traffic officers, the armed guards that 
we have-—I haven't lun a figure off. but I would warrant that that 
probably is at least 50 percent of the total cost of operating the entire 
airport. 

And that percentage has increased tremendously with each new 
rex|uirement. It has become a situation now where the manpower at a 
medium-hub airport has literally doubled because of some of these 
requirements. 
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[The following table was received for the record:] 

AIRPORT OPERATING COSTS BASED ON A SURVEY CONDUCTED BY THE AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF AIRPORT 
EXECUTIVES IN JANUARY OF 1973 

Estimated additional costs to 
Nunibtr Annual oparatini costs meat sacurity and certification 

Total  Reporting       Average I4igli Low    Average High I.0W 

Air carrier airports 
serving: 

Large hubs  22 16 t6,277.06S JU. 046.000 $2,365,100 $982,070 (3,487.000 J2SO.0O0 
Medium hubs  38 29 2.100.790 3,630.000 662.000 334,018 2,500.000 31.000 
Small hubs  88 59 630,150 3.496,420 114.359 96,617 250,500 10.100 
Nonhubs  350 124 167,283 1,061,000 19,675 57,377 300,600 5,000 

NOTES 

These figures represent only the costs of airport operation and maintenance. They do not include capital expenditures 
or debt service and similar costs. 

As the impact of these requirements will be felt beginning in 1973. these figures represent the added (over and above 
those shown under Annual Operating Costs) operating costs which airports estimate will be required to comply with both 
security and certification requirements. 

Mr. KTTYKENDALL. I know you were briefing parts of your statement. 
Do you, anywhere in your statement, make a flat statement concern- 
ing the heati tax, as to your opinion on its prohibition ? Are you against 
i t on a t ra deoff basis ? 

Mr. FALI>ON. It is difficult, again, to speak for some 400 managers 
of airports. I will try to synthesize what I think is the general feel- 
ing, possibly influenced by my own feeling. 

The so-called head tax, w'liich for many years in Europe has been 
called the passenger service charge, is another method of collecting 
from the user for the use of the airport. In a sense there is nothing im- 
moral or indecent about it. 

I don't understand why, if it is used properly, there is anything dif- 
ferent from the passenger service charge and the landing fee. Ijanding 
fees vary from airport to airport. It is the misuse of the passenger serv- 
ice charge or the head tax that I think should be questioned. 

As I recall reading tiie decision of tiie Supreme Court, they may 
have had many conditions but I think basically there were two things 
that they said. One thing was that the charge should be reasonable. It 
should not be out of relationship to the cost of operating the airports. 

And second, I believe it was their thought that it should be a means 
of i-aising revenue to defray the cost of operating the airix)rt. 

Mr. KuYKKNDALL. Are you not of the opinion that both of these pro- 
visions have been rather seriously violated already ? 

Mr. FALLON. I wish I could answer that ouestlon because I honestly 
don't know. I have a suspicion that this may oe; yes. 

Mr. KuTKENDALL. One mayor has publicly stated that he had. And 
it is for use outside. 

Mr. FALLON. Yes. 
Mr. KTTYKENDALL. One mayor has stood up and said it. 
Mr. FALLON. Correct. 
Mr. KLTYKENDALL. SO there really is not much argument about the 

one mayor we are talking about; he said so. 
Mr. FALLON. And I tiiink in many other cases that is not so. In 

other words, I think in many cases it has been a necessary charge to 
relieve the burden on the local community because of his inability, for 
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example, to increase landing fees, because of the necessity to produce 
debt service on borrowings. 

And again what I am saying is that I don't think in and of itself, 
theie is any reason to prohibit it. But most certainly I see no reason, 
either, why it should not be regulated, why it should not be subject to 
reasonable regulations, which to me is a completely different thing 
from trying to eliminate it completely. 

Hecause I don't think it is necessarily bad and I don't believe tliat 
the Congress should prohibit local communities from doing something 
that may be good or bad. depending on how they do it; although I 
certainly recognize that the Congress may well decide that there are 
many misuses and that it should be regulated. 

I am trying, as I say. to give you tlie feeling, not just of myself, 
but of the airport nianagi'rs as I think they feel about it. Tiiey would 
not like to be deprived of something that they feel is not necessarily 
•wrong. 

Mr. KiTTKEND.XLL. TheiB does not seem to be any disagreement that 
the field of interstate commerce is a proper place for the Federal Gov- 
ernment. That is written flatly in the Constitiition. 

I tiiink the court decision, in using terms like "reasonableness" and 
using terms which said in essence, "As long as the money is used to 
promote interstate commerce," is it a pix)per thing." 

But, you SCO, what you just invited us to do is to get into a big con- 
test, between the guideline writers and the local guideline writer 
breakei-s. Right? 

Mr. FAMX)X. Yes; T really tiiink so. 
MJ-. KUYKEXDAIX. .Vnd those always end up in interesting contests. 
Mr. FAIXON. Yes; I tiiink so. 
Mr. KuYKEXDALi.. So we are questioning here, because tiiis commit- 

tee, by its nanio. lias a rigiit to be in tiiis business—we are questioning 
whether or not it is more orderly intcretate commerce to include 
these functions in the trust fund, even adjusted, if necessary—I don't 
tiiink it is necessary, but if it is, to adjust it to cover this field. But I 
see no possibility for it to be anything other than a bag of worms. 

There lias never been a case of a mayor standing up and announc- 
ing tiiat he was going to divert all of tiiese millions of dollars from 
landing fees. It just lias not worked tiiat way. I think this coniniittee 
has a right to regulate landing fees if they want to. 

However, we do not iiavc a right to |)rohibit head taxes on intrastate 
flights, really; have we i That famous Philadelphia-Allentown flight— 
we could not prevent a head tax on that if we wanted to, because it is 
intrastate. 

But I am sure it will all l)e in one package wlien it happens. 
Mr. FAI,UIX. NO doubt. 
Mr. KuYKEXDArx. So I think you will find practically all of the 

members of this committee, in agreement that we want to leave as 
much leeway in your hands as is humanly possible. But we also want 
to avoid trying to write guidelines. 

See, the Supreme Court thought they wrote them. 
Mr. FALLON. They may have, but I think that has to be tested in 

court. 
Mr. KuYKEXDAi,!,. That is right, but you sec for instance, they said 

you cannot collect head taxes in excess of the cost of the operation. 
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That means they could collect head taxes to cover the cost of the en- 
tire airport, anc! divert tliat money tliat the city was putting into the 
airport somewhere else. 

So what have you gained by that ? Absolutely nothing. 
Philosophically, letting you run your own show is very much my 

way of thinking, but we have already gotten into this business of try- 
ing to draw guidelines. "We have already ^ten into this business of 
the Supreme Court putting down some guidelines and they are being 
violated already, flagrantly. 

We do not want to go through this act 2 years from now. We had 
to do the trust fund twice. We do not want to do this twice. 

Thank you, Mr. Chainnan. 
Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Shoup. 
Mr. SHorr. Mr. Fallon, are you familiar with the testimony we have 

had before, specifically that of the Department of Transportation, on 
this matter? 

Mr. FALLOX. I believe I have read a summary of it. 
Mr. SHOTTP. There is one point there which your statement is 180 

degrees fi-om, concerning the needs that are being met, tlie fact that 
there are sufficient local matching funds. Their contention is that tliere 
is sufficient matching funds, that the development of airports is not 
being slowed down by any appreciable means because there are not 
sufficient matching funds on the local level. 

As I understand your position here, it is that this is one problem 
that is holding back necessary improvement. 

Mr. FALLON. I think that would be one problem that would be hard 
to support. 

Mr. SHOUP. Which would be hard to support? 
Mr. FAIJXJN. It would be hard to support the DOT's statement. I 

think one of the problems we always face when we get into this ques- 
tion is, purely and simply: How many projects have lx>en moved for- 
ward, let's say, into the contract stage, and how many contracts are 
purely prospective? 

There, may be many applicants for grants who hope that they will be 
able to profluce the local matching funds. 

Mr. SHOIT. Has your association come up with any figures in this 
line of saying, "We need more money because there are so many 
projects that have not been funded, have not come into actuality" ? Do 
you have the.se figures? 

Mr. HoYT. Xot directly, sir. In this latest questionnaire that we put 
out we found the amount of the subsidy that the local community had 
to give to the airport for their operating costs and their capital costs. 
Beyond that we have not come up with any figures on how many 
projects did not bear fniition because of lack of matching fimds. 

I have many letters from people but  
Mr. Sirorr. I am inclined to agree with vou and I have been trying 

to find some figures other than just allegatfons by the diflFerent groups 
that, "Yes, we need more money." "But we don't have the local match- 
ing funds." But nothing concrete; no specifics which we can look at 

Mr. FALLON'. WC have specific examples. 
Mr. SHOTTP. But you have nothing for the. say, 530 airports we are 

referring to that are affected. You have nothing along that line? 
Mr. FALLON. NO. 
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Mr. SHOUP. Another statement by the Department of Transporta- 
tion that I would like to have your reaction on: they stated in their 
opposition to the portion of the bill that would allow participation 
of the Federal Government in local terminal construction—they said 
it is not necessary because terminals are a very lucrative business. 

Would you care to comment on that ? 
Mr. FAIXON. I would love to address myself to that, sir, because I 

have just finished an experience in Buffalo of being forced—when I say 
"being forced"—the traffic requirements were such that we had to build 
a second terminal and we are right now in the process of expanding the 
old terminal, having opened up the second one. 

And when I left there this morning, I noticed that the new parking 
lot was full, which may be fine from a revenue standpoint, but when 
I got into the terminal building I found also that the terminal build- 
ing was full. And that is not fine, because with substantial investment 
in a new building and with great increases in the public areas of the 
older building, I think we are going to be severely limited in our ability 
to raise revenues to support these enlargements. 

Mr. SHOTJP. You are referring to operating costs. They are not self- 
supporting? 

Mr. FALLON. I am referring to two things. I am referring to operat- 
ing costs and I am also saying that the crowded conditions immediately 
require additional capital investment, which requires debt service. And 
the rental rates can go up and do go on. But I think we are pretty close 
to a limit as to how far up we can go. 

Now, I do think that in a normal orderly growth and with good plan- 
ning the problem .should not be as severe as has been. The difficulty is 
that we have not had a normal, orderly giowth; we had a very rapid 
growth. Then we had a decrease. Now we seem to be back into a rapid 
growth again. And I do believe that ii\ many of the airports the ter- 
minal revenues can support the debt service, and the operating costs, 
and so on. 

But I believe in many other airports that is not going to be 
true. It is particularly not going to be true if we are rapidly doing what 
I am doing in Buffalo, and that is expanding old facilities with full 
knowledge that, having spent the money, within 10 years inevitably 
I am going to have to do something else, either a new terminal area, 
new airport or something. 

And I do not think wo can continue to do this sort of thing. Yet a 
lot of it is going into what I will call jmblic areas. The total expendi- 
ture we are making now is purely and simply to expand the circulation 
areas in the building because they are overciowded. 

I give this to you as an example and I do not want to go on at length 
but I do think the situation is certainly a very variable one, and I 
think at many airports it can be justified as an investment of Federal 
funds. 

I also l>elievo in many airports it probably cannot be. I Mieve these 
things would be discretionary, in any event, as to whether a grant 
was made or not made. 

Mr. SHOVP. Mr. Fallon, moving to another area; you, of course, 
are endorsing the increased matching funds and the enlargement of 
the eligible projects for the use of ADAP funds. This is for capital 
construction ? 
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Mr. FALLON. That is riprht. 
Mr. SHOTTP. YOU are also recommending that the local communities 

lie allowed to assess head taxes or he allowed to raise money to meet 
operating costs. Specifically, operating costs. They do have a prob- 
lem. I think we recognize that. 

If this Congress sees fit to ban head taxes, would you have any other 
source of funds that you would suggest? I am fishing for this particu- 
lar thing: would you recommend, if jou were denied the use of head 
taxes, that ADAP funds, part of the 8-percent tax, lie used to sub- 
sidize oi)erating costs of airports ? 

Mr. FALLON. I think it is a very interesting idea, but I wonder wheth- 
er we would want to recommend that that be done, because I am afraid 
we would be convinced within our own organization that maybe we 
would not succeed in that recommendation. 

I do have a little familiarity with what is going on in the transit 
business and I am aware of the great debate that is going on on this 
very question and I am afraid that we might find ourselves in a situa- 
tion that the debate went on while we slowly died. And I would hate 
to see us put in that situation, purely and simply hoping that such a 
contribution could be made, when again, to repeat what I said before: 
I see nothing particularly wrong or wrong at all with a passenger serv- 
ice charge if it is used properly and used as it shoidd be. 

So, I would siu' we would prefer that solution. 
Mr. SHOUP. YOU were saying that vou would recommend some con- 

trol on this passenger service charge. Would you recommend a standard 
charge ? 

Mr. FALLON. A standard charge to me does not really make sense. In 
BuflFalo, I might need a 25-cent charge to cover revenues that I can't 
cover out of landing fees and concession revenues. And in Rochester 
they may mean 10 cents or a dollar. I don't quite see how you could 
standardize the charge. 

Mr. SHOUP. HOW would you then propose to regulate it, if you aren't 
going to standardize it ? 

Mr. FALLON. I think purely and .simply on the question of whether 
the charge is devoted to the use of the airport rather than taken off 
and siphoned away for some other use. 

Mr. SHOUP. Having spent some years in loc^l government, I can tell 
you that you can put any tyjie of restriction like that you want on it 
and it will have no meaning whatsoever. 

Mr. FALFXJN. ITnless it were policed by agents. 
Mr. SHOUP. I mean legally done. I think you are familiar with that. 

You are in the business. You know how to get around that particular. 
Mr. FALIXIN. Not necessarily. 
Mr. KuYKENDALL. I have a question that I think you might want 

to consider. In the line of regulating head taxes, what would you 
think about these two provisions on head taxes: No. 1, that the head 
tax must be a percentage and not a set figure; No. 2. that it must be 
on enplaning passengers only, to their first destination; and that they 
must be used for airport, purposes only? 

Of course, now you know, this restriction on its use is so easy to 
get around. All in the world you have to do is to raise your tax, use 
it all there, and reduce the appropriations the city council gives the 
airport. 
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But what do you think about the idea of making a flat percentage 
on head taxes. 

Mr. FAI.LOX. T^et me see if I can sort these out. The first one would 
be. I think, that there is nothing wrong witli limiting tlie application 
of it to enplaning passengers. I tiiink purely and simply for-efficiency, 
that would be a much, much superior method. 

Second, as to the question of misuse, we have discussed it. I presume 
we could, if wo chose to do so. misuse in some cases the landing fee in 
the same manner. 

Mr. Kt'YKEND.ALL. The worst complaint that you have about head 
taxes is the percentage injustice. And it is a gross percentage injustice, 
because of its flat figure. What about a percentage head tax instead 
of a flat head tax? 

Mr. FAI.LOX. It entii-ely, in my humble opinion, depends on what 
the purpose of the charge is. If—and this was the case when the charge 
was initiated in many of the European countries—if the purpose of 
the charge was to be devoted to the maintenance, use and support of 
the passenger terminal area, which was the case when it was first 
started, then it is entirely unreasonable to make it a percentage of 
the ticket, for the simple reason that the use that a passenger gets, 
the number of visitors he brings to the airport, are not related what- 
soever to whether he takes a trip of 100 miles or 500 miles should 
contribute more to the maintenance of a tei-minal building than the 
man who makes a 100-milc trip. 

Mr. Kt"i"KENDALL. Lookiug at it from the passenger viewpoint, 
does not that passenger consider, from the time he turns off and picks 
up his little ticket at your parking lot, until he gets into that taxi at 
the other end—that the trip is all one package. He knows less and 
cares less about what your problems are. 

Mr. FALLOX. This is true. 
Mr. Ki'YKENDArx. All right; you are trying to be logical and just 

from your point of view, not the passenger's point of view. 
Mr. FALLON. Possibly. 
Mr. KuTKEXDALL. Evcu his pai'king ticket is generally based on 

how long his flight is, or at least how long he is away. But he considers 
every bit of that service is a package, and he wants to pay for it on 
that basis. 

Mr. FALLOX. I tried to answer your question  
Mr. KuYKEXDALL. You did answer it from the point of view of the 

airport operator looking at it on a use basis. But does not the pas-senger 
consider all this a package? 

Mr. FALLOX. Oh, I am absolutely sure that from the passenger's 
standpoint he does and equally sure from our standpoint that if it 
were a true cost allocation situation it would not be a percentage but a 
flat fee. And frankly, T don't know how you settle those debates. 

I suppose maybe in the final analysis you were better off to go with 
the traveling public and do what they want. 

, Mr. KuYKEXDALL. The widest and most general complaint is the 
injustice on the small hauler. 

Mr. Snoxjp. ^Ir. Chairman ? 
Mr. Fallon, I have one otlier thing I would like to cover. 
In the additional material that you are putting in the record you 

do show the losses that were incurred by airports over their operating 
costs. 
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Mr. FALLOX. I will ask Mr. Hovt to address himself to that, if you 
don't mind. 

Mr. SHOUP. I think it is quite alarminjr. but T am wondering if we 
saw the amount of profits where you liave dashes would we be equally 
impressed witli the profits some airports are making ? 

Air. HoYT. Yes, sir. But I think if you carry that through, you will 
find  

Mr. SHOUP. Take No. 2. $219,000. You show they did not haye a 
deficit. And oyer in column H. tliough, if they meet all the require- 
ments they won't haye to spend adclitional money, but they still will 
be able to meet the additional requirements without any loss of money 
or any subsidization. 

Mr. Ho-iT. For instance, in the nonhub airports which I mentioned 
before, the 130, 10 of them wovild end up being financially self-suffi- 
cient. Of those 10 I could find the figures as to how much they would 
exceed it. Is that your question, sir ? 

Mr. SHOUP. I was merely asking, are there as many above the line 
of profitmaking as those showing a loss? Are we talking of manage- 
ment in these losses ? 

Mr. HoTT. "Well, I suppose that managerial expertise has some 
bearing on it. Howeyer, it is often tlie airport itself. Surplus airports 
have all of this real estate, in which they get revenue from completely 
nonaviation sources, which goes to assist in the overall development; 
whei-eas another airport might only be just big enough to accommodate 
his operations. 

Mr. SHOFP. Then the figures you gave us here, are interesting, but 
we must take them with a grain of salt because they are really not 
valid in saying that the ojjeration itself of an airport is not economical. 
It depends upon what resources you have. 

Mr. FALLON. The preponderance, if T may, is strongly indicating 
contra, that it is not a profitable enterprise. There are airports, whether 
management or what, good fortune in many cases, surplus acquisitions, 
that have made it. 

Mr. SHOUI'. I have one further question here. On your last page 
WS-8A0, the airports you designated "AO," on the last page  

Mr. HoYT. That is general aviation, serving general aviation 
exclusively. 

Mr. SHOUP. Yes. Without certificated airline service. They have a 
total revenue of $.394,000, and they must subsidize it by an amount of 
$1,748,000. This certainly has to be some type of a si>ecial operation. 

Mr. HoYT. "Well. I could go back and get that, sir. I do not have 
the individual statements from there. I mean, I have them in the 
office but I don't have them with me. That particular airport I could 
identify. 

Mr. SHOUP. I suppose my point in looking at all of this is that I 
can agree generally with your statement that it is not a profitable 
business. But there is so much \ariance in this I wonder about the 
validity of all the statements, whether we can't consider that. 

Mr. HoYT. "Well, excuse me. I think we have to take it in three 
steps. 

First, you look at whether they can meet their operating costs. 
Many of them can. 
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Then you step one step fiirtlier; can they meet their operating: costs 
plus their indebtedness for their capital improvements^ That is step 
No. 2. 

When you get to that step you have very few airports. 
Then you take it one step furtlier. as we did in column 6. This 

year's operating costs will he substantially over last year's. And this 
was taken last year. Because of the two, the security and the certifica- 
tion, that will make substantial increases in their operating costs. 

So, when you take it the third step, then you end up, according to 
our figures, with only 10 airports that will be able to hack it financially 
this year. 

Mr. FALLON. Out of  
Mr. HoTT. Out of 130. 
Mr. Snorr. All right. Thank you. I have no further questions. 
Mr. ADAMS. Gentlemen, do you think there is a local obligation to 

maintain a local airport ? And if they don't need it, we just ought to let 
it go. 

Mr. FALLON. I think that has to be answered by each community in 
its own good conscience. I certainly would not impose that obligation 
on any community. Certainly it becomes a matter of choice when it 
becomes a matter of the taxpayers' pocketbooks. 

But, by the sjime token I do feel that we have possibly an overrid- 
ing situation, which is that we do need a national airport system, 
regardless of what one or another local community might decide in 
its own good conscience it can possibly support. 

Mr. ADAMS. If we allow the head tax and it applies throughout the 
entire country, doesn't it act as a direct burden on any connecting 
point? 

Mr. FALLON. I would say, of course, in line with what I said Ijefore: 
no more than any other charge, as long as the charge is reasonable and 
as long as the charge goes to the support of the airport. 

Mr. ADAMS. I am talking alx)ut the fact that the whole country was 
set up to establish an internal market, in which the States would not 
burden the commerce between the States by charges on people who have 
no oi-igination or other connection with tlie State other than the fact 
that they are trying to use tlie transportation system. 

For example: Ijct's take Chicago or T^os Angeles or Philadelphia or 
any of the major airports. If they charge on passengers going through 
that airport, these are pa.ssengers who neither originate there nor do 
anything else there, other than try to travel throughout the country. 
It is almost like a tariff. 

Do you think we ought to allow that to continue ? 
Mr. FALLON. One of the things I believe you referred to. sir, was 

the strong possibility or consideration that the charge would be placed 
on enplaned passengers at the point of origination. 

Mr. ADAMS. He said just enplaning passengers. If we go to the mat- 
ter of origination and go to your small airports which you discuss 
as to where the problem is. looking at your own ciuvrt the amount of 
enplaning passenger's that you have on the conmieicial airlines—will 
you even meet your collection costs at $1 apiece or at 75 cents apiece, as 
a ticketi ng charge ? 

AS I look at some of these, you have 13 flights originating a day, 7 
originating a day and yet we found when the airlines wanted to cut 
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service into these points so that there would be less service, there was 
a tremendous coinniunity reaction against it. 

Mr. FALLON. Not al ways the same people, of course. 
Mr. ADAMS. Wliat I am trying to get at is: to maintain a national 

system we have placed a tax on everybody tliat is using tlie sjstem 
and are trying to divide it back out to everyone. 

One of the bases of this committee's doing tliat was to make a 
national system. And frankly, some of us are ver^- unhappy about the 
fact of having done tliis. Now we find the airports coming back 
in to lay another charge on top on a flat charge. And you have in- 
dicated you see nothing unfair about this. 

What I am saying is: siiould we then drop the passenger percentage 
costs that we were putting on everj- ticket and let each one of you raise 
your own revenues and go back to where we were? 

Mr. FALLOX. I remembci- 2 or 3 yeare ago when we literally espoused 
that position but circumstances have carried us way bej'ond that. 

Mr. ADAMS. Tliat would still be your position ? 
Mr. FALLOX. I, of coui'so, can't answer that at the moment. A lot 

of watei' has gone over the bridge. But I do recall that the airport 
testimony when we weie considei-ing some of this, was very strongly in 
favor of that type of tiling. 

Tiie fact of the matter is that I think there is a general tendency to 
mix up two very, very different situations. My own personal opinion, 
if 1 can insert it once again, is that the ADAP bill is the greatest thing 
that has happened to us in tlie 30 yeai-s that I have been in tiie business. 
I think it has salvaged a lot of very bad situations. 

I think also, howevei', it has generated some verj* bad capital situa- 
tions. I think that each time an airport improves its capital position it 
had better look very closely at wliat it is dointr to its operating costs. 

Mr. ADAMS. Oh, I agree with that completely. 
Mr. FALU)X. And we do not, thiough tlie AD.VP device help our 

operating costs. Not that we don't need tiie capital help. 
Mr. .VoAMS. Rut should that not be a decision of the local community. 

as to whether or not it wants an airport, as opposed to putting a user 
tax on top of a user tax ? 

Mr. FALTXIX. NO. T don't think that is a fair question to ask a local 
community. 

Mr. ADAMS. XO, that is the reason we are asking it, because you 
have an input into this: and frankly, tlie ineinbcT-s of the committee, 
as ^fr. Kuykendall mentioned, not only in tliis bill but in the so- 
called skyjacking bill, liave been trying to determine as to parts 
of this tax-jrenerated i-evenue, so that you would not have an op- 
erating subsidy. 

But that is one of the key points in this skyjacking bill whether the 
Federal Government should alisorb the security cost, whether it be 
done on a contract basis with you, or whether there be a Federal 
police force. Tlie proposal luisbeen ]iut fortli by the administration that 
would have you. in effect. al)sorb it all by getting a local officer to come 
in. In other woi-ds, raise youi- costs. 

So we are fundamentally looking at how we can assist you. 
Mr. FAi.r.ox. I undei-stand. 
Mr. ADAMS. But wliat I am trving to say to you is that in the 

opinion at least of this member, when yon want head taxes you want 
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to have your cake and eat it too. unless you want to pnt it on the very 
small enplaning airports. 

For example, you take this small airport that started the head tax— 
I think it was in New Hampshiie, wasn't it. the original one? I am 
.sure that tiie national airport system can probably survive if a com- 
munity in New Hampsliire. which deals basically only with its local 
residents, wants to knock them with a head tax. The}' are going 
to lie mad but the rest of us can survive. 

Mr. KryKEXDALi.. Will you yield ? 
Mr. ADAMS. Yes; I will yield. 
Mr. KrvKF.XDALL. I have been doing a little arithmetic as a result 

of Mr. Adams' question. Thirty departures a day is a pretty good 
sized little town, isn't it i 

Mr. FALLOX. Yes. 
Mr. KvYKEXDALL. All right. Five originating passengers on each 

of those flights is pretty good traffic for a small town. 
Mr. FALLOX. Maybe you are a little low. You might expect it to 

be a little higher than that. 
Mr. Kt-YK?:xDAix. That would be $1.50 a day. "When we first started 

discussing this head tax—and we are not getting as much of that testi- 
mony this year as we did last yf!^'"—we heard that the head tax eco- 
nomically is veiy bad business on any except very large airports. 

And would you do some arithmetic for us on this one? Yon know 
full well that we are considering the head tax in lieu of trust fund 
help—we are not talking about your having the cake and eating it too. 

Mr. FAUXJX. I don't think the costs of collection of a head tax are 
going to be an onerous burdeji. nor do I think a head tax need be $1. 
I don't know why a head tax of 25 cents may not defray  

Mr. KrvKEXDALL. It wouldn't go very far if you did not have 20 
departuies a day. 

Mr. FALLOX. I have seiiouslv considered what it would do in my 
community, and I have advised my boaTd that 1 didn't do it, that I 
wasn't going to do it. but nonetheless. I was considering a 25-cent 
charge. 

But let me say one thing more: I am here, not just as a gentleman 
who nms airpoits. T am here representing a complete gi-oiip of air- 
port executives. And I do not want to leave this committee with the 
impression that the association jwsition is that we are here saying we 
have got to iinve a head tax no matter what, because^ tliat is most cer- 
tainly not the association's position. 

We arc ploa.sed with what lias happened. We think that this commit- 
tee and the Congress have given us a tremendous lift with the AD.VP 
bill. I have tried to be responsive to specific questions. You asked me 
why I tliought the head tax was justified, and 1 attempted to answer 
that (juestion. 

Hut I must sav that my own opinion cannot be thrust upon the 
opinions of tiic airport management as a whole, ^fany of them .share 
my opinion; many of tlieui don't. 

I i-ecognize that I tiiink there are absolute justification for tlie use— 
and T don't like to call it a head ta.\—of a i)as.senger service charge, 
just as you can justify a landing charge. But I certainly don't want 
to appear before this committee on the basis that we are discontented 

tJ-lSS O- 7S - U 
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or unhappy with the recommendations that have come from this com- 
mittee. We certainh' are not. 

I would possibly be better off arguing the thing privately than be- 
fore the entire committee. 

Mr. ADAMS. Thank you very much. 
Mr. SHOUF. One question I failed to ask previously, and I would like 

to ask: I have been told that there are certain airports which charge 
an admission charge to the airport itself. This is not a head tax but 
merely an admission charge. 

Are you familiar with this, Mr. Chairman ? 
Mr. ADAMS. I am not. I know that it used to exist in the past, when 

people used to go out to look at airplanes to see them fly, but I havent 
heard of any recently. 

Mr. SHOTTP. I have been told there are airports where, as you go in 
with a taxi, it costs you x number of dollars, so much for the taxi and 
so much for the passenger, two bits a passenger, whether you are flying 
or not, just to get on the airport grounds. 

Mr. YMAJOS. I recall specifically—but I am going back possibly 8 or 
9 years—that there was a Iwoth at the San Juan Airport and that you 
paid a quarter as you went into the airport. 

Mr. Siioup. Do you know of any at the present time? 
Mr. FALLON. NO : I do not. 
Mr. Siiorp. This was done as a means, I know, of raising revenue. 
Mr. FALLON. The only example is the one I mentioned, and I don't 

know whether you can do that or not any longer. I haven't been 
down there. 

Mr. SHOUP. This was an answer to the problem of raising revenue? 
Mr. FAU.OX. I don't know how to answer that, because the people 

who go to airports in many cases, if you stop them at the front door, 
let's say, of the airport, might not be going there at all to use the 
facilities that requii*e the support. They may not be going to the 
passenger terminal. That would be a very tough one. 

And I think it could l>e done, but I am not so sure that there would 
be as much merit in doing that as in charging a passenger charge if 
your passenger terminal was operating at a loss, charging a charge on 
the people wlio use the passenger terminal. It will be a tough question 
to answer. 

But I think stopping everyone at the front door would be a little 
rough. 

Mr. SHOUP. Thank you very much. No further questions. 
Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Skubitz? 
Mr. SKITIITZ. Mr. Fallon. I am sorry I was not here to hear your 

testimony but I had some good Kansans upstairs that I had to visit 
with. 

How do you distinguish between a hub and a nonhub airport? 
Mr. FAIXOX. On the percentage of tiaffic enplaned at the airport. 

The FAA makes the distinction, not at the air|)ort. l)ut in the metro- 
politan area in the conununity. The FAA makes the distinction l>e- 
tween airports that develop from one-half to 1 percent of the total 
national traffic, as being large hubs. 

Between one-fourth and one-half percent and is a medium hub. And 
any airport or community that develops less than one-quarter of 1 
percent of the total airline traffic in the United States is a small hub. 
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Mr. SKTTBITZ. Your statement on IT.S. air carriers did not appear 
to be quite correct in your definition of a hub carrier. I quote: 

Accordliifr to FAA classification, a hub is a community which receives certified 
scheduled airline service. 

Mr. FALLOX. This is true. 
Mr. SKIBITZ. If that is true, is a hub airport one that has sen-ice 

from a certificated air carrier? And a nonhub would handle non- 
scheduled lines? 

Mr. FALLOX. XO; a nonhub would generate less than the minimum 
amount of traffic for hub classification. 

Mr. SKrarrz. Generate what ? 
Mr. FALIX)X. "VVe have it here. "A community that boards less than 

0.05 percent of the total U.S. traffic is called a "nonhub." 
Mr. SKUBTTZ. Wliat I am getting at is that regular scheduled airlines 

stop at nonhub airports. 
Mr. FALI<ON. Yes; and generally the local service tj'pe of operation. 
Mr. HoYT. They are by far the most numerous, too. There are 375 so- 

called nonhub communities that have scheduled airline sen'ice. 
Mr. FALLOX. They must meet the requirements, of course, of the se- 

curity act and so on, although they may have three or four flights a 
day.' 

Mr. SKUBITZ. "Thirtv-four of the fiftv-eight meet operating costs." 
Thirty-four of what fifty-eight ? Would that be  

Mr. FALLOX. A small hub. 
Mr. Ho-iT. Yes; the so-called small hub. 
Mr. SKUBITZ. Operating costs are met at 34 of the 58. Operating and 

maintenance costs; is that right? 
Mr. FALIX)X. Yes. 
Mr. SKUBrrz. How many more hub ports are there? 
Mr. HoiT. In the smaller categories there are 88 airports classified as 

small hub airports. 
In our appendix here, the third sheet in, going sideways in your ex- 

hibit, it is labeled "U.S. Air Carrier Airports."' That will give you the 
number of each type of airport, large, medium, small, and nonhub. 

Now, this is a nomenclature that the FAA came up with. It is based 
on the size of the community. It is not necessarily an airport. Tlie air- 
port receives scheduled airline service to serve a commimity that is 
classified as a large, a medium, a small or a nonhub airport, according 
to its population. 

Mr. SKUBITZ. My question might not apiwar pertinent, but I seek 
information. Tliere are 22 large airports in this category, is that 
correct ? 

Mr. HoYT. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SKUBITZ. Now, how many of the 22 are able to meet operating 

costs and how many of them operating and maintenance costs? 
Mr. HoYT. Well, we do not specifically have those figures. 
Mr. SKUBITZ. You seem to be talking only about the .58. Why would 

you have data on the 58 and not on the 22 ? 
Mr. HoYT. Well, because the problem is in the smaller airports. The 

larger airports, at least the large hubs, usually have compensatory 
agPRements with the airlines that serve them. If it costs so much to 
operate the field, then they can receive that from their users, either 
from the airlines or from their concessionnaires. 
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But as you go down the scale in the size of the airport, those airports 
do not have tlie ability to pass their costs directly on to users. If they 
did, the price per unit for each landing and takeoff would he exhorbi- 
tant. Does that answer that i 

Mr. J.\RM.\x. I tliink the only question that the Chair would ask 
would be anything that you would have to say with reference to the 
impact the head tax has on commuter air travel, referred to by an 
earlier witness this morning. 

Mr. FALLON. I think the only comment I could make, Mr. Chairman, 
would be that the impact would depend ui>on the size of the head tax. 
I have stated in answer to a previous question that there seems to be a 
general opinion that head taxes have to be a dollar. I don't consider 
that they have to be a dollar. I think they could well be 10 cents or a 
quarter, and I don't think that would have a serious impact. 

Mr. JARMAN. YOU are suggesting the possibility that the head tax 
might be scaled down according to the length of the flight ? 

Mr. FALLON*. We discussed this at some length and I do not subscribe 
to that philosophy, but I did agree with Congressman Kuykendall, 
who pointe^l out that although we might not necessarily agree with it, 
from the standpoint of the public they would probably prefer to see 
it done that way. 

Again, I don't want to lie redundant, but I tried to make the point 
previously that the origination of these tilings which are called head 
taxes, basically, in my opinion, were passenger service charges. They 
used to charge a shilling years ago in Ixjudon Airport and they used 
it purely and simply to pay for the expenses of the terminal area that 
were not compensated in rentals. 

It has grown from there. I think that is a perfectly appropriate 
use. But the fact of the matter is that a passenger, regardless of 
his destination, presumably gets the same use of the facility. So if 
they are going to charge 20 cents, which was about what the shilling 
was worth nt that time, I don't think the 20 cents hurt anybody par- 
ticularly, and it was the same 20 cents regardless of liis destinaticm. 

Mr. JARMAN. Of course, under the charges that have been made, 
the head tax can be as mudi as 25 percent of the cost of the ticket on 
some of these commuter flights. 

Mr. FALLON. It could certainly get out of hand. I absolutely agree. 
Mr. JARMAN. Gentlemen, we thank you for being with us. 
Mr. SKUBITZ. One question I have asked before: A hub community 

is a community, not just an airpoi-t, which receives certified scheduled 
airline service. That does not mean, according to you, that communi- 
ties that do not receive scheduled service—let me restate. 

It appears rather badly stated and confusing here. A nonhub com- 
munity does receive certified scheduled planes or scheduled airlines? 
And on a regular schedule, just as a hub community ? 

Mr. FALLON. Yes, sir, but in a relatively small amount, with the 
standard being sot by the FA.V as to how low you have to go before 
you reach the nonhub classification. 

Mr. HoYT. To clarify this: If they would only call them large 
medium, small, and very small. The "non" is what confuses me. Just 
call it "very small." 

Mr. SKTTBITZ. In my hometown we have no scheduled service coming 
in. I think of that town as being a nonhub port. 
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Mr. HoTT. A ver\- logical conclusion. 
Mr. SKI'BITZ. Whereas, in the case of Joplin, 35 miles awny? Ozark 

comes in there a couple or three times a day. Joplin would be a hub 
community ? 

Mr. HoiT. We are using the designated FAA language here. 
Mr. FALLON. This is the way they classify scheduled airline efforts. 
Mr. HoTT. Their statistics are based on this, too. That is wliy we 

have taken that direction. 
Mr. JARMAN. Thank you very much. 
Mr. FALLON. Thank you. 
Mr. JARMAN. Our final witness this morning is Mr. Edward W. 

Stimpson, president. General Aviation ManuiFacturers Association, 
with offices here in Washington. 

It is good to have you with us. 

STATEMEFT OF EDWARD W. STIMPSON, PKESIDENT, GENERAL 
AVIATION MANUFACTURERS ASSOCIATION 

Mr. STIMPSON. Thank you. I am Edward W. Stimpson, president 
of the General Aviation Manufacturers Association, which is com- 
posed of 30 companies which manufacture over 95 percent of the air- 
frames, engines, avionics, and related pilot supplies. 

We appreciate the opportunity to appear before j'ou today in sup- 
port of S. 38 and other related bills which are before the subcommit- 
tee, all with the objective of accelerating airport development and 
prohibiting the head tax. 

GAMA commends the committee for taking prompt action on the 
consideration of these bills early in the 93d Congress. 

Mr. JARMAX. Mr. Stimpson, would you want to submit your entire 
statement for the record and summarize it for us at this point? 

Mr. STIMP.SOX. I will. I realize the hour is getting late, Mr Chair- 
man, and I will summarize my statement. 

Prompt action and consideration of these bills early in this Con- 
gress is indicated and we were disappointed at the Presidential veto 
last year of the legislation this committee worked so hard on. 

In addressing the need for amendments to the Airport-Airway Act, 
I would like to discuss primarily the need for increasing the 75-25 
share and also talk just briefly about the land bank provisions. 

Despite the excellent work which has been accomplished under the 
Airport-Airway Act so far, the full objectives, I do not believe, can 
be met without amending the act as proposed by the bill before your 
committee. 

One of the most unresolved problems which is facing us is the con- 
gestion at major hub airports. And for many i-easons, the public re- 
action against the construction of new airports included, no new major 
airports have resulted from tlie bill passed in 1970. 

Unfortunately, only one new general aviation reliever airport has 
been built, this being on the outskirts of Richmond. Va.. in Chester- 
field County. 

I must say that the FAA has made commitments to 73 reliever air- 
ports around the country, including some $23 million, but we still are 
not getting the new airports where we need them the most. 



100 

Also, in relation to general aviation airports overall, as you know, 
the $280 million is the minimum each year, with 250 for air carrier 
and relievers and 30 for general aviation airports. 

When you look at the allocation of this $30 million you see that 
this $30 million is not met in any 1 year. In the first 3 years of the 
program there was some $90 million available for general aviation 
airports, strictly general aviation airports, but only $44.3 million of 
tliis has been allocated. 

We are getting some new aii^wrts. some 61 new airports having been 
started through the act, but this is far sliort of the 1,000 that were 
predicted back at the time the legislation was passed. 

So the problem in its most basic form is that we are not getting 
airports at the pace we thought wc were getting them, particularly 
the reliever airports. And coupled with this, we are losing many pri- 
vate airports in places we need them the most. 

The FAA records show that in 1972 alone, the first 11 months, some 
386 airports were lost from the airport inventor}' and many of these 
were in the metropolitan areas. 

Now, you look at places like Chicago, for example, where in 1946 
there were something like 45 airjjorts m the Cliicago area, and today 
there are 18; and of this numbei- three are in  immediate jeopardy. 

You take a place like Palwaukee, which is one of the principal re- 
lievers in Chicago and a private airport. It rejwrted property taxes of 
$85,000 in 1971. I underetand in 1972 that there was something like a 
375-percent increase. 

Chicagoland airport, another reliever in Chicago, has just been 
taken over by private investment tnist with a 1-year option. 

Sky Harbor, another airport in the Chicago reliever area, has just 
been sold. 

So, nearly every metropolitan area in the United States is faced 
with a situation similar to Chicago, like Bailey's Crossroads here in 
Washington. Two years ago was a very key reliever airport. Caldwell 
Wright in New Jei-sey, a private airport, has 12 percent of the gen- 
eral aviation fleet in New Jersey on it, over 300 airplanes, and is now 
up for sale. 

So, despite the overall increase in inventory, the fact remains that 
we are not meeting with the needs in the metropolitan areas. 

Now, in recommending changes, I think the legislation providing 
for the 75 percent for medium, small, nonhub, and general aviation 
airjwrts would be of gieat and real assistance in achieving the objec- 
tives as enunciated in the act. 

And according to the FAA surveys, nearly $200 million in airport 
development projects have been withdiawn. And the primary reason 
for this has been the lack of local financinjr on the local level. 

FAA has estimated that over $500 million worth of projects have 
not been submitted, primarily liecause of lack of local financing 
difficulties. 

So I think there is no question but that an increase in the Federal 
.share, would add an additional important incentive for local sponsors. 

The argument has been made that increasing the Federal share will 
increase the burden on the Federal budget. And T think from the 
testimony that has been developed here and the surpluses in the airway 
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trust fund, the money coming from user fees—it shows that the trust 
fund IS currently running in surplus condition. 

Unfortunately, S. 38 as passed by tiie Senate might not achieve 
this additional reliever in the metropolitan area from the standpoint 
of a technical problem which I understand was not the intent of the 
henate committee. And that says that if an airport sponsor is a major 
hub airport he can only receive 50 percent. 

I think consequently, in a case like in the New Jersey-New York 
area, if the New York port were to expand, Teterboro, an important 
reliever, would be limited to 50 percent. We think this should be 
changed so that a reliever airport in this condition could get the 75. 

One other thing, Mr. Chairman. I would also like to make a pitch 
for this land bank provision, which was considered last year. This was 
a way to increase airport capacity in years ahead. I know that there 
were several concerns on this committee that there were not adequate 
safeguards in the legislation to prevent land speculation, noise ease- 
ments, et cetera. 

However, it seems to me that there could be ways in which safe- 
guards could be put into this provision in order that land could be 
bought for future airport development, things like conditions saying 
the airport development must be specified in the plan, restriction to 
airport development alone and not to noise easements and other things. 
And I think this could probably be worked out. 

It is also interesting to note that the President's Aviation Commis- 
sion advisory report recommended a land bank provision very similar 
to that which was passed in the Senate bill last year. 

So, in summary, Mr. Chairman, we would urge enactment of legis- 
lation to accelerate airport development, to prohibit the head tax, 
urge the increase to 75 percent for a medium small hub, as well as 
general aviation airports, and particularly requiring a clarification of 
this languaffc; 75 percent for relievers in the metropolitan areas. 

In addition, we think the land bank provisions have greater merit 
and we urge your consideration of such a provision as you study this 
bill. 

fTestinifmy resumes on p. 165.] 
[Mr. Stimpson's prepared statement follows:] 

STATEME.1T OF EDWARD W. STIMPSON. PRESIDENT. GENERAL AVIATION 
>[ANUFACTVRER8 ASSOCIATION 

I am Kdward W. Stinipson. President of the Geiioml Aviation Mannfaotnrers 
Association. Tlie Association is ciimiMised of .30 companips wliich niannfactnrp over 
95 IXT cent of the airframes, ensinps. avionics and related equipment for general 
aviation aircraft in the T'nited .'States. 

We appreciate the opiiortunity to appear liefore you today in supix)rt of S-38 
and other related bills which are before the Sul)Comittee; all with the objective 
of Hcceleratinu airi)ort development and prohibiting the head tax. G.AMA com- 
mends the committee for tJikinR prompt action on the consideration of the.se bills 
early in the !>3rd rcmgress. We are disajipointed that the legislation which this 
committee and the Congress jmssed la.st year and was .supportwl by 21 aviation 
organizations received a [locket veto. 

I would like to address the need for amendment of the Airi«»rt & .\irway Hevel- 
ojiment .\ct of 1!)70. Tlie i.ssues of prohibition of local head taxes, a prohibition 
which we supi)ort. has iM-en covennl in detail by other witnes.ses. and I .shall not 
dwell on the subject. However, we believe amendments to the .Vet are necessary to 
ensure that its original intent and jiurrwises are fully realized. SiHH'ifically I will 
addrss the need for increase in the fedenil share to 7.">-2"> lH»r cent for medium, 
small and non-hub ainwrts and for all general aviation airports which were con- 
tained in S-.37."> last year. To accommodate this increase in percentage, the level 
of authorization should also be raised, as it was last .vear. 
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THE   XEED  FOB  CHANGES   IN   THE  ACT   OF   1970 

The Airport and Airway Development and Revenue Acts of 1970 provided the 
necessary basis for expanding the nations system of airiiorts and airways to meet 
the needs of air transijortation. The pent-up need for airport improvements quickly 
absorl)ed available funds and the bacl<lojr of needed Improvements at existing air- 
ports is being reduced siiinlHcantly as a result of the availal>ility of federal funds, 
collected from the users, beiuB available. 

Despite the excellent work l>einK accomplislied under the Airjiort/Airway Act 
of 1!)70, the full objectives of the Act cannot be met without aniendiuR it as pro- 
posed in the Airjiort Development Acceleration Act of 1973 and as i>assed by the 
last session of Congress. 

One of the most persistent unsolved problems in aviation is increasing conges- 
tion at major airiKirts. For many reasons, including public reaction against the 
construction ofnew airi)orts, no new major airport starts have resulted from the 
bill. Unfortunately onl.v one general aviation reliever alri)ort, which could serve 
as a "reliever ainiort" in a metroivjlitan area, has been started as a result of pas- 
sage of the Act of 11)70. Tliat airiiort is Chesterfield County on the outskirts of 
Richmond. Virginia. 

The FAA has made 73 grants totaling over $23 million to existing "reliever" 
airports, which will Iw of great assistance in improving those airports, but the 
problem of providing sufficient safe properly equi])i>ed airiwrts to serve general 
aviation in metrorM)iltan areas where they are badly needed is not being solved. 
Thus, hope that the 1070 Act would provide new airports in metropolitan areas 
with a consequent reduction in congestion at the major hub airports has not 
reached fruitation. 

The Airport/Airway Act calls for a minimum of 280 million a year to be spent 
for airport grants. Of this. 2."0 million is to be spent for air carrier and reliever 
airports and 30 million dollars for general aviation airi>orts. An examination of 
the general aviation allocation shows that it has fallen well below the mark. In 
Fiscal 1071, only 9.(5 million of an available 30 million was allocated; in Fiscal 
.vear 1072. 21.7 million and through the .second quarter of Fl.scal 1073,12.0 million, 
Tlius, in the first three years of the program with (K) million available for general 
aviation airports, only about half, 44.3 million, has been allocated for .354 projects. 
However, of this number, only 91 projects for 5.5 million have been completed 
since the program began in July, 1970. 

• Included in the above numbers are (51 new airports which have been started 
(7 in FY 1971, 25 in FY 1972 and 29 in FY 1073). However, this numl)er falls 
well short of the goal of 1,000 new air|)orts that were pre<ilcted for the de<'ade 
when the act was pas.sed in 1970. 

The problem in its most basic form is that airport construction is proceeding 
at a slow pace and particularly reliever airports, in the areas in which we most 
nee<l them. On the positive .side, it is heartening to note that there are some 
metropolitan airports such as Love Field in Dallas and Kansas City Municipal 
are being consideretl for retentbm as easily accessible, downtown airiH)rts, while 
the air carriers move their operations to more distant and larger facilities. The 
retention of this tyiie of airport will aid business aviation and commuter traffic 
considerably and provide a benefit to the community. As an example, the Dallas 
consultant's report on the future of I>ove Field states that the demand of that 
airport to be retained as a general aviation airiwrt is much stronger than the 
markets for alternative types of development. 

Coupled with the lack of new air])ort construction is the fact that we are 
losing many i)rivate airports in nietrojiolitan areas which currentl.v serve as 
reliever ainK>rts. The FAA records show that in the first 11 months of 1972, 
386 airi'orts were lost from the total airixirt inventory. In 1971. ,3.54 airports 
and in 1970. 250 airports. Many of these were privately owned airports in 
metroi>olitan areas, but open to the public for public use. The reasons for these 
los.se.s to the aviation community and the traveling i>ubllc are obvious. When 
shopping centers and liigli-rise apartments are built adjacent to existing airi)orts, 
an owner is hard pres.se<l to retain bis property for airport purposes. Additionally, 
taxes have skyrocketed for many of tlie.se private ain>orts and this makes it an 
economic impossibility to retain the airport even if an owner so desired. Some 
states have enacted provisions to tax air])orts at lower rates, but this jimctice 
is not uniform. 

The Chicago area is an example of this plight. In 1940 there were 45 airports 
In tie Chicago area. Today there are only 18. Of this number, I understand 
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that three are in immediate jeopardy. Pnlwaukee Airport, which is one of the 
principal relievers in the C'hioaKo area, and is al.so a private airport, reported 
proijerty taxes of $85,00() in W7\. We understand that these taxes have soared 
in 1&72 by 37r> \»T cent. Cliicagoland Ainwrt, which is a 300-acre airport for 
Imsiness, eori)orate and jirivate aviation in Wlieelinsr. Illinois, recently had a 
one .vear option placed on it by investment trust Rrouj). If this option is exercised, 
the question arises to tlie immediate future of the land as an airiwrt, Sls.v Harbor, 
another Cliieago reliever has recently lieen sold and has been closed down. 

Nearly every nietroiwlitan area in tlie Tnited States is faced with a situation 
similar to tlie Ctiicago problem. Two .vears ago, tlie Washington-Virginia Airport 
existed at Bailey's Crossroads, Virginia. The airiMjrt lias now been replaced by 
a high-rise apartment and business complex. In New Jerse.v, the Caldwell Wright 
Airiwrt is in similar jeopardy. Twelve r>er cent of the total general aviation 
fleet in the state of New Jersey is based at this airport Many of the over 
300 airi>lanes that are based there support Industrial organizations in business 
and corjioratc flying. Even more noteworthy Is that Caldwell-Wright serves as 
a vital reliever to tlie metropolitan areas of New York and Newark. As air 
congestion in the New York and New Jersey area has become more acute, many 
aircraft have moved operations from the more central alri>orts to Caldwell- 
Wright. 

Despite a general increase in the total airport inventory, the fact remains 
that airports in our most critical and .sensitive areas are being lost and replace- 
ment of these facilities is not taking place or even being planned. The reasons 
for lagging development of new airimrts is severalfold. A major problem is 
financing. Liocal .siwnsors are encountering extreme difficulty in raising a match- 
ing share to the federal grant. Another important factor is the lack of com- 
munity understanding and acceptance of airports and the corresiwndlng necessity 
for proper land use planning to insure tliat airi>orts remain good neighttors, 
and fit it with tlie environment of the community. 

RECOMMENDATION   FOB  CHANGE 

/. Increasing the federal share from 50 to 75 per cent 
The legislation providing for 75 per cent from the Airport and Airway Trust 

Fund for medium, small, non-hub air carrier and all general ariation airports 
would be of great and real assistance in achieving the objectives annunciated 
by the Congress in the Airport, Airway and Development Act of 1970. 

According to FAA, nearly $200 million in airjiort development project requests 
have beeen withdrawn, and the primary reason is financing problems on the local 
level. FAA has estimated that over $.">00 million of projects have never been 
snbmitte<l because of the local financing difficulties. An increase in the Federal 
share would also sen"e as an additional incentive for local sponsors to assume 
public ownership of airports and retain them in the airport inventory. We sin- 
cerely hope that a program of this type could begin before land prices increase 
further, and while there is still time to utilize proper land planning techniques 
around the airfxirt to insure a maximum of future environmental compatibility. 

The argument has been made by several that the increased federal share will 
incur an additional burden on the federal budget funds. The funds that support 
airport development under the Act of 1J)70 are genernte<l solely from user feees 
and taxes and the trust fund is currently running surplus. The general a\iation 
.share is currently not I)eing fully utilized. The argument could be made that we 
should be aiming to get airj'orts where we need them the most and an Increase 
in the share would help towards this end. 

rnfortunately, S-3S as pas.^ed by the Senate may not change the reliever air- 
port situation appre<'lably although we are sure it is the intent of the committee 
to accelerate the development of general aviation ainwrts which would .sen-e 
large metropolitan areas where they are needed as well as those which would 
serve .smaller communities. 

The problem arises from the language in Sei-tion 5 of S-38 which limits the 
federal share to .TO^ fror those "Sjionsors whose airports enplane not less than 
1.00 iier centum" of total enplaned i>a.ssengers. This would preclude airport 
authorities in the major metropolitan areas from obtaining the ''>% federal 
share granted to general aviation airfwrlvS elsewhere and could continue the 
present unsatisfactory position of insufficient general aviation capacity in large 
metropolitan areas. 
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It has been suggested that airport problems In large communities are In- 
sensitive to costs as other factors predominate. We do not share that conviction. 
There are Instances where local communities had funds available and could not 
agree on a site. The more likely situation is that any community or airport au- 
thority with airports producing one or more per cent of total airline passenger 
traffic is inclined to Invest Its funds at the major airports that produce the 
revenue rather than Invest it in an airport without airline revenue. 

If a large community could reduce its share of general a^iatlon airport con- 
struction costs, the incentive to build and improve reliever airports would in- 
crease greatly. Everyone would benefit as greater capacity would be provided to 
relieve pressure upon the major airports, often a very logical cost-beneflt solu- 
tion. 

It is suggested that lines 11 through 18, page 4. section 5(a) (1) be amended to 
read S-38 "(1) 50 per centum for the sponsor of any airport which enplanes not 
less than 1.00 per centum of the total annual i>assengers enplaned by air carriers 
certificated by the Civil Aeronautics Board; and (2) 75 per centum for the spon- 
sor of any airport which enplanes less than 1.00 per centum of the total annual 
passengers enplaned by air carriers certificated by the Civil Aeronautlccs Board. 

The suggested amendment would provide capacity where needed most In the 
most conomical manner as additional capacity often can be provided at less 
expenses at reliever airports. 
8. Adoption of land bank provisions as protHded in 8-3755 

Last year S-37.5o contained a provision which would allow the Secretary of 
Transportation to enter into grant agreements with public sponsors at the 
local level in order to increase the federal share. These agreements would be 
essentially In the form of loans to communities for future land development. 
Under the provisions, the initial federal share could have been as high as 100 
per cent. The difference between the 100 and 50 or 75 per cent that Is usually 
granted would be repaid to the federal government through the agreement 
cntere<l into by the Secretary of Transportation and the local sponsor. 

The advantage of a provision such as this Is that land neces.sary for future 
development could be purchased as soon as possible. The provision would al.so 
allow for the rapid acquisition of private airports when a local governing agency 
desired the assumption of ownership in order to retain a community airport. In 
addition to preserving existing facilities, a substantially lower cost burden would 
be placed on the Airport & Airway Trust Fund since acquisition and develop- 
ment of comparable new facilities would decrease. 

I understand that there have been reservations expressed about this provision. 
While these reservations are fully justified, I do believe they can be ameliorated 
by placing additional safeguard language in the legislation. 

One of the concerns that has been expressed is that the provision proposed 
last year would open the door for land speculations, excessive disbursements 
for noise easements, etc. Safeguard language to prevent this misuse should 
state that the land bank could only be used for airport purposes and that any 
acquisition would have to be clearly delineated in the National Airport System 
Plan. In addition, the Congress could place a limitation or celling on the amount 
to be spent on land bank in any given year. Also, if airport development should 
not proceed in a specified period of time, the federal share should be refunded 
to the government. 

The President's Aviation Advisory Commission Report Issued on January 3, 
1973 recommended a land bank similar program to that proposed in S-3755 
last year. I believe that the reservations of the Congress regarding this provision 
could be lessened with appropriate clarifying and restricting language in the 
bill. This provision would certainly facilitate the projjer land use planning and 
encourage the aviation community to plan now for the future rather than react 
to the crisis as we have so often done in the past. The basic feature could lie 
of extreme benefit to the development of aviation system. It could also l>e of 
immediate help in saving a number of airports that might otherwise soon be 
lost for the aviation inventory. 

SUMMARY 

In conclusion, GAMA urges the enactment of legislation to accelerate airport 
development. In addition to prohibition of tlie head tax, we would urge an in- 
crease in the federal share from 50-75% for medium, and' small hubs as well 
as general aviation airports. We would also urge a clRrification of the language 
that would allow for 75% financing of reliever airports in large hub metro- 
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politan areas. In addition, we believe that the land bank provisions which have 
previously been considered by this committee have great potential and should 
be given further consideration for incorporation into the legislation. 

These changes will not increase the burden on federal taxpayer as funds for 
airport construction are now Ijeing amassed in surplus from user charges set 
aside in the Airport/Airway Trust Fund. These changes will permit fuller 
and better use of funds generated by the users to Increase the safety and ef- 
ficiency of the airport/airways system for the benefit of all. 

Mr. JARMAN. Thank you. It is a comprehensive statement and will 
be very helpful to the committee. 

Mr. Kuykendall ? 
Mr. Km'KEXD.\LL. In speaking of the developing of new hub air- 

ports, I was reading some publicity last week in the Newport Dallas 
Airport. There was some language down on the midst of this article 
that was quite interesting. 

It left the impression that the major hubs, be-cause of environmental 
situations, were probably going to be things of the past. What have 
you to say about that ? 

Mr. STIMPSON. Mr. Kuykendall, if you were to look at some of the 
problems that have happened in the last few years you would be very 
pessimistic about the development of new major airports. 

On the other hand, I think you will find that planning is going ahead 
in a number of the major areas. You arc finding concepts like Dallas- 
Fort Worth, where you buy 20,000 acres of land. You buy your noise 
buffer zones. You have an airpoit which has obviously been well- 
planned. You have in addition, new generation of aircraft, which are 
helping on the noise problems. 

Perhaps we will have to do a much better job of understanding new 
airport development. I hope the conclusion you stated has not come 
to pass. 

Mr. Ktn'KENDALL. This is not directly involved in this legislation, 
but it is certainly indirectly involved. You maj' or may not be aware 
that we struggled for months last year on the powerplant siting bill 
and never got a bill. I had an airport siting bill in mucli the .same 
vein, written up and introduced last year. I have not reintroduced it, 
because, frankly, I was waiting for the powerplant legislation to set 
a precedent. 

Do you envision the necessity of something like this being brought 
about before we can ever really move forward on hub airports in an 
orderly way ? 

Mr. STTMPSON. I would think, Mr. Kuykendall, that the legislation 
passed in 1970 certainly has enough of the environmental safeguards 
built into the bill. 

Mr. Ktn'KENDALL. I am not talking about protecting the environ- 
mentalists; I am talking about protecting the public against environ- 
mentalists. I am talking about preventing quadruple jeopardies and 
10-year delays and airports abandoned in the middle of the Ever- 
glades because tlie work was not done properly in the first place. 

The powerplant siting bill that we worked on actually gave us, gave 
everyl>ody, an extended day in court, but that day did end. 
basically what I am talking about. 

Mr. STIMPSOX. Well, I was going to say: I think it could well be that 
such legislation might be necessary in this case. It might be very 
desirable. 
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Mr. KTJYKENDAU,. Are you saying in your testimony that as to 
the private airports, this feeder-reliever airport system is poing to 
have to be. of necessity, taken over by tlie public? 

Mr. STIMPSOX. NO; I think the note I was trying: to sound. Mr. Kuy- 
kendall, is that as you know, out of the 1'2.000 airports, some 7,(X)0 are 
private airports today. And where we are having tlie problem is not 
out in the Great Plains of this country and the open spaces—private 
airports are still no problem, but it is in the metropolitan areas. 

Mr. KrvKEXD.XLL. Some of the States arc doing it. 
Mr. STIMPSON. Which is encouraging now. And the only relief I 

see, in part, is public sponsoi-ship, public ownerehip of some of these 
private airports which are keyed to the relief of congestion at major 
hubs. 

Mr. Kt^'KEXD.^Li-. Are you saying public ownership of the land and 
a concession for operating the airport—a tenant association? 

Mr. STIMPSOX. Yes. because the aiiport operator, like Bailey's 
Crossroads—as long as the owner was alive and an aviation buff, you 
know, he kept that air[)ort, but the moment he died his heii-s sold it 
off for a tremendous price. And. of coui-se, we kiww of the tragedy 
there last week in that very spot. But this is happening all around the 
country in these metropolitan areas. 

You just can't keep up witli this situation. New York and ("liicago 
I cited; STS-percent increase in taxes. And you look around and there 
are shopping centei-s, highrises. everything else in the area, and a guy 
sitting there with all that land, with the aiiport, is paying high taxes. 

And, you know, unless you leally love airplanes you don't want to 
keep it. 

Mr. KtTKEXDALL. It Ijccomcs financially impossible. 
Mr. STIMPSOX. Right. So. my pitch is that with encouraging the 

taking over some of these good private airports in the metropolitan 
areas, there should be additional incentives to allow these airports, 
which are an important part of the national transportation system. 

Mr. KuYKEXDALL. Do you think we will ever reach a time that 
an individual locality in a metropolitan hul) area would have such 
a veto on the location of an airport, that it would end up without 
the hub airport? 

Mr. STIMPSOX. I don't see how you are going to take awav the local— 
it will be very difficult to accomplish what you are talking al^out. I 
think it would be better to liave the local community do a lot more 
zoning and planning foi- the local airport. 

Mr. Ki'YKEXDAu,. Do you sec the possibility of a new regional air- 
port, ever Iwing built in the New York area, with all the States around 
it vetoing it? 

Mr. STIMPSOX*. There are better experts than I on that one. Only 
1,200 regional jx-ople have to judge that one up there, T think. 

Mr. SKUIUTZ. T am not sure I understood Mr. Kuykendall's ques- 
tions and your answers. Are you suggesting that the Federal Gov- 
ernment buty these privately-owned airports and then lease back? 

Mr. STTMPSOX. Well, I was suggesting two things. One: I think that 
in some cases j'ou would have the 7.5-percent financing that helps to- 
day; Wheeling, 111., taking over Palwaukee, for example. 
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Second, I was also speaking in the long range of some of these 
land bank provisions. Last year Caklwell-Wright in New .Jei-sey. 
wliich may be lost any day now, could be saved by a combination of 
loan and Federal grants, to help the community take that airport over 
today and then on a payback provision over a period of years. 

Mr. SKUBITZ. I understand. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. JARMAN. Mr. Shoup ? 
Mr. SHOUP. On page 4 you say local sponsors are encountering ex- 

treme difficulty in raising their matching share of the Federal grant. 
Have you any figures to substantiate that ? 

Mr. STIMPSON. The only figures I have, Mr. Shoup, are the figures 
that I have seen at FAA, which are those of the total numbers of air- 
ports withdrawn, projects put in and withdrawn, some $200 million 
having been withdrawn in projects so far. 

Now. not all of those obviously are financing. But I undci-stand the 
majority of those are. Some—they have changed their plans, liad bond 
issues or, for one reason or another  

Mr. SHOUP. WeH| the parent organization of the FAA apparently 
took it differently from the way you do. Their contention is that this 
is not an indication that there is a lack of local money. 

Mr. STIMPSON". I guess it is a difference of opinion, because last year 
at the FAA Planning Conference, the statement was made at the con- 
ference that there were some $500 million worth of projects which had 
never been submitted, because of lack of local financing. 

Mr. SHOUP. This statement was made by whom ? 
Mr. STIMPSON. It was made at the FAA Planning Conference last 

year, the normal planning conference that FAA has every year, last 
April or May. 

Mr. SHOUP. YOU know, Mr. Chairman, I wonder if perhaps we could 
have this particular question answered. We seem to be in an argu- 
ment here, as to whether there are more blonds than redheads, and it 
is going to come down to the question of counting each if we are going 
to resolve it. We have much allegation on the side of the opei-atoi-s, 
and local authorities, that is completely different from what the FAA 
says. 

Yet now we have testimony here that the FAA has information 
that is different than has been given us by the Depaitment of Trans- 
portation. 

Mr. STIMPSON. This figure, I undei-stand. the $500 million, was based 
on sort of a quick and dirty survey that they made in their i-egions 
about the year-and-a-half ago, as to: how much unfunded work is 
there in the backlog here? This was a published figure at the time, 
la.st year, of this $500 million. 

Mr. SHOUP. Thank von. I have no further questions. 
^fr. JAUMAX. Thank jou, Mr. Stimpson. Wc appreciate your adding 

to the hearing record, 
ilr. S'nMi*soN'. Thank you. 
Mr. JAKMAX. This concludes our list of witnesses for today. The sub- 

committee will stand adjourned until 10 o'clock on Thursday 
morning. 

[Whereupon, at 2:29 p.m. the subcommittee adjourned imtil 10 a.m.. 
Thursday, March 22,1973.] 





AIRPORT DEVELOPMENT ACCELERATION ACT OF 1973 

THXrBSBAY,  KABCH 22,  1973 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND AERONAUTICS, 

COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE. 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice at 10 a.m. in room 2322 
Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. John Jarman [chairman] 
presiding. 

Mr. JARMAN. The subcommittee will please be in order. 
AS we continue the hearings on bills to amend the Airport and Air- 

way Development Act of 1970, to increase the ITnited States share of 
allowable project costs under such act, and to amend the Federal 
Aviation Act of 1958 to prohibit certain State taxation of persons in 
air commerce, our first witness this morning is Mr. Jack Monsanto, 
executive director of the Virgin Islands Port Authority. 

Mr. Monsanto? 
As we have announced at each hearing session, so many witnesses 

have asked to be heard on this important subject that we have re- 
quested all witnesses to submit their statements in full for the record 
and to highlight what they feel the committee should pay particular 
attention to. 

STATEMENT OF JACK M. MONSANTO, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, 
UNITED STATES-VIRGIN ISLANDS PORT AUTHORITY 

Mr. MONSANTO. Mr. Chairman, I am Jack M. Monsanto, executive 
director of the Virgin Islands Port Authority, and I have a prepared 
statement. 

Briefly, if you would like, I could summarize it. 
Mr. JARMAN. I think your statement is short enough that you may 

proceed to read it if you prefer. 
Mr. MONSANTO. All right, sir. 
Briefly, the United States-Virgin Islands Port Authority was 

created by I^egislati ve Act 2375 in 1969. As such, the Harry S. Truman 
and Alexander Hamilton Airports came under the port authority's 
jurisdiction and control. Included in the creating act, among other 
things, is the power to establish rates and charges for the use of the 
airport facilitievS. The authority, however, was not granted any powers 
of taxation on personal or real property nor authorized to participate 
in the sharing of taxes levied and collected by the Virgin Islands 
Government. 



170 

Through the end of June 1972, the port authority was operating on 
a deficit of roughly $433,000 per day. In July 1972, after public hear- 
ings had been held, the governing board of the port authority passed 
and adopted new rates effective July 1. 1972 and also established a 
passenger use fee of $1 for each for-hire passenger departing the 
TJnited States-Virgin Islands, this income being for the use of the air- 
port facilities. The implementation of the passenger use fee is projected 
to generate over $800,000 for this fiscal j'ear, which amount represents 
40 percent of our aviation revenue. We are now able to participate with 
ADAP assistance in the upgrading and improvement of the airports. 

The territories and possessions have been receiving ADAP aid on 
the 25/75 percentage formula as compared to stateside airports re- 
ceiving assistance on a 50/50 percentage formula. During 1969, two 
projects in St. Croix i-enuiring aid were authorized and subseqjuently 
cancelled due to unavailability of port authority funds. During the 
last 3 calendar years in St. Thomas, only one project requiring less 
than $11,000 of port authority funds was undertaken. Hundreds of 
thousands of dollars under the airport aid progi-am have been available 
for improving the airports but the port authority was unable to pro- 
vide its 25 percent share. 

At present our aviation income is making it possible for us to pro- 
vide our share of approximately $2 million worth of improvements 
between both airports; improvements that will greatly increase safety 
particularly at Truman Airport. Section 1113 would prohibit the levy- 
ing or collecting of a tax, fee, head charge or other charge directly 
or indirectly to passengers traveling in air commerce. This section 
would reduce our aviation income by 40 percent and return us to the 
previous financial position where the authority would be unable to 
properly expand and improve the Virgin Islands airports for the 
public's convenience and in their interest. 

The financial dilemma that the Government of the Virgin Islands is 
experiencing due to the rapid change and increase in population, pre- 
cludes its ability to adequately assist the authority financially in meet- 
ing this responsibility. 

Of course, it is not the intent of the legislation to be detrimental to 
airport development. In fact, it proposes to change the mainland air- 
ports' matching formula from the 50/50 percentage to the 25/75 per- 
centage so what the mainland airports may lose on the one hand by 
not charging the airport user's fee would be made up on the other 
hand by the 25/75 percentage formula which roughly triples the 
ADAP aid. In our case we would receive no more than we are presently 
receiving in exchange for the loss of 40 percent of our aviation income. 
Again, we would be back to where the Federal aid would be offered 
but we would find ourselves unable to put up our required 25 percent. 

Just as I feel it is not the intent of this amendment to set back the 
airports' causes but to the contrary, there is concern that the prolifera- 
tion of airport users' fees spi"eading from airport to airport across 
the country could set back and discourage transportation by air. In 
the case of the Virgin Islands, we find ourselves sitting otit on the 
edge of the Caribbean Sea in the chain of islands connecting Puerto 
Rico with South America. All major islands in this chain have air- 
ports and the governments of these islands, French, British, and 
Dutch, all charge head taxes for departure by air. This source of 
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revenue has made it possible for these island governments to improve 
and develop airports and facilities. There has been no setback to air 
travel, but to the contrary, the improved, safer fields have attracted 
more aircraft activity both commercial and private and therebj' in- 
creased competition between the islands and the mainland for the 
tourist trade. 

It is my firm belief that the exclusion of the Virgin Islands from 
the prohibition of collecting airport usere' fees would give the Virgin 
Islands Port Authority the needed source of revenues so as to continue 
with the needed development and improvement of the airports. There 
is no known substitute source of income that would replace this loss. 

In support of the Virgin Islands Port Authority's position, I am 
attaching to this statement, letter from the Honorable Governor 
Melvin H. Evans, letter from the Virgin Islands chamber of com- 
merce, letter from the Virgin Islands Hotel Association, and letter 
from John D. Merwin, chairman of the board of governors. Virgin 
Islands Port Authority. 

Mr. JARMAN. They will be included in the hearing record. 
[Tlie letters referred to follow:] 

THE VIBOIN IBLANDB OF THE UNITED STATES, 
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR, 

Charlotte Amalie, St. Thomas, March 2,197S. 
Hon. HARLET O. STAOOERS, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, House of Representa- 

tives. Washington, D.C. 
BEAR MR. STAOOERS: I write to request the exclusion of tlie Virgin Islands 

from the provisions of HR 2695 which would prohibit the collection of airport 
fees from departing passengers. 

Although the formula used in making federal funds available for airport 
development in the Territory is three federal dollars to one local dollar, the 
financial condition of the Territory has l)een such that it could not provide 
sufficient matching dollars to utilize to the fullest the federal funds available 
to It. Forced by these financial circumstances, other sources of income were 
pursued, and the imposition of a departure fee turned out to be a painless and 
yet substantial source of additional revenues for the airport. From the figures 
which the Executive Director of the Virgin Islands Port Authority, which 
operates the airports, has submitted it is to be noted that this departure fee 
provides up to 40 percent of the revenues of the Authority. Cutting off this 
source of revenues would thus strike a disastrous blow to the operation of the 
airports by the Authority. 

Conditions in the Territory are different from those on the mainland. We are 
a developing community, requiring all of the financial assistance which we 
can obtain. A generous Congress has established a policy of financial assistance 
to the Territory, and so it Is reasonable to a.ssnme that the Congress would 
not want to deprive the Territory from obtaining revenues with which to help 
itself and thus not have to increase its reliance on federal assistance. This 
policy aspect of the problem should persuade your Committee of the validity 
of the Territory's position that It be excluded from the legislation now under 
consideration by your committee. 

Your favorable action on this request that the Territory of the Virgin Lslands 
be excluded from the provisions of HR 2685 so that it may continue to collect 
departure fees at the airports is strongly and urgently solicited. We shall be 
deeply grateful for your kind consideration. 

Sincerely, 
MELVIN H. EVANS. M.D., 

Oovemor. 

91-lM O - 7S -  13 
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ST. THOMAS-ST. JOHN CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, INC., 
Charlotte Amalie, Virgin Islands, March 2,1913. 

Hon. HABLGT O. STAOOEBS, 
Chairman, House Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee, Raybiim House 

Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. STAQGEBS : The Board of Directors of the St. Thomas-St. John 
Chamber of Commerce has passed a motion in favor of the collection of airport 
passenger user taxes at Harry S. Truman airport on St. Thomas and to support 
any efforts in having the Virgin Islands exempted from proposed legislation to 
amend (HR 2695) the Airport and Airway Development Act which, as written, 
would malce illegal the collection of such taxes. 

The sums collected by the Virgin Islands Port Authority in passenger user 
fees have contributed greatly to making the Authority a self sufficient operation 
as well as enabling it to develop and implement plans for improvement of our 
airports, particularly Truman on St. Thomas, which must be upgraded to meet 
certain FAA standards. 

To lose these funds under propo.sed legislation would place the future of 
long distance air service to St. Thomas in jeopardy. As we are a tourist oriented 
area, and islands, we depend to a great extent on direct air service from and 
to the mainland as essential to maintain our economy and to further Its devel- 
opment. 

Sincerely, 
DoRAU) SxAinvRD, 

President. 

VIBQIN IBUINDS HOTEL ASSOCIATION (U.S.), 
ST. THOMAS-ST. JOHN CHAPTEB, 

St. Thomas, U.S. Virgin Islands, March 2, 197.'!. 
Congressman HARLEY O. STAOOEBS, 
Chairman on the Committee of Interstate and Foreign Commerce, House of 

Representatives, Washington, D.C. 
DEAR CONGRESSMAN STAGGERS : The St. Thomas and St. John chapter of the 

Virgin Islands Hotel Association (U.S.) considered the proposed amendment to 
HB 2695, a Bill to amend the Airport and Airway Development Act of 1970, 
in order to increase the United States share of allowable project cost and to 
amend the Federal Aviation Act of 1958 which will prohibit certain state tax- 
ation of air transiwrtation passengers. 

The Association, at its monthly meeting on February 21, 1973 voted to support 
the Virgin Islands Port Authority's stand which is to exclude the Virgin Islands 
from amendment HR 2695, as we are convinced that the collection of these 
airport fees in the Virgin Islands are not detrimental to the air transportation 
industry, and that in fact, they will have a substantial beneficial effect on the 
future improvement and expansion of our airports. 

Thanking for your valued co-operation. We remain. 
Very sincerely yours, 

BflCHAEL LiPPMANN, 
President. 

VIRGIN ISLANDS PORT AUTHORITY, 
Charlotte Amalie, St. Thomas, Virgin Islands, March SI, 1973. 

Hon. HARLEY D. STAGGERS, 
Chairman. Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. STAGGERS : The Governing Board of the Virgin Islands Port Authority 
respectfully requests the Committee to exclude the Virgin Islands from the pro- 
posed HR 2695, Section 1113, which prohibits the levy and collections of various 
fees in the operation of airports. Other provisions of HR 2695 would not affect the 
benefits presently received by the Virgin Islands nor would they increase the 
participation of ADAP to our territory. 
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Our financial position prior to the imposition of the passenger use fee was such 
that the Virgin Islands Port Authority was unable to participate in the needed 
airport improvement for the convenience and safety of the general public and the 
aviation industry. With the implementation of the departing passenger charge, 
the Port Authority's revenues have increased to the extent that it is now foresee- 
able that the Port Authority will be able to provide matching funds to take advan- 
tage of the financial aid extended by ADAP, thereby improving and upgrading 
the airport and its facilities. 

Should the Virgin Islands be prohibited from collecting the passenger use fee, 
Its financial position would again be such that the airport's facilities would 
remain in a status quo and continue to deteriorate. 

It is evident that this source of revenue is essential to the financial success of 
the Virgin Islands Port Authority's progress and development of its airports in 
the interest and safety of the traveling public and of the airline industry. 

The Committee's action to exclude the Virgin Islands from Section 1113 of 
HB 2605 is extremely critical to the Virgin Islands Port Authority. 

Very truly yours, 
JOHN D. MEBWIN, 

Chairman, Ooveming Board. 

Mr. JARMAN. Just one question from the Chair: Can you generalize? 
For how long have the other nations with islands in the Caribbean 
chain been levying so-called "head taxes" on departure? 

Mr. MONSANTO. I have been flying in the Caribbean since the early 
fifties and those charges were in effect then. They have been charging 
head taxes both by air and by sea to depart. 

Mr. JARMAN. Well, I can understand that you have a somewhat 
different competitive situation there in that area. 

Mr. DiNGELL. What are your landing fee charges ? 
Mr. MONSANTO. We charge 25.5 and 27 cents per thousand pounds. 
Mr. DiNGELL. Do you have a passenger charge? 
Mr. MONSANTO. NO, just per weight. 
Mr. DiNGELL. Just 24 to 27 cents per thousand pounds? 
Mr. MONSANTO. Yes. 
Mr. DiNGELL. Per landing? 
Mr. MONSANTO. Per landmg. 
Mr. DiNGELL. Do you charge it on takeoffs, too ? 
Mr. MONSANTO. No, just a landing fee. 
Mr. DiNGELL. How does this compare with charges elsewhere 

throughout the industry ? 
Mr. MONSANTO. I thmk it is pretty average. I have the information 

from the International AOCI rates pamphlet that shows what the fees 
are at the various airports in the country. 

Mr. DiNGELL. I thmk that would be a useful bit of information for 
us to receive. 

Mr. Chairman, could I suggest that the staff procure for us from the 
FA A or CAB an idea of tlie landing charges ? 

[Testimony resimies on p. 243.] 
[The following information was subsequently placed in the record 

by the committee:] 
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SUWTVRr OF 
COWTtACTS EXECUTED DggtMC 

nitST HALF - 1972 

HttT C.  TAKE-OFF & LAHDING AREA REVENUES 

Between AOCI Meobers and 
Trasntt, Users, Suppliers & Concessionaires 

Si^aarles of (1) cbe airport, (2) the lcssee(s}. (3) the expiration date 
of the contracts, and (4) the financial arrangenents for contracts coa- 
pleted during the first half of 1972 are furnished In the folXovlng 
categories. 

RZVEHUE SOlTtCES 

TAKE-OFF & lAWDING AREA REVEKUES 
1, Take-off. Landing & Raiap Use Fees 

a. Scheduled Air Carriers  51 
b. Non-Scheduled. Air Taxi & Charter  S3 
d,  Other (Mi Utary)  55 

2. Aircraft Parking 
a. Scheduled Air Carriers    56 
b. Non-Scheduled, Air Taxi & Qiartar   57 
d.  Other (Mi 11 tary)    58 
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SOSEOCIED AIR CAUUEXS 

TAg-OTT & lAKins; AatIA REVEMUES 
1.     Take-off.   Landlna & R«Bp  Use  Fega 

a.     Scheduled Air Carriers 

COfCnACTS  EXECWED rtiST YLKII -  1972 
Explrjcioo 

Dace ArT«nKC»cnC5 
I Fac & Scrv  Prov 
12     3    4     5 

Huntsvllle 

lodlaaapclla 

n*, •! 

FSA 

DA,   SO,  EA 

Sdwduled a/li 

At 

m, TV 

Sdlcdulcd a/Is 

2/2a/77 

6/30/82 

8/31/80 

6/30/73 

L«adlnc fee: 
i.lt2/V* - lit 10 allUim */ac 

.148 2Bd  10 •llliaa #/K 

.133 3rd  10 Kllliaa time 

.121 mrer 30 >tlllc>n 

Saae as above 

i.xm* OM 

3-yr period rcnesottatlm: 
i.lk/Ht ClU - 7/1/72-12/31/72 

.25/M# CUJ - 1/1/73-12/31/73 

.26/!# CLU -  1/1/74-12/31/74 

$3,447.28/TT for 136,182 sf - 
reap area 

t.nt/Ht IS - flight tralolng 
leadings 

Landing fee: 
latl coiMerctal flight - 
Lit 400/Betric ton (approx 
$.69/Betric ton) or fraction 
thereof on let 23 tone 

Lit 600 (approx $1.03) for ea 
subsequent ton or fraction 
thnreof 

l>aiM«tlc coawerctal flight 
Lit SOO/aecric ton (approx 
$.34/aetrlc ton) or fraction 
thereof on 1st 25 tons 

Lit 300 (approx $.31) for ea 
subsequent coa or fractioa 
thereof 

Rasp use fee; 
Intl cocncrcial flight 

Lit  2,600/tan MATW  (approx 
$4.47/ton) 

Doagstic cocaiercial   flight 
Lit 2,100/ton MATW  (approx 
)3.61/ton) 
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C - 1 - i SCHEDULEO ATR C^RKtEltS 

a.    Scbsdulcd Air Carrier* 

COIfrRACTS EXECUTED HRST HALF 
Ex|>lratLon 

1972 
rac fc berv  rrov 
1     2     3    A    S     6 Member ArranjTinent s 

Hllan 

•aahvllle 
-Matro 

•tew York 
-LGA 

8aa Diego 

Savannah 

Seattle 

Waablnfton 
DC 

-Dullei 

AA, AL, BD, n., 
EA, SO, PI, OZ, 
TH 

Scheduled a/Is 

Scheduled a/l* 

AA, Air Calif, 
RU, DL, NA, PSA, 
UA, WA 

DL, HA 

RW 

Scheduled a/la 

6/30/2001 

12/31/72 

12/31/72 

3/4/77 

IWI 

12/31/73 

Four-engine aircraft tariffa; 
B-7A7 - 
Lit 730,000 - cabin cleaning 
not included (approx $1,289) 
Lit 800,000 - cabin cleaning 
Included (approx $1,375) 

S-707 - 
Lit 230,000 (approx $395) 

DC-8-40 - 
Lit 240,000 (approx $412) 
DC-8-60 - 
Ut 280,000 (approx $481) 

$.17/M# - adjusted ea 6 moa, 
recognizing diff bet all 
expenditures & receipts, 
excluding landing fees 

Established tentative flight 
fee 9  $1.15 trrm  $1.00/M» 
tCLW to reflect investnent 
increase 

Established tentative flight 
fee 9  $.3125 froa. $.30/H# 
MG7V to reflect anticipated 
Increase in costs 

$.333/M# 

$.12S/Itf KM 

$.10 psfpa for 21,000 sf 
paved ramp area 

$1.0</H# MGTV 

Pay authorized landing & •obllt 
lounge usage fees; no excl 
tern space - handled by 
another scheduled carrier 
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im-SCHEIXaES,  AIR TAXI & CRAKTER 

TAKE-OFF k LANDING AREA REVESUES 
1. Take-off, Landing & Ramp Use Feea 

b,    Non-ScheduUd,  Air Taxi & Charter 

COWRACTS EXECUTED RRST IIALF - 1972 

Mcnbcr Lessee 

Eitptratioo 

D.Tte Arrangements 

fa 

1 

c 6 

2 

Se 

3 

rv 

4 

Pro\ 

5 

llralnghaB Jin Hankina Air- 

way, Inc 

Semo Aviation 

Southeaat Con- 

niter A/La, Air 

Concepts, Inc 

5/31/73 

1/21/73 

ISO - mo 

51.50/landlng or S.14S/>tf CLW, 

whichever ia greater 

Same as above 

Sane as above 

Bocint nald Air Couriar, Inc 

Sro«s Aviation 

mo - ao 

mo - mo 

S.20/H* GTW, mln $2.00/landlng 

Same as above (non-scheduled 

coonercial air taxi & cargo 

ops) 

El Paao Rossvell A/La $1.2}/landing 

Huntsvlllc Mon-schaduled 
s/ls 

$.30/M» GLH 

Indianapolis Air Freight Svcs 

Ind Boechcraft, 

C^tes Aviation 
Corp 

6/30/74 Mall handling agreement; $100/ 
mo or il  of gross, whichever 
la greater 

$.27/M GLH ea aircraft 

Jackaoovllle Fla A/La, Shavno 
i/La 

1/73 $300/mo or $.19/M» MCLU, which- 

ever is greater - public air- 

craft facilities 

$300/yr - ramp loading area 

Kanaaa City 
-HEC Jrtner Air Svc 5/31/73 $.25/M# MLW ea arriving air- 

craft, mln annual payment 

$4,800; 30-day cancellation 

either party 

Loa Angelca Colden West A/L mo - mo $3.00/heUcopter landing 

Meaphla Central Flying 

Svc, Ross Av 

mo - mo $.128/M« TU - mall flights 

using cargo apron 

Milwaukee Basler Flight 
Svc 

no - mo $2.50 mln landing fee for air- 

craft under 12,500 H  HCIU - 

license for landing of air- 
craft engaged in transp of US 

mail 
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NON-SCHEDULED. AIR TAXI & CHARTED 

Non-Scheduled, Air Taxi & Charter 

CONTRACTS EXECUTED HRST HALF 
Expiration iac bt  serv frov 

1 1 2  31 4 5 6 Member Arrangements 

New York 
-LGA 

Portland, 
Ore 

Tulsa 

Washington, 
DC 

-National 

Non-scheduled 
business & pri- 
vate aircraft 

Boise Av, Cas- 
cade Airways, 
ROBS Aviation 

Boeing Co 

Slsk Aviation, 
Hamilton Av, 
Buckeye Av, Sky 
way Aviation 

Tricon A/Ls 

AeroHech, Inc 

Dela Air Freight 
Co 

12/31/72 

mo - no 

12/31/72 

11/30/73 

2/28/74 

Established flight fee @ $1.19 
from S1.05/M# MGLW to reflect 
investnent increase 

$.49/M# 

$.49/M#/landing - touch & go 
landing agreement 

$6.00/landing for aircraft 
w/max weight of 12,000 lbs - 
post office air taxi operator 

$25/nio activity fee for one 
dally scheduled air freight 
fll^t In llau of landing fee 

Pay landing fees thru FBO 
scheduled air cooouter 

Pay landing fees thru FBO 
scheduled air cargo 
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LANDING FEES  m'HK?. 

TAKE-OFF &  LANDING AREA RZVEKUES 
1.     Take-Off.   Landing & Ramp Use Fcea 

d.     Other  (KiUtary) 

CONTRACTS   EXECUTED  FIRST HALF  -   1972 
Expiracion 

Date Arrangements 
Fac i Serv  Prov 
12     3    4     5 

Indlaaapolii 

USAF Reserve 

4/30/73 

3/31/73 

$200/00 ea aircraft  or $.20/etf 
CLU,  whichever la greater 

$.23/Itf HCLU 
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SCHEDULED AIR CARRIEKS 

TAKE-OFF & lAKDINC AREA REVENUES 
2.    Aircraft   Parking 

a. Scheduled Air Carriers 

cormtACTS EXECUTED FIRST HALF - 1972 
i-'ac fit aerv  frov 
12    3    4     5    6 

Expiration 
Dote Arrangements 

New York 
-LGA 

Washington, 
DC 

-Dulles 

2/28/77 

6/30/82 

Indef 

12/31/73 

C3urge If parked over 4 hrs: 

Type 
DC-8-61 
727-100 
727-200 
DC-9-32 

737 
727-lCO 
727-200 

Dally 
539.00 

22.00 
2A.00 
16.00 

16.00 
22.00 
24.50 

Monthly 
$390.00 
220.00 
240.00 
160.00 

160.00 
220.00 
245.00 

$.15 to 5.20 psf - paved air- 
craft parking hardstands 

54,500/yr - alTcraft parking 
position 
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MOS-SCUEDtn^D,  AIR T.\XI 6. C.IARTER 

TAKE-OFF & LAMPING AREA REVENUES 
2,    Alrcrafc P.irking   • 

b.    Non-Scheduled, Air Taxi & Charter 

COCTRACIS EXECUTED FIRST IIAU 1972 

Expiration 
Date Arrangements 

Fac i Serv rrcv 
12 3 4 5 

Maahvlllc 
-Metro Wings Away mo - mo $IOO/DIO - ramp parking for 

M404 aircraft 
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AIRCRAFT PARKING OTHER 

TAKE-OFF h LANDING AREA REVENUES 
2,    Aircraft  Parking 

d.    Other  (Military) 
CONTRACTS EXECUTED FIRST HALF 

t'ac b iierv  Krov 
li 2     3    A     S    6 

Expiration 
Date Arrangements 

LoaAngeles OS Coaat Guard 6/30/76 $1.00/7T - hcllcopcer parking 
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SUMMARY OF 
CONTRACTS EXECUTED DURING 

SECOND HALF - 1971 

PART C.  TAKE-OFF & LANDING AREA REVEKUES 

Between AOCI Members and 
Tenants, Users, Suppliers & Concessionaires 

Suranarles of (t) the slrport, (2) the lesseeCs), (3) the expiration date 
of the contracts, and (4) the financial arrangements for contracts com- 
pleted during Che second half of 1971 are furnished in the following 
categories. 

REVENUE SOURCES 
Page 

TAKE-OFF & LANDING AREA REVENUES 
1, Take-0£f^ Landing & Ramp Use Fees 

a. Scheduled Air Carriers •••••••••••••••. 55 
b. Non-Scheduled, Air Taxi & Charter  57 
d. Other (Military)  60 

2. Aircraft Parking 
a. Scheduled Air Carriers    61 
b. Non-Scheduled, Air Taxi & Charter    62 
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SCHEDULED AIR  CARRIERS 

TAKE-OFF &   LANDING AREA REVENUES 
1.    Takc-Q£f^   Landlnn & Ramp Uao  Fees 

A.     Scheduled Air Carriers 

CONTRACTS EXECVTED SECOXD HALF - 1971 
V Expiracion 1 Fac & Scrv Pro 

Member Lessee Date Arranecmcnts J_ _2_ _3_ J^ 5 

Denver Coeipanie 
Hexlcsna de 

1/1/78 $.17/M# MCLU on revenue 
flights S. $.085/(« on non- 

Aviaclon, SA revenue flights v/nin of   H 
$2.50 whether for rev or not 

Subj to review & reestabllsh- 
ment 1/1/73 

Des Holnes BN, OZ 12/31/82 $.19S/M LW 

Flint UA, NC 8/1/74 5.185/(tf 

Greensboro DL, EA, n, UA 4/30/73 S.15/M LW 

Lincoln UA, FL 1/1/74 $.176/H# 

RON 
21.000- 26,000 lbs  $ 3.30 
26.001- 35,000        4.68 
35,001- 50,000        6.60 
50.001- 70,000        9.24 
70,001- 90,000       11.88 
90,001-120,000       15.84 
120,001-150,000       24.20 
150,001-180,000       28.60 
180,001-210,000       33.00 
210,001-240,000       38.50 
240,001-270,000       44.00 
270,001-300,000       49.50 
Over 300,000          55.00 

M»sport Alrllnct ;.265/H# - lessees 

Mew York 
-jnt Alrllnai $.312S/M# MCTV - lessees 

-IGK Airlines $1.152/H* HCLW - lessees 

-EWR AlTllnci f.SS/M KTV  - lessees 

Sen Anconlo AA,BN,CO.EA, 
Mexicana de 
Aviacion,TT 

7/31/72 Monthly surcharge of S.04/H« 
approved MLU for ea flight 
scheduled to land at SAT Is 
eliminated 

San Jose Scheduled 
carriers 

Landing fees Incr from 5.15 
to $.1B/M' MCLW offoctlve 
6/1/71.  Covers all ops 
regardless of purpose. 
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SCHEDULED MR CARRIERS 

a.    Scheduled Mr Carriers 

COOTRACTS EXEqjTKD SKCONP MLT -  1971 
Expiralion 

Pate 
*',ic d icrv  i'rov 
1)2     314 15,6 ArranEcmcnts 

Spring- 
field 

12/31/74 S.IO/MJ approved MLU for Cl  72 
.105/M# Cy 73 
.ll/W CY 74 

-J. 
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NON-SCHEDUUD.   AIR TAXI & CHARTER 

TAKE-OFF &  LANDING AREA REVENUES 
1.     Takc-Off.   I.Tpdtn); &  Knir.p Use   Fees 

b,     Non-Scheduled,  Air Taxi & Charter 

COrfTRACTS  r.XECirTED SECOND HALF  -   1971 
i^xpJiMCion 

Dace ArranRcmcnts 
Fac t,  Sc 
1  2  3 

rv Prov 
6 5 

Alaska 
-Anchorage 

Birmingham 

ConnecCicut 
-Bradley 

-Trumbull 

Denver 

Des Molnes 

Flint 

Greensboro 

Indianapolis 

Lincoln 

Atlantic 
Richfield, 
Golden Sun Air 
Cargo 

Volunteer A/L 

Ptlgrira, tforch 
Amer A/L 

Pilgrim 

Royal Amer 
Flyurs 

Star Aviation 

Ross Aviation 

Brower Flight 
Svc 

TransMlchigan 

Burlington 
Industries 

AlrWisconsin 

Midwest Com- 
muter 

TrnnsNebroska 

$.30/Mdi MCTW 

mo - mo   $1.50/landing (6,000 Iba) 

6/30/74   $.107/H* - commuter air 
carriers 

6/30/74   $,08/ftf 

8/1/72 Revocable perroisaion to con- 
duct flight training & air- 
craft rentals. Ho monetary 
consideration. 

5/1/72    Same as above 

1/1/73    S.17/M* MGI.U for r^'vcnit*' 
flights & $.085/Mi' on non- 
rev flights w/min of S2,50 
whether for rev or not 

7/1/72    SlSI/mo activity fee 

6/1/72    5'300/mo 

9/30/72   $,233/^tf GLW - Ig cargo a/c 

6/15/72   Same as above 
auto 
renewal 

6/30/72   $200/mo/planc or $.15/M# 
whichever is greater + $50/mc 
ramp fee for cargo svc 

6/31/72   S200/mo or $,15/M^, whichever 
is greater 

6/30/72   $:00/mo/plflno 

mo - tno   $2/landing or $,16/H(',  which- 
ever is cr^'^itor 



187 

C . 1 - b NON-SCHEDULED,   AIR TA.";! 6 CHASTER 

b.    Han-Sch>dul«d, Air Tuci & Charter 

CONTRACTS KXEOJTEP SECOND HALF -   1971 
hac b serv rrov 
1| 2    3l 'i    S    6 

Expiration 
DaCa Arranr.cmonts 

Maaaporc 

Mcnphf 8 
-Intl 

Kilwaukaa 

lUahvllli! 
-Mctrs 

Rev York 
-JKK 

'lOk 

-n« 
Orlantlo 
-Hamdon 

Rillada!- 
phia 

Portland, 
Ma. 

Bua aircraft 

Central Flying 
Svc 

Hidstace Air 
Comnutor 

Semo Aviation 

but not 
beyond 
3/31/73 

mo - mo 

Central Fla 
Helicopter Svc 

Metro Flight 

Fllghtvaya Corr 

Air New Enclarkl 

Arooatook A/W 

Exec Airlines 

12/13/72 

8/31/73 

8/31/73 

11/15/72 

10/72 

6/30/72 

$.IS/M# LW w/$1.00 nln 
Fcea collected by FBO for 25?. 
of caih collected & IS! of 
feca billed by Authority 

$.285/M# - non-laaaeaa 

$.12B/H' - contract nail 
carrier 

$2.50 min landing fee for a/c 
under 12,500 Ibi MGLW 

$2.50 min for a/c under 12,500 
lbs MCLW - contract nail 
carrier 

SSO/mo or $2.so/landing - 
contract nail carrier 

$.35/K# HCTW - nen-l«aaua 

$1.20/M# NCTW - non-lessees 

$.S5/MJ> MCTW • non-lessees 

Helicopter avc:    21 of gross 

$,25/M# - helicopter svc,   sub- 
tenant  to AA 

$.25/H* - helicopter svc 

$600/no,   10 take-offs/day 
12,500 lbs max wt 

$.25/Ms> over 12,500  lbs 

$100/1:10,  60 take-offs/no 
5,300  lbs ^TW 

$.25/r-> over 60  cakc-oiCs/mo 

JiOO/mo,   17 tnl!-pffs/d.iy 
12,600 lbs MN wt 

S.:5/M' wor 17  tJk.i-ofrs/dny 

W-2M O - 75 - IJ 
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HOII-»ail!DW.JiD.  AI« TAXI * CHAirmK C - 1 • b 

b.    Mm-leliaduUd, Air Tul ii Ch«c«r 

cowRACTi txtamo SBCOWD HALT - 1971 
rae & Sorv 
1 2 3 « 

Pro\' 
i Htmbtr 

Explraclon 
Dat( ArMnggBitnti 

rortlind, K*. 
(eont) 

Vntland, On, 

>t. Louli 

San Joaa 

BMttla 

Waihington 
-National 

Wayna Oouncy 

Manehaatar Av, 
Corporata Air 

Caacada A/W 

Travalalr, Inc 

Pro A/L, 
Kanklna Air 
Svc 

(oaa Aviation 

Itlnorant 
coBOBarclal 
fllghta 

San Juan 
Alrllnaa 

Intl Air Cargo 

AaroMaeh, Inc 

Buckoya. Air 
Svc, Hub Alr- 
llnaa 

9/72 

12/31/72 

Indcf 

8/1/72 

10/30/73 

lX/30/73 

• 200/aa, 60 taka-offa/iio 
5,200 Iba nax vt 
$,2}/M ovar 60 taka-offa/no 

83.50/landlns or pravalllng 
amt/M« KCtW, vhlchavar la 
hlghar - air taxi oall 
oparatoT 

«3.00/tllght for apron (aelll 
tlaa 

$6/fll(ht tor apron fadlltUi 

(6/fllght for apron fadlltUi 

Undar 3,J00 • HGLW 1.50/op 
3,301- 3,200 2.00 
5,201-10.JM 2.50 

10,201-20,000 4.75 
20,001-30,000 7.00 
30,001-A3,000 11.00 
43,001-75,000 18.00 
Ovar 73,000 - $.25/M* tCLW 

ih%  of grot! from pravlous 
nonth'i enpl p«x or $100/no 
mln 

Comnuter cargo carrlar:  paya 
landing feoa to FBO; a/p 
rccslvaa 90% of groaa from 
FBO 

CoBRiutar air carrlar:  pays 
landing faaa to FBO; a/p 
recolvea 9071 of grot* from 
FBO 

$.5O/M0 approved MLU 
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!ANDtf!G FEES Ol'irER 

C.     TAKE-OFF & L.\.^l;IKG AKFJk  REVf^NJES 
1.     Takc-Ot"f,   LandliiR &  uai'-p  Use  Fees 

d.    OCher  (Military) 

co>rrRACTS CXKCUTED SECo:rD HALF - 1971 
i'cic 6i Sorv  frov 
1 i 2     3    A     5    6 

Ex|>trjtion 
Dace Arrangements 

SfOkMXtA Boeing Co 12/31/72 Pull-stop landings charged & 
payable (3 $.A0/gros5  Con. 

Touch'&-go  landings charged & 
payable <? $.20/gro8s ton MliLW 
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SaiEDULCD AIR CARRIERS 2 - a 

TAKE-OFF & LANDING AREA REVEWJES 
2.     Aircraft  Parking 

a.    Scheduled Air Carriers 

COffTRACTS  EXr-g'THD SECOND HALF  -   1971 
Expiration 

Date Arrangements 
Fac & Serv  Prov 
1     2     3    4     5 f 

00 $.10 psfpa  for approx 30,000 
aq ft ramp area for overnight 
parking 
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C - 2 - b NOK-SainDUT^D, AIR TAXI & CIIAUT 

TAKE-OFF i,  LANDiyC AREA REVENUES 
2. AlrcrafL Parking 

b. Non*Schcdulcdj Air T«xl & Charter 

CONTKACTS  EXECITI:D SECOND HALF -   1971 
Vac it  yerv  rrov 
12     3(456 

Expi ration 
Date Arrangements 

Under 3,500 
3,501- 5,200 
5,201- 10,200 

10,201- 20,000 
20,001- 30,000 
30,001- 45,000 
i5,001- 75,000 
75,001-130,000 
Ovor  130,000 

2 
520 

23 

3 
S30 

36 
48 
J6 
63 
80 

115 
140 

NCLH 

4 
i  2T5O 

3.00 
3.50 
4.50 
5.50 
7.00 
8.50 

12.00 
10c/^!• 
MGLW 

1 - MGLW In lbs 
2 - Monthly rate c«lled-ln 
3 - Monthly rate  taxled-ln 
4 - Dally rate 

$.0125 psfpm for rental of 
aircraft parking area on sq 
ft baaia 
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swtttRY or 
COWMCTS gXeCUTED PORIMG 

FIRST HMJ - 1971 
lAKZ-OTF AND UNDIIIC AREA REVEWIES 

B«twtt«a AOCl Manbvri 
and 

T«a«nct, Uscn, Suppliers & Conc««sloiutr«« 

SuoDarlas of (1) the airport, (2) tht lesaea(B), (3) tha axplratton 
date of the contract!, (4) the financial arrangeBancs for contracts ccapletad 
during the first half - 1971, and (5) facilities and services provided by 
the airport (I - heat, 2 - light, 3 - air conditioning, A • Janitor service, 
5 ' bare wall interior, 6 - finished interior) are furnished in the following 
categories. 

REVZNUE SOURCES 

TAKE-OfT AKD LANDING AREA REVENHES 
1. Take-Off. Landing & Ramp Use Fees Page 

a. Scheduled Air Carriers   67 
b. Non-Scheduled, Air Taxi & Charter   69 
d. Other  (Military)   71 

2. Aircraft  Parking 
d. Other    72 
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cioes-MriiCTCi 

C.l>e C«n«r«l AvUelon UB^IM FMI 

tM •lie: C^l^b NM York (USA) 
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urmnn .n tT» rAatnaa 

C.     TAK£-Cf7 AKD UNDIIIC AEIA REVEllMg 
1.    TU-Ott.  UndlM i. IU»D Ull FMl 

•.    Sch«dul«d Air Carrlari 

CONTRACTS EXECUTED yiRST HAl*   -  1971 

Expiration 1   Fee & Sarv Prov 
M«Bb«r L«ii«e D>t« Arringemonci 1 2 3 4 5 « 

AlbuqiMrqiM CO. «., It, 
w 

1'1-Sl «.12 par lOOMOW chrv 
12-31-72; 
$.13 por 1000* thru 
12-31-75; 
t.lki par 1000* thru 
1-1-78; 
9.1S5 par 1000* thru 
12-31-80 

Blralaghui DL 4-30-95 Landing Faaa: 
Hay  1,   1971  -  I4.5c/1000 
lbs.; 
Sapt.   1,   1972 -  16C/1000 
Ibt. 
Upon occupancy ot naw 
building  (and o{ 1973)   - 

1 18.5C/1000  Ibi. 

Lot Angalai Sch«<hlU4 eonelmilni Landing Faa Raiolutlon: 
-Intanutloiul AlrllMi 33.5c  par 1000 Ibi.  landing 

weight.                                      1 

NllvaufcM EA,l)C,IIW,OZ,DA 3-31-73 Landing Faai:  $.23/M Ibi. 
MGLW for period 4-1-71  to 
3-31-72. Both partial hava 
tha right, but not Cha 
obligation,   to propoaa a 
dlffarant rtta (or 
auccaadlQg year. 

Ra» York lJ-31-71 Eitabllihad tantatlva 
-Uautj SehtduUd 

AlrllMi 
(light (aa at $.30 (ran 
$.29 par thouaanda pounds 

Wight   to redact 
anticipated Increaaa  in 
coati.(Billing rate eubjaci 
to quarterly ravlaoO 
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gCWnOLlB AH  rtMT««l -c-1 •« 

a.    Scbadulad Atr Carrlsn 

CONTMCTS EXECUTED    FIRST HALF   -  1971 

!.«•••• 
Expiration 

D(C< Arringeaenti 
Fac & Serv Trov 

1  2 3 « S 6 

Sao Diago 

Hcyna CouotF 
(Oatrotc) 

lock laUod Co. 
(Holloe) 

Dalta, Waataro, 
Aaarlcaa,tlnltad, 
Faclflc SouchM^t, 
aod National 
Atrllnaa 

4/72 

DL,  M 

All Air Carrlai 
-Aaerlcan 
Branlff 
Condnantal 
Oaark 
Frondar 
TUA 

Flying Tlgat 

Oaark Alrllnaa 

Sapc.   'SI 

2-28-2010 

Undlng (aaa -  I9c/1000 
Iba. varaua    $2 alDlaum 

I3.lc/1000 Iba. to 10,000, 
Iba. 
11.9c all o«at 10,000,000 
Iba. 

Landing Faaa Incraaaad to 
$.14  Cor aach  1,000 pound! 
of approvad laaxtaium landlnj 
waight of aircraft. 

Airport Uaa AgreeoMnt 
9.26c   per thouaand  pounds 
of naxlaam approvad laodlnk 
walght 

Landing Faaa  - S.12/HaCCLW 
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MMt-lCKIDULlD. All lAlI t CmiTM 

itn-nn Am UHDIMO kux tinmti 

bi    Mon-SehaduUd, Air Tul & Chatur 

CONTMCTi EXZCUnO   riUT HALT' •  1971 

M«ab«T L«IH* 
Kxplrtclon 

DtCt ArrAngta«nCi 
tn fc l«rv Prav 

I      2    3 4    }    6 

Daovtr 

IndUnapoltt 

Jtckian 
-Thonpion 

Lot Angtlai 
-Intamitlooa] 

HMphli 
•IntanuictoMl 

lUfhvtlla 
•Matropolitm 

Uni OrlMOa 

Mw York 
-LaCuardla 

TrtDt-NabraikA 
AlrllHi, loe. 

Air Wlteauln 

South Contral 
Air   Traniport 
Zne. 

Non-Sehodulad 
and Supplaaaoti 

MMO Aviation 

NomSchadulad 
Foncana 
Aviation,   lac. 

Voluntaar 
Alrllnaa 

South Cantral 
Air Traoaport, 

Inc. 

Non-Schadulad, 
Bualnaaa & Prl 
ate. Aircraft 

1-1-78 

Hsa. to 
•on. 

Hon. to 
laon. 

landlni faat: I7c par I.OOf 
naxlAum iroaa landing 
walght on ravamja fllghta, 
8.5c on noo*ravanua, 
•Inlauai of (2.J0 on althar 
lutaa to ba r«*a8tabllahad 
1-1-73. 

llOO/ao aach aircraft 
so/mo ramp uaa eharga 

83.00 par UDdllat 

eontlnulni     38.5e par 1,000 Iba. 

Indaf. 

Moo. to 
non. 

12-31-71 

landing walght 

Third laval carrlar - 
Taka-off faa 13.00 par 
aircraft 

92.30 ffllnlaum landing faa 
for aircraft undarl2.S00 
Iba. tew angagad In 
transportation of U.S.  Hal 

Landing Faa - $2.00 par 
aach ravanua landing 

LlVc    par thouaand pounda 

eatabtlahad flight faa at 
91.OS froa 9.93  par 
thouaand pounda of maxlmuffl 
groaa   landing walght to 
raflact lovaatnant Incraaafc 
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WOH-SCHEDULKD. AIR TAXI & CWlRTOt C -  1  . h    _ 

b.    Noa-5ch«dul«d, Air Taxi & Chartar 

COimtACTS EXECUTED   FIRST HALT   -   1971 

Expiracion 
D«c< Arrangements 

Fac & Serv Prov 
1       2     3 4     3    6 

Orlando 
•Hemdoo 

gt.  Loula 

S««ttl«-Tacoaa 

Waahlogcon.D.C 
- Dullaa 

Wayne County 
(Detroit) 

The Atlanta 
Air Inc. 

SEMO AvUtion 3-31-72 

Trana Ho 12-31-72 

Skyway AvUtloi     12-31-71 

Air IlIlDols 4-24-72 

Croai Sound 
CovButar Servlcka »on 

lagla Alrlloaa, 
Inc. 

Oak Harbor 
Alrllnaa* Inc. 

SKTER,   SHB 

Cavallar 
Alrvaya Corp. 

BaocUy Flight 

Brower Flight 
Service 

Hon.  to 
•on. 

7-1-72 

Landing feea at   .lO/Mf or 
$1.00 Hlnlaun Charge  per 
landing,  whichever la awre 

$3.00 par landing of alrcr 
under 12,000 pound* 

$6.00 per landing of atrci 
under 12,000 pounds. 

2VC of grogg  reveouei  from 
previous month's enplaning 
passengers or $100 per 
month mininum fee. 

2V( of gross revenues  from 
previous month's enplaning 
passengers or $100  per 
month mlninmrn  fee 

2VX of gross revenues  from 
previous month's enplaning 
paasangars or $100 per 
month ninlinum (•«. 

Lending Fees Increased to 
$.14  for each  1,000 pounds 
of approved maxlmuai landln] 
weight of aircraft 

$100 ••• landing fees &  ramp 
charges  (air charter & 
aircraft  rental) 

Security Deposit Adjusted 
to    $200.00 

Air Taxi  Service:   $15l/rao; 
fuel commissions waived 
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Onm  ( KILHARY) 

mtE-OFF Am UKDIWC AREA REVIKUES 

d.     Other  (Military) 

CONTRACTS EXECUTED    FIRST HAU   -  1971 

Expiration 
Date Arrangesents 

Fac & Serv Prov 
I       2     3 4     5     6 

Ht'ltarv 
USAF Reserve 

Wla. Air 
National Guard 

Missouri Air 
National Guard 

3-31-72 

6-30-73 

Unding Fees:   $.23/M Lbs. 
HCLW 

Landing <• Field Use Fee: 
$20,S00 per annul 

Landing fee of $I,S0O per 
month and furnish various 
crash and  fire equlpoent 
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OTHZtt  

lAKE-OFF &  LANDING AREA  REVENUES 
2.    Aircraft  Parking 

i.    Othar 

CONTRACTS EXECUTED   FIRST HALF   -  1971 

Mnbtr 
LxplraClon 

Uata Arrancenicncs 
Fac & Scrv Prov 

I       2     3 4     5    6 

Muiphla 
-Intanut tonal 

MtliMukca 

Civil Air 
Patrol 

Air Holiday, 
Inc. 

Mon.   to 
mon. 

Fee  for apron  parking  - 
$2.50 per month  per alrcra:: 

$50 per month  ramp charge 
for parking of aircraft 
(travel  club) 
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8iiw»RY or 
C0IIT»*CI3 EXtCOCTP POMIW 

sicaiD mit • 1970 
c.   TAg-ofT AHP mromc AMA RIVCTUES 

Batvno AOCI Mnlxri 
anl 

Tfloanea, llHra, Supplltra & CoactialooAlrvi 

Suivarlai of (1) th« airport, (2) tha laaa«a(a), (3) the aspiration 
data of tha contracts, (4) tha financial arranfananta for contracts conplatad 
during tha aacond half - 1970, and (5) facllltlea and aarvlcaa provldad by 
tha airport (1 - haat, 2 - light, 3 - air conditioning, 4 - janitor aarvlca, 
S - bar« wall intarlor, 6 - flnlshad interior) ara furnlahad in tha followlag 
catagorlaa. 

REVtWg sorocBS 

C.     lAKE-OTF Am UKPIH: AREA REVENUES Ttgt 
1. Tika'Off.   Landing & Ramp Use Pass 

a. Scheduled Air Carriars  57 
b. Non-Schedulad, Air Taxi & Charter  S9 
c. Genaral Aviation    61 
d. Other (Military)     62 

2. Aircraft Parking 
a. Scheduled Air Carriara  63 
b. Non-Scheduled, Air Taxi & Charter  64 
c. Gaoeral Aviation     6S 
d. Other  66 
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snanHTUB ku. cuatuti C • 1 •• 
c.   im-OTf Aim miDiMc AM* MVIWBI 

«.    Sehadultd Air C«rrlttri 

CONTUCTS CXZCUTED SECOKD HALT •  1970 

Explridon 
OACI ArrangMuntt 

Fic & Sarv Prov 
1  L 2    3 4    S    « 

AUlIu 
*r<lib*nki 

AkroB- 
CHtoa 

BMlBg 
rUM 

Fort Worth 
<rMcrr 8W 

Loi Aii(«Ua 

OkUhona 
Clt/ 

Seh«4ul<d 

Caauda Alrwaya 

3/S/89 

Schadulad 

CO 

BI,TV,ri,AA,CO 11/30/71 

rhoastii 

Dl.OZ 

All uaar 
alrlinaa 

10/31/71 

t .10/ H   Iba. of 
eartldad naxlBum groaa 
Might orcr 6,000 Iba. 

I  .07/ M Ika. baaad oa 
fraquoncy of aehadula. 

3X anplaoad paaaangar 
ravaoua. 

I  .12/ M Iba. for aaeh 
tOO.OOO Iba. 
t  .09/ H Iba.  for 100,000 
to 130,000 Iba. 
$  .04/ M Iba. might la 
•xeaaa of 150,000 Iba. 

•28.3/ M Iba. 

)]9.60 par month; 
1320 aq.   ft.   raiip 

9   .12/ H Iba.  approvad 
naxlann walght.  fm 
8/1/69 thru 12/31/69; 
i  .13/ H Iba. frooi 1/1/70 
thru  12/13/70; 
I  .14/ M Iba. froa 1/1/71 
thru 11/30/71. 

i   .10 HSLU 

3 .1801/ H Iba. ICLU 

separating uodar an 
ordlnanca which la aub- 
Jaet to changa. Policy la 
that achadulad alrlinaa 
will pay thair proportion 
ata ahara of providing, 
oparaclDg, naintalnina and 
aaalnlatarlB. tha alrll.lj. 
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C - 1 - « SCHIDUUD A IK CMKUM 

a.    Schadulsd Air C«rrlara 

CONTRACTS EXECUTED SECOND IIAIF  -   1970 

ExplrotIon 
D«ce ArrangttDtnti 

Ftc & S«rv Prov 
I  2  3 4  5 6 

Mm York 
•LaOuardU 

•KaniMdy 

SchaduUd 

Flying Tiger 

12/31/71 

H/31/71 

12/31/71 

12/31/98 

EftabUihad cantaclva 
flight f» at SI.0170 
(ran $1.0332/ M Iba. 
MGLU to radact antl- 
clpatad Incraaaa In 
iDvaatnant. 

EitabUahad cantatlva 
flight faa at $ .29 fron 
S .26/ H Iba. MCTW CO 
raflact aotlelpatad 
Incraaaa In coata. (Bill- 
ing rata aubjact to 
quartarly ravlaw). 

Incraaaa taka-off faa 
tariff frta t  .46 to 
S .49/ M Iba. HBTW to 
companaata for Incraaaad 
Invaataant. 

$ .59/ M Iba. 
walght 

of landad 
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NOM-scmpuLB). Ant nmi 4 cwMtTn 

C.     lAKI-OW AW) mOtHC AM* REVmUtS 

1.     T»k«-CXt.  UnJltt. 4 RMO UM Ftt« 
b.    Noo-Schadulad, Air Turt & Ch*tt«r 

COMTItACTS EnCUTSD SECOND HALT -  1970 

BK^lratloD 
Met Arrtniwuta 

yac & 8«rv Prov 
1      }    1 A    J   t 

AUlIu 
•rAlibaak* 

Indianapoli 

Kam 
County 
C&akara- 
flald) 

Loa Aocalaa 

Buokaya Alr» 
Owanaboro 
Aviation, 
Cooba Alrwaya 
Sadalla- 
Narahall- 
Eoonvllla Staga 
Ltna 

Vallay Atrllnaa 

7/1/72 
than 

no - mo 

tUlwukaa 

Haabvllla 

U Aliwya 

Coldan Waat 
Alrllnaa 

Exaeutlva 
Alrllaa 

Air Nlehltaa 

Capitol Int'l 
Alrvaya 

i/iin 

•O   -  BO 

3/31/73 

10/30/7J 

I .30/ M Iba. o( eartl(la< 
•axlana groaa valfht ovar 
6,000 Iba. 

I lOO.OO par aircraft 

(Sadalla, Harahall, Eooo- 
vllla Staga Llna contract 
waa raplacad by ooa with 
Buekaya 2/8/71, aaM 
tama). 

f  .12/ M GIH par wmth. 

Mon-achadulad:    9  33.5 
M iba. 
Air taxi:    9  3.00 par 
landing 

taap uaa- ground rantal 
>26.00 par month. 

Raap uaa- ground rantal 
(38.00 par month. 

«  .13/ M Iba. CLH 

92.30 minimum landing faa 
for aircraft undar 
12,300 iba.  M:LU 

I  .1375/ M Iba. 
(for training fUghta In 
•ssaaa of 150 fllghta 
par yaar) 

•S-I36 O - 73 - 14 
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C - I - b wat-ICHiaiiLB). AH MI I. tsura 

fe.    lon-Sebadul^d, Air TMl t Chartur 

coratACTS (ncuno RCMD HALT - mo 
IxplritloD 

tertngoMBti 
fie 4 S«rv Prov 

I I a 131*   5  » 

FortUad, 
Ma la* 

••itcU 

HajTM 
Count; 
(Oacrole) 

Air Na« 
lagltDd 

suttu riifht 
larvlra 

Hslleoptn 
Alrmjri 

Hub AlrllMt 

Mitro Air 
Strvle* 

Tnu. Mleh. 
Alrllnai 

U/71 10 tikaotfi p«r 4(7 (or 
(Ireraft undar 12,500 Ibi 
$600,00/BOoth 

2 1/2X of iron rovanuM 
froB pravlouf Bonth'a 
aoplaalni paaaaatar. 

Saeurltjr dapoilt Ineraaaai 
to (200.00 

Baourlty dapoalt ineraaaai 
to irso.oo 

iaourlty dapoilc Ineraaaai 
to (200.00 

laeurlty dapoalt Ineraaaai 
to I7J0.00 
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CENEBAL AVUTICN 

C.     TAKE-OFT AMD UNDIllC AREA REVEWJES 

I.    T«te«-Otf. I-«o<lln« & R«ap MM f««l 
c.    C«a«ral Aviation 

cmrntACTS EXECUTED SECOND HALT - 1970 
Expiration 

Data Arrangtmanti 
Fae & S«rv Prov 

I      2    3 4    5    6 

AUaka 
vFalrbanka 

AkroD- 
Canton 

Trt-Clty 
(Saglnaw) 

$ .30/ M Iba. of carttfUi 
oaxinum groaa walght ovar 
6,000 Iba. 

$   .30/ M Iba. 
(IttMcaat faaa) 

Aircraft over 12,500 Iba. 
groaa  pay $.25/1000  Iba. 
Waived if fuel purchaaed. 
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OTHEIl  (MILlIMtY) 

Mlg-OPF ASP lANPmc AREA RtVElTOES 

1-    I«k«-Otf • Landing & RMIO U«« F»«I 
d.    Other  (MlUt«ry) 

CONTRACTS EXECinZD SECOHD HALT 1970 

MnlMr 
Explracloo 

Arranga 
Fac & S«rv Prov 

1      2    3 «    S    6 

Indlanapoll! AIR VAC 
U.  S. Amy 

Indiana 
Helicopter 
Corp. 

All Uaere 

6/30/71 

6/30/71 

$4,380.00/yr. 

Public Agency service 
(aabulance,  aurvelllance, 
safety patrol) 

B-747 training landlnga 
$   .18/ M lbs. 
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SCHEDULED AIS CMLRIERS 

C.     TAKE-CTF AND  lANDIHG AREA  REVEWUE8 

2.    Aircraft Parking 
a.    Schadulad Air Carriari 

CONTKACTS EXECUTED SZCOHH HALF -  1970 

Maabar 
Explradon 

Data Arrangaaantt 
Fac & Sarv Prov 

1      2    3 4    5    6 

Alaska 
-Falrbaaka S .15/ M Iba. of certifle(i 

maxljouD groas velghe over 
6.000 Ibi. Aircraft 
utilizing airport service: 
such as fueling or repair 
are not subject to charge 
for first 3 hours after 
Landing. 
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BCB-SCHKDOLgD. AIR TAXI & caUtTlR C - i 

C.     ma-OFT 4 LAHDIIC ARE* MVEmmS 

2.    Atrcrjtt Ptrltlm 
b.    Koo-Sch«dijl*d» Air Taxi & Chsrtar 

CORTIACTS EXECUTED SECODD HALT -  1970 

Expiration 
Diet ArranE«a«nti 

Fac & Sarv Prov 
1  2 3 « S « 

Alaaka 
*rairb«Dka 

Lockheed 
Air 
Tarmlnal 
(Burbank) 

Atr R«a4a 

C«lax7 Air 
LlMt 

$   .15/ M Iba.  of cartlflx 
naxlmw groaa walght over 
6,000 Iba.    Aircraft 
utlllalog airport aar- 
vlcaa auch as fueling or 
repair are not aubject 
to cherge for flrat 3 
houra after landing. 

Aircraft Parking Stall 
(13,000 aq.  ft.) Kith 
tool/atorage araa 
9 $240.00 per month. 

Aircraft Parking Stall 
(13,000 aq.  ft.) vlth 
tool/ atoraga 9 $225.00 
par BOoth. 
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fimwii tvTtniM c • » • ° 

c.   ^'in-^ \ """*= *"* Mvncwi 
2.   Alrct.tt firVlM 

c.    Caiwral AvUclon 
ooRUcn iXECuno IXCOND HALT • 1970 

ArrimiMnti 
tie d torr Frov 

I  I  1    3 4    5    6 

Alaska 
-raltbtokt • .15/N lbs. of cattKlsd 

•i«tiMi irosa wltht ovsr 
6,000 lbs. Aircraft 
uttllslns airport aarvlcai 
sueh aa {uallni or rspalr 
art net aubjaot to chart* 
for first 3 hours after 
laadlea. 
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OTHHI C - 2  - d 

C.    TAKE-OfT 4 lANPIWG *MA MVTOUIS 

2.    Altcr«ft P»rklrui 
d.     Othtr 

CONnACTS EXECUTED SECOND HALF  -  1970 

Mtabtr 
Expiration 

Data Arrangaaanca 
fac & Sarv Prov 

1       2     } 4     S    6 

Lockhead 
Air 
Tacaloal 
(Burbank) 

MtlMukaa 

Intarnatlonal 
Display!,  Inc. 

Halibu Traval 
Club 

Aircraft Paitliif SUtl 
(13,000 aq.   ft.)  vtth 
tool/ttoraga @ $230.00 
par Bonth. 

$50.00 par month ramp 
charga for parking of 
aircraft. 
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SUIWMIY OF 

COMTIUCTS BffiCintP DTOINC 
fIRSI HALF -  H70 

c.   TAig-orr AMD ummic AMA REvtiiuts 

ttCMtn AOCI lteab«ri 
and 

Tanants, Uaara. Suppllara & Concaaalotialrai 

Si^aarlaa of  (1)  tha atrporc,   (2)  cha laaiaa(i),   (3)  tha axptraclMI 
data of tha contract*,   (4)   tha financial arrangamanti for contracts 
ccaplatad during tha first half -  1970, and (9)  facllltlas and sarvlcaa 
provldad by tha airport  (I - haat,  2 • light,  3 • air conditioning, 4 - 
Janitor sarvlca,  5 - bara wall  Intarlor,  6 -  finlshad intarlor)  ara furniahad 
In tha following catagorlas. 

RtVtHUE SOURCES 

TAKE-Orr  AMD lAWDIHC  AREA  REVESUes Fag* 
1, Tske-Off.   Landing i. Ramp Use Faas 

a. Scheduled Air Carriers  J9 
b. Non-Scheduled, Air Taxi & Chartar  62 
c. Canaral Aviation  65 
d. Other  (Military)  66 

2, Aircraft Parking 
a. Scheduled Air Carriers  67 
b. Non-Scheduled, Air Taxi & Chartar  68 
c. General Aviation  69 
d. Othar  70 
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scnoyuD UM. CAunu c - I 

C.     TAg-OfT *» UOTaC AMA MVWUtl 
1.    ZtU-Oft. UndlM 4 Um Ul« M«» 

T.    lehadulad Air Carrlut 

COWmACIS EXECUTED FIRST HALF     - 

MwBbtr 
;>plration 

Pita Arr«nt.m«nti 
r«c & S«rv Prov 

1 H HlM?l t 
Alatk* 

-Anehor«g« 

Burbank 

CaluablA 

Colorado 8pgi 

El POM 

Ft. Worth 
-Graotor 
Southvoat 

Kanaaa Cltjr 

Loo Ancalaa 
-locarnat'l 

Maophli 

Alitalia 

UA 

Air Wait,Inc. 

MC 

Alrllnaa 

Mi.CO.FL 

AA.CO.FL.R 

10 Schadulad 
Alrllnaa 

12/16/70 

1974 
dUnawabla 
thru 19SI) 

6/30/71 

U/31/7* 

5/5/89 

3/31/S7 

2i-)raar 
tarm 
cootanelni 
vlth 
coaplatloT 
of tor- 
mina 1 ax- 
panalon Ir 
2-3)rra. 

1.30/ M «CMBU evar 6,000 
Iba. 

Favad raap 1.0123 par aq. 
ft, par aonth 

Incraaaa In Fit Faaa to 
$.35 par outbound paaaancar 

».16 par 1,000 Iba. flrat 
15,000 Iba. 

$.15 par 1,000 Iba. aacond 
15,000 Iba. 

S.IA par  1,000 Iba.  ovar 
30,000 Iba. 

$.12 par 1,000 Iba. 
naxlBUB groaa 

$.1SS/M* 

$.13/M# 

$.12/M« lat 100,000 Iba. 
$.09/M* naxt 50,000 Iba. 
$.04/M ovar 130,000 Iba. 

$.09/M 

$.16/W HCCLW 

Undlng taa: $.175/M# KLW 
aubjact to adjuataant aach 
two yra. to provlda "braak- 
avan" oparatlon of Airport 

Aircraft loading poaltlona 
9 $35.68 par linaal foot 
par anntflB. 
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c-t scBiMnzo Aia auuims 

a,    Sclwdulad Air Curlui 

COWRACTSUECUTED FIRST HALT 1970 
^xpiraclon 

D«t« Arrangement* 
PBC & Serv Prov 

1 I ;   13 I 4 I 5 I   6 

MM|>hl« 
•(Coiltlou«4] 

Milts Sehadultd Air 
Carrlars 

EA,IK,IM,OZ, 
UA 

Oklahou Clt; 

Pansa 
-Olaatad 

Spokaaa Japan Air. 

3/31/73 

12/31/71 

6/J3/71 

2/8/71 

Abova rataa Co ba ra- 
calculatad 6 aonths 
prior Co banaflclal 
occupancy of axpandad 
carvlnal. 

Lie.  500/iiccrlc ton of 
MATV($.80) (dooaaclc flta) 

Lit.  700/Batrlc  con of 
HATV($1.12) (international 
fUghta) 

Reap Uaa:    Lie. 1,6S0/ 
metric  con of MAW($2.64) 
(domaaclc fUghta) 

Lit. 2,100/Bacrlc ton of 
MAT«CS3.36)(International 
flight!) 

Lit.   1,900/metrlc coo of 
MATW(S3.C14) (cargo flight*) 

Lit.  220,000/alrcraft 
(S352)(DC-8, Boeing 707) 

Landing fee: 
$.19/H# HCLU flrit year 
only.    Both parclet have 
right to propose a 
different race for either 
of the two iucceedlng yre. 

Increase landing fees 
fro« 5.11/M# CO S.U by 
January 1,  1971. 

Sana as abova. 

9.20/M# 

$.20/M# GU 
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SCHZDULXI) AIX CABRIUS 

Scheduled Air Carrier! 

CONTRACTS EXECUTED FIRST HALF 
xpiratlon 

Date ArrangeiBent* 
Fac & Serv Prov 

1 I 2   |3 I « I 5 I   6 

Toledo 3/31/87 

OL.UA 10/31/84 

1/5/85 

Increase landing fees Co: 
Scheduled  trips  Ist day 
of month: Each 
first 4 landings $181.30 
S - 8  landings      S163.35 
9 -10 landings      $143.20 

11 -12  landings      S108.90 
13th      landing        $ 90.73 
all over  13 " $ 60.50 

Same as Allegheny 

Same as Allegheny 
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NOH-SCBEDULED,  AIX TAXI & CHAKTOt 

TAKE-Orr AMP UMPISC AI1£A REVEKIJES 
I,    T*k«-Off,  Landing & R<mp Use F«eB 

b.     Non-Sctieduled,  Air  Taxi & Charter 

CONTRACTS EXECUTm FIRSI IIALT 
xplracion 

Date ArranRcmcnts 
Kac  i  Serv   Trov 

1  I 2   13 I 'i I i I   6 

Alaaka 
•Anchor aga 

Indlma polls 

Kansas City 

Ufayvtce 

Loultvilla 
-Standl- 
ford 

Air Canada 

Holiday Airline 

Pacific South- 
west Airlines 

Chaparal 
Airlines, 
Aabassador Corp 

S-H-B Lines, 
Inc. 

Air Michigan, 
inc. 

Vercoa 
(Allegheny 
Cowucer) 

Hub Alpha 

Air East 
Airlines 
Royale Airlines 

Wrl«ht Airlines 

1/1/78 

2/28/71 

12/31/71 

3/31/71 

4/30/71 

$.30/ll# of certified HCW 
over 6,000 lbs. 

Increase in flight fees 
to $.35 per outbotnid 
passenger. 

$.16/Hf of HCCLW,  revenue 
flights. 

$.17/H# HCLU on revenue 
flights;   S.085 on non- 
revenue, BlnijBUBi of  $2.50 
per  landing whether  for 
revenue or not. 
Subject  to re-establlshnent 
1/1/73. 

S2.50 per aircraft  landed 
at airport 

S.iOmt HALW 

$200 per aonth 

$200 per aonth 

$2.00 landing fee  for 
elrcraft under  12,500#, 
revenue flights 

$.17/M# per landing - 
mlnlaiH $1.50 each as per 
achedule first of nonth. * 

S.17/M« 

* (Lafayette, La): 2 cof 
contract on a trial basis 
a forfeiture cash bond as 
fcervtce  fnr nne year— 

eri  I 
riqi 

anee 

yfarly 
post 

Inulsg 
1  t I 
lonE 
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C - 1 - b NOH-SCHEDULED.   AIR TAXI & CHARTEI 

b.    Non-Schadulad, Air Taxi & CharCar 

CONTRACTS  EXECUTED FIRST  HALF 1970 
xpiradon 

Dace Arranj^eaents 
Fac & Serv Frov 

I I 2 l3 I A I 5 I 6 

Air Wiscoosia 

Fontana Av Inc. 

Oklahoma City 

Pann# 
-OlJMtad 

Portland 
-Maina 

SC, LoulB 

Spokana 

Washington 
-DuLlas 

Altua Alrllnas 

Karr Avlacloo 

ExacutIva 
Air Una a 

Arooscook 
Airwaya 

Air Illinois 

Cascade 
Alrvaya 

Cavalier Air 
waya 

Hudock, Robert 
& Philip 

Executive 
Flyers 

3/31/73 

2/26/71 

1/71 

6/71 

6/71 

3/31/71 

12/31/70 

2/28/71 

7/31/72 

7/31/72 

$2.50 minijsun landing fee 
for aircraft under 12,500 
lbs. HGLU 

License for  landing of 
aircraft engaged  In 
transport of U.S.  mall by 
air:     $2.00/landlng of 
aircraft weighing 12,500 
lbs. or less. 

$360 per year per aircraft 

$375 per month rental on 
rap service agreement. 

$.20/K# 

10 takaoffs per day for 
aircraft 12,500 lbs or less 
9  $750 per month. 

2 takaoffs per day for 
aircraft 5,200 lbs. or 
less (i  $75 per month. 

Landing fee, $6.00 per 
aircraft landing; maxlmua 
weight 12,800  lbs. 

$.20/M GLW 

$100 plus landing fees and 
ramp charges <alr taxi and 
pilot training). 

$200 plus landing fees and 
ramp charges (aircraft 
rental) 

$200 plus landing fees and 
ramp charges (a/c rental) 
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HW-ICHIIIUIID. An TAXI * CMITM C • I • b 

b.   XoB'SshciuUd, Air Tul « Chortn 

COimiACTS EXECUTtC yUST HAU    -     1970 

H«»btr t-fftf 
xptriclon 

Arr.nmiMnti 
T«c & Sarv Prov 

1 I :   1^ I '• I > I   6 

MtlAB 

WiihlBSCon 
-lUtlsul coantar •/!• 12/31/72 

Lit. 300/Mtrle eon of 
KATW($.80) 

lie. 1,200/uCTlo too of 
MA1V(ll.92) 

Foy londlBt fooo throuth 
FBO 
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asKOM. Avuncm e - 1 

lAICe-Orf AHD UHDIIIC *RgA UVPIUIS 
1.    T«k«-Off. LaadtM ti Kma at« f««i 

c.    G«nar«l Avl«cl0n 

COHTmCTS EXECUTED FIRST HALF 1970 
xpiratlon 

—SMiM  Arranntwnti 
Fac & Scrv Prov 

I I 2 |3 I 4 I i I 6 

Lit. 600/alrcrafc uadar 
I aatrlc taii($.96) 

Lit. 1,200/alrcraft ovar 
1 aacrlc eoB(«l.»J 
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OTSa. (MILttAXn 

TAKE-OrP AND UXPnlC *MA MVOHHS 
I.    T«lt«-Off. Undttui U R«M8 tin r«ei 

i.    Other   (MtlltKy) 

 COKTRACTS EXECUTED TIRST IIALF    -     1970 
xplradon 

D»te r.r ransenent 5 
Fac i Serv  ?rov 

1 1 2   13 |4 I 5 I   6 

Indimapolls 

Hlliwukcc 

St.  Louts 

Spok«n« 

Star Aviation 
Corp. 

U.S. Arny 
(Air Vac) 

USAF Reserve 

Air National 
Guard 

Boeing Coapeny 

5/1/71 

6/30/71 

J/31/71 

6/30/71 

12/31/70 

Regulacory penalt for 
conduct of flight training 
and aircraft rentals 
business.  No nonetary 
consideration but statisti- 
cal reports are required. 

$4,3*0 per year 

Landing fee:    S.19/H* HGLW 

Unlimited use,   91,300 
monthly;   supply various 
maintenance and crash 
equlpoient. 

$.I>0 ton GLU 

eS-236 O • 7S • IS 
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KIttWIMB AH CAUIMll 

e,     TAKI-Orr ADD LAITOIWC AMA MVWUEt 
2.    Alrcntt Farktni 

t.    SeKidulad Air CirrUri 

COilTKACTS IXECUTgP FIRST IIAIJ    -     1970 

MtabT 
Kplmtlon 

Arrfli'Ramonti 
F«e &  Scrv I'rov 

111?   U 11 I > I   p 

AUikl 
-Anchor«§• 

Wlw 

AUUtU 

Schtdultd 

Pirta 
-Orly 3/31/72 

01 

San Francl*c< 

7/31/71 

6/22/BO 

I,15/M# CHOW;  Parking 
chargai  for aach parlod 
of 3 houra or nora wlchln 
aach 24-hour parlod. 

Lit.   200/niatrlc ton/ 
calandar day($.32) 

Aircraft parking: 
3,45?. on tumovar 
(axcluflva of caxai)  up 
CO S1>,818 pa 

5.7SX ovar $lS,Sie pa 

Klnlnaa:     SI,454 par year. 

49,300 sq.  ft.  olrcraft 
parking $350 nonch. 

5,30 acrai '.* S3,750 acra 
par annua 
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NON-SCHEDULED,  AIR tAXI & CHARTER 

C.    TAg-pyr 6. LANDmC AREA gZVENOES 
2.    Alrcrtft P«rklnii 

b.    Non-Sch«(lul*d, Air T«i & Ch*rt«T 

CONTRACTS EXECUTED FIRST HALF 
xplradon 

D«t» Arrnngements 
Fac &  Scrv Prov 

I_i2|3j4    U   6^ 

Alaika 
-Anchorage 

HlUn 

$.IS/M*    QBU.     Parking 
charge! for each period 
of 3 hours or aore within 
each 24-hour period. 

Lit,  200/Betrlc Con/ 
calendar day($.32) 
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CnUAL AVUTIOM 

lAg-OFT & UllDDIC AMA RIVEKUE8 
2.    Alrcritt Pirktn« 

c.    C«iMral Aviadon 

COWTRACTS EXECUTED FIRST HALF    -     1970 
.xpirdtlon 

Date Arrangemgntg 
Fac &  Serv  Prov 

1  I 2   |3 I A I S I   6 

Parli 
-L« BonrgaC Co^agnlc 

Burop« Aero 
Sarvlca 

12/31/70 Apron for light aircraft 
parking: $1.45 par iq. 
•. p.a. plui conamar tax. 
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•DUg-OFF & LAMDnlC AMtA MVENOTS 
2.    Alrcr«tt P«rkln« 

d.    OChcr 

CONTRACTS EXECUTED rmST HALF -     1970 

M«»b«r L€«»ee 
iXpiratlon 

D«te Arrangement! 
Fac & Serv Prov 

1 I 2   |3 I <i I 5 I   6 

Bur bank 

Oklahoaa Clcj 

Aarocouncll 

Executive 
Party Club 

U. S. Govt. 
(FAA) 

Holiday 
Aixllnee 

AlTcreftenen 
Inc. 

«/l/76 

Aircraft Parking Stall 
13,000 S(|.  ft. @ $210/aa. 

Aircraft Farklng Stall 
& Storage ehed 13,000 iq. 
ft. 9 $210/mo. pluB $30 

Aircraft Parking Stall 
13,000 iq.   ft. d $210/00. 

Aircraft Parking Stall 
& Small Storage >hed 
13,000 aq.  ft. d $210/mo 
plua $15 

$S,321.M per year for 
apron.    Beginning April  1, 
1971, rental  Increaaea to 
$10,6A2.88 per year. 
Leiiee alee to pay SOX of 
groia collected from tie 
down fees. 
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COimUCTS EXtCUTID HWWC 

196Z -ngOaCH 19*9 
f/UlT C.     TAJg-OTT t IJUIBaC AM* KVBBJti 

Ittmu AKI HMbcri 
and 

Tenants, Utcrf. SoppUcrt fc Conectfloiwirflt 

rUi of (1) th* tlrparc,  (2) th* luM*(i),  (3) cha txptr>tlaa 
d«C€ of tha concracca,   (4)  tha financial arrangaaanti  for coocracca 
coaplatad frca 19«2 through 1969, and  (S)  faclUtlaa and aarvlcaa provldad 
by tba airport  (I - haat,  2 -  light,  3 • air conditioning, 4 - Janitor 
aarvica,  i • bara vail  lotarior,  6 - flnlabad Intarlor)  ara fumlahad In 
tko following catagorlaa. 

REVPIUZ SOURCES 

C.     TAWi-Orr 4 LAMDIIIC A«£A REVEMUES Taga 
1. Taka-Off.  Landing U Ramp Use Faaa 

a. Schadulad Air CarrUrt  140 
b. Non-achadutad, Air Taxi & Chartar  146 
c. Ccnaral Aviation  ISO 
d. Othar  131 

2. Aircraft Parklna 
a. Schadulad Air Carriara  152 
b. Mon-ichadulad, Air Taxi h Chartar  154 
c. Canaral Aviation  153 
i.    Othar  lit 



226 

CM»8-wra»iicE 

e-l Atrct«fc >«rklni 
IM ClMI C-S NlMl 

C-l-d Alrcr«ft Pirklni (Oth«r> 
IM tlM: 1-2-4 Loi tat«lu (l»tl) 
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SCHEDULED AIR USKORS 

TAKE-OFF AND LAMDIMG AREA REVENUES 

1.  I«k«-Oft. L»DdlDii & R«np U»« F«»> 

«, Sch«duL«d Air Carriers 

 CONTRACTS EXECUTF.DtKffil 1962 TiaouCH 1M9 
xplratlon 

Dtte Arrangements 
Fac i Serv Prov 

1 I 2 13 11 I 5 I 6 

Akron 
-Canton 

12/31/77 

Alaaka 
-Anchorage 

Albuquerque 

Air Trance. 
Alaska A/L 
BOAC 
Dsluk Aero Svc, 
Interior A/U 
Japan A/L 
lOM 
Lufthaoaa 
North Atr 
MW.PA.SAS 
Reave A/U 
Sabana Belgian 

FAL.CAL.TTA, 
ID* 

11/85 

Allentown- 
Bith-leatoo 

Schedule d A/La 12/31/70 

Increaae of 6.9c per 1000 
Iba.  to finance runway 
extanalon; -f autoaadc 
Increaae of 7c/1000 lbs. 
and $l/sq.ft. on all air- 
line tezxlnal apace 
occupied  to be applied to 
the depreciation achedule; 
these changea to take 
effect  1/1/73. Malntenence 
end operating openers 
1968 and  1973. 

Air Tarmlnala, Airport 
Regulations provide lend- 
ing fees at $.30 par 
thousand pounds of 
certified aaxlanm groas 
weight. 

Airline  landing fee - 
8.3/1000  Ibe. 
1st 10 million lbs 10c/ 

1000 lbs. 
2nd 10 sill lion lbs .09/ 

1000 lbs. 
3rd 10 Billion lbs. .08/ 

1000 lbs. 
Over 30 >llllan - .07/ 

1000 lbs. 

Incr.   lending fee froa 
$.11  to $.23/M lbs MCU 
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c - 1 SCHEPUUBB AIK CAMIERS 

a.    Schidulad Air Orrltri 

conTiucrs r.xixin 11 fflgM 196? Tiacmcii 1969 
xpir Jdnii 

Pate .'•rr;tnr.c«gnL» 
Tac & Serv  : 

1   ; |3 [t I 

National A/L 5/2/91 

Baltlaora 

Boston 

Schadulad A/Ls 

All Alrllnai 

AA.DL.EA.LC 
(AL),?I.IUA 

6/30/70 

12/16/70 

Dayton 

Danvar 

All Alrllnas 

BN.CO.FL.OZ, 
lU.UA.WA.Vall 

NCA.TT 

12/31/70 

1/1/73 

1/1/78 

$.16/H lbs, cart CLW; 
Ticket councar, baggaga 

handling, and gata facili- 
ties are temporarily pro- 
vided by another A/L, 
until additional space 
Is available for lease by 
the City. 

$.18/M lbs 

$.265/M > CLU; For each 
tannlnatlng Intercontin- 
ental passenger, the fee 
shall be SI.65; for each 
Intranslt Intercontinental 
passenger, the fee shall 
be $.55. 

$.16  1st  15,000,000 lbs - 
per 1000 lbs of landing 

uclgbt 
$.15 »nd  15,000,000  lbs - 
per 1000  lbs of landing 

weight 
$.14 all over  30,000,000 
lbs  -  per  1000 lbs of 

landing weight 

$.15/H lbs HLU 

$.17/M lbs - revenue 
flights 

$.085/M  lbs - non-rev 
flights   (Includes 
Touch    & Go) 

Based on max.  allowable 
gross  lending vt of the 
elrcraft 

Revenue landings at  S.17 
par 1,000 lbs. maximum 
gross  landing weight, 
non-revenue at$.085 per 
1,000  lbs.  maxlmun gross 
lending weight and a 
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SCKEOUUD ADt CAMItllS 

«.    >«h*dul«4 Air CiTTUrt 

COIIIHACTS EXECUTCP FBOM Ht2 THKOUCII 1»»9 
xpir«clon 

ArranniBuntt 
F«c & 5«rv Prov 

1 I 2   l3 I A I } I   6 

D«nv«r 
(Cimt.) 

D«« Holnai 

Gr««Qvlll« 
-Spar can 

burg 

Huntington 

Jackaon 
-Thospaon 

ICanaaa City 

Lincoln 

Loa Angalai 
-Intamat'l 

NCA,  IT 

D.OZ.UA 

EA.PI.SO 

CAL.DAL.BM 

AA.Dl.UA.SO, 
PI 

Haxlcana da 
Avlaelon 

AlrlUt latl 

1/1/7S 

9/30/70 

1972 

yaarly 

7/73 

7/31/74 

12/31/70 

12/31/70 

10/1/92 

a/l*/73 

nlnlmn faa of 52.50 
vhachar for rovonua or not 
Chargai ara iubjaet to 
ra*aacabllihaant on 
1/1/73 

$.1J/N Iba. 

$.11/M Iba 

Dally groaa landing vti 
of carrlar aubjact to 
yaarly ranaval; 
J.lO/ao lat 10,000,000 
Iba. 
$.07/BO n«t 3,000,000 
Iba. 
3.04/no axcaaa ovar 
15,000,000 

$.135/M Iba - lat 23,000,Ol|< 
Iba, a/c acbad for 
landing t?  a/p/ao. 

$.12S/H Iba - ovar 
25,000,000 Iba ached 

for landing 9  a/p 

6 l/2c/H Iba. CCLW 

Landing Faaa: 
$.07/M Iba, flrat 10 

nllllon Ibi - $.06 all 
ovar  10 lallllon Iba. 

$.16/M lb« 

Landing faaa of $.16/M Iba 
groia cartiflcatad 
landing wt.; parlodlc 
Incraaaai aa naadad 

$.16/M Iba HGUI 
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SCHEDULED  AIR CARRIOIS 

Scheduled Air Carriers 

COSTTUCTS EXECUTED raOM 1962 TIROUCH 19«9 

Hra!>cr Lessee 
Mxpiracion 

Date Arrangeioents 
Fac (. Serv 

I     2   13 1 4 1 
I'rov 
5 1   6 

Loa Angeles 
-Internet'1 
(Cont.) 

RU,n, 
Lufthansa 

1/31/94 
12/31/93 

$.16/H lbs.  HCLW 

Louisville 
-Standl{ord 

AA.DL.EA.OZ, 
PI.LC 

10/31/71 Fees charged 9 rate $.17/11 
GLW,  billed aonthly 

Meson Clc^ OZ 3/31/71 TH/mj.  gross on-line 
revenues (3 MCU 

EA.IA 1/74 $.16/M lbs. MGLH 

Maqihls PI, AL,  Sun 7/28/73 Carriers beginning Hcaphls 
operations will pay 
landing feea at establls! 
ed rate of $.128/H lbs. 

Hollne Scheduled 
Carriers 

12/31/74 $.08/M lbs. 

NashrtUe AL.PI.DL 10/86 3.137S/M lbs.  GLW 

NCH Orleena All  Scheduled 
Airlines 

12/31/79 5.115/M lbs.   for  1st 
20,000,000 Ibs/ao; 

$.105 for 2nd: 
S.095 for 3rd; 
S.085 for 4th; 
SP7S over 80,000,000  lbs. 

Hewport News Air Carriers 12/31/7* ?.13S/M lb*. 

Hew York 
-Kennedy Scheduled A/L 12/31/70 $.26/M lbs   MBTH 

-LaCuerdle " 12/31/70 S1.0332/M IbsWIW 

-•eirark All users 12/31/70 $.46/H lbs HCUl 

Orlando RD.DL.EA.KA lO/Sl/71 $.10/H lbs.  total aonchly 
HCLH 

PraaacoU KA.KA 7/72 $.16/N lbs    0-20 z Vfi 
S.14/M lbs  20-30 X 10* 
S.06/M lbs 30*- 
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SCHEDULES AIS CARRIERS C  -  1 - , 

Scheduled Air Cerrlera 

CONTOACTS EXECUTED FROM 1962 THROUGH 1969 
ixpiratlon 

Date Arrangements 
Fac &  Serv   Prcv 

li2_l3_lAJJ ' 

Fhiledeliihla Scheduled 
Airlines 

8/31/73 

All Scheduled 
Airlines 

Pittsburgh U/31/71 

Portlend 
-Heine 

Portland 
-Oregon 

All Alrllnae 

FL.UA.BH.CO, 
Trens Central 

9/1/71 

6/30/70 

$.24/H lbs.  of MCLU of 
each aircraft  tines the 
number of times  such 
aircraft is scheduled to 
land at  Philadelphia  Inc. 
A/P each month  (In accord- 
ance with each airline's 
timetable schedule  in 
effect on  the first day 
of  the month involved). 

Sky Harbor A/P landUg 
fees are computed 0 the 
rate of $.16/M Ibe HGW. 
Each year airfield 
revenues  are adjusted up- 
wards or downwards  to 
airfield coats. 

lending Approved i 
weight. 

S.25/M lbs.   1970-71. 
Subject  to adjustment end 
of 1968 and  1970,  up or 
down if actual results 
differ substantially from 
forecasts.  Ramp fees - 
$l/revenue  arrival.  No 
change from previoua 
agreement. 

5.135/M lbs.- 1st yr. 
$.lt>m lbs. - 2iid yr. 
5.15/M lbs.   -  3rd yr. 

1st  15,000,000 lbs. 
S.lft75/M lbs. 

next  15,000,000  lbs. 
5.1375/M lbs 

excess of 30,000,000 lbs. 
S.1275/H lb«. 

$.08/M  lbs. 
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SCHEDULES AIR CASKIEKS 

SclMdulad Atr CarrUra 

CONTRACTS EXr.Cl.'TED ntOM 196? TllROUCM 1969 
xplrjitlon 

Date .VrranncmgnLs 
Fac L  Serv  Prov 

1  I 2   13 14 I 5 I   6 

San Dleso 

Savannah 

Spokana 

Stockcon 

8/1/75 

AA,BO,DL,NA, 
PC.PSA.UA.UA 

NU.UA,  Air Waat 

AA,BM,CO,OZ, 
n.,TW 

9/30/81 

12/70 

1973 

3/31/71 

Undlng faaa - S.16/M Iba. 
MCLW 

Raap feaa - Pay $88,A26 
annually on jolnc ua« 
basis 

$.U5/M lbs.     HU 

$.06/M lbs.   -  Isc  10,Q00,0| 
lbs. 

S.05/M lbs.   - ovar 
10,000,000  lbs. 

$.20/H lbs  landing weight 

Landing FMIs   $.12/M tbs. 
first  six million lbs. 

S.U/M lbs.  naxt six 
million lbs. 

$.10/H lbs. ovar 12 mlUioi 

$.12/M lbs.  of approved 
HCLU 
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HOM-SCHEDUUSD, AIR TAXI & CHARTER 1  - b 

TAKE-OF? AND UMPmC ARBA RrVTOUtS 

1,    T*k»-Ofg.  Landing & R«ap Un P«>i 
b.    Non-Sch«dul«d, Air Taxi & Charter 

CONTRACTS BXECl'TED tTtOM 1962 THROUGH 1969 

Legtee 
xpiratlon 

Data Arrannemencs 
Fac & Sarv Prov 

1 I 2   |3 11 I 5 I   t 

Alaika 
•Anchoraga 

Allancoun- 
-B«th> 
-Eaaton 

Bakaraftald 

Buffalo 

Burbank 

Colorado 
Sprlii(a 

RR,AA,B)i,C?, 
CO,FT,SB, 
Overiaas 
National A/Ws, 
Red Dodga 
Aviation, 
Saturn Alrvays 
Saa Almotlvt, 
Sholton & 
Carlion. 
Standard A/Wa, 
Trana Intl, 
Universal A/W< 
World Airways, 
China A/Ls 
Varlg A/Ls 

Co^Kiter A/Ls 

Non-Scheduled 
Airlines 

Buffelo 
Aeronautical 

Golden West 

lJ/31/70 

11/70 

Air temlnals airport 
regulations provide 
landing fees at $.aO/M 
lbs. of certificated 
isaxlAn gross weight 
over 6 lbs. 

Incr.   lending fees froa 
$.11 to 9.23/M tbe. HCUf 

3.12/M lbs.  CLH 

Lending fees: 66 2/n of 
all fees 
Operation fee:  $J,00/per 
plane per aonth 

$.25/outbound revenue 
passenger 

Scheduled air carriers not 
serving Colo Springs are 
charged S2S/landlng on 
charters, CAM flights, 
etc. 
Non-scheduled air carriers 
on chsrters, CAM flights, 
etc, are charged $25/ 
landing unless they pur- 
chase fuel amounting to 
SOO gallon or aore. 
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ROH-SCHBDUUD,   AIR  TAXI & CHARTER 

b.    Non-Sch«dul«d, Air Tutl & Ch«rcar 

COWTRACTS EXECUTED FROM 1967 THROUGH 1969 

tteabtr LttW 
Sxpiration 

Arranaeawntt 
Fac & Sarv Prov 

1 |2   PIMM   ^ 

O«crolt 

Graanvllla 
•Sparcan 
-burg 

Jacltion 
•TnOBpson 

Lafayatca 
-Loulilana 

Aapan Alrwayi, 
Air Hldwaat. 
Katro Comtucar, 
Trana-Cancral, 
Rocky Mountain 
Avlacion 

Trana-Michigan 

Non-Schadulad 
A/La 

1/1/78 

Sun A/La 

Non-Sehadulad 

7/73 

Lincoln 

Loa Angalai 
•Oncario 

tranaiant A/La 12/31/70 

6/30/74 

Ravanua  landlnga at $.17/M 
Iba. GLW, non-ravanua at 
$.085/M Ibi. MGLW and a 
aininm faa of $2.50 

vhathar for ravanua or not 
Chargas ara  aubjact to ra- 
aacabliahaant on 1/1/73 

$.40/M Iba. HOW 

$.20/M Iba. 

$3.00/laoding 

No landing faa raquirad foi 
non-ravanua aircraft 
landlnga 

$.15 p«r HCLW in axcaaa 
of 10.000 Iba. but laaa 
than 30,000 Iba. with a 
ffllnljBum par landing of 
$1.50 

9.23/N Iba. 

Alt.  op«ratiotia 7/1/69- 
6/30/71; 

Min.  92.50 par landing or 
$.16/M Ibt CMGLU 

Non-ravtoua op«ratlona 
7/1/69-6/30/70; 

Kin.  $1.25 par  landing or 
$.0B/M Iba.  CHCLW 

Uhan achadulad opa. 
caoBwnca, faaa for achad. 
carrlara to apply. 
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N<»-SCHEPULED.   AIR  TAXI & CHARTP, C  -   1  -  b 

b.    Non-Schadulad, Air Tftxl & Ch«rt«r 

COHTRACTS EXECUTED FROM 1962 THROUGH 196^ 
:.xplrarlon 

ArranRgmgntt 
F«c & Serv Prov 

]  I 2   13    ^ I 5 I   6 

LoulivllU 
-Standiford 

Chart«J«t, lac 10/13/74 

N«w York 
-Kennedy 

-LaGuardlfl 

-Newark 

All uters 

Charter aervlce. Air Board 
providei exclusive uic of 
portion of ramp adjeoent 
to temlnal bldg. for 
parking of jet aircraft 
uaed In operetlona. Air 
Board to receive 51 of 
groas aalea or $10,0O0/yr 
guarantee, whichever la 
greater. Payable In 
taonthly Initallnenta. 
Air Boerd provides email 
parcel of land adjoining 
the reap for teaporery 
office structure (houae- 
trailer), lessee's 
property. 

Peak Hour Flight Fee 
A $25 mln. flight fee 

for each a/c w/a seating 
configuration of fewer the t 
25 paasengers which 
either lands or takes off 
during the periods of 
8 AM and 10 AM Mon thru 
Frl. & fro« 3 PM to 8PM 
every day.  Air taxi 
operators which reguelarly 
serve a/l connecting 
pesaengers & taeet mln. 
level of activity require 
ments at JFK & Newark ere 
able to obtain PA permits 
under which they ere not 
charged the peak hour race 
whenever their a/c operate 
from runways not being 
used by sched. carriers 

The mln. $25 peak hr 
fee does not apply to 
helicopters. 
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C - I - b NO))-SCHEDULED,  AIR TAXI & CHARTER 

b.    Non-Sch«dul«d, Air Taxi & ClUTtar 

COMTRACTS KXECUTCD FROM 196Z THROUGH i9M 
xplracion 

Dfltc Arrangements 
F«c & Scrv Prov 

1 I 2   l3 I« I 5 I   6 

Oklahdoa 
Clcy 

Panniylvanla 

Phoanlx 

AMklo 

San Olago 

Tulaa 

Waahlnscon 
O.C. 
-Dullai 

Non-ichadulad 
A/La 

Altalr A/La 

All air taxi 
oparacora 

Air Mldvaac 
Alrlinai 

Non-achedulad 
air carrlara 

1972 

6/70 

Swift Air 

Aviation Svc. 
Company, 

Hudock, Philip 
& Robart; Exac 
Flyari Asaoc. 

Cardinal A/U 

Waahlngton A/Li 

Chathaa A/Li 

Shanaodoah 
A/La 

11/71 

3/31/71 

6/30/70 

7/31/70 

9/30/70 

9/22/70 

12/31/72 

12/31/72 

SlOO/ao.  flat landing faa 

Sky Harbor A/P landing 
faaa ara conputad (3 the 
rate of $.l6/t( Iba. max. 
groaa landing wt.    Each 
year airfield ravenuaa 
ara adjuatad upwards or 
downwarda  to airfield cost 

$30/iK>.   landing fees 

$.16/M lbs.  gross allow 
landing weight 

Ruqi fees • pay $88,426 
annually on Joint use 
basis 

$.13S/M Iba. or 32.00 
landing, whichever is 
greater 

$.12/M lbs.  of approved 
nax.   landing weight of 
aircraft 

Fixed fee of $120/ -f 
landing and raop fees 

Fixed  fee of $100/ + 
landing and rasq> fees 

Landing and ramp faaa. 

Pay landing fees to FBO 

Pay Landing fees through 
PSO 

•3-I9( O • 79 . la 



286 

GENEKAL ATtATXOn C - 1 - 

TAKE-Orr AMD LAMDIMC AREA RgVEMUtS 

I.    T«k«-Off. Lmndlna & R«BP Ut« FMI 
c.    G«o«r«l Aviation 

C0WT1UCTS EXECUTED yumi 196Z THROUGH 1969 

Lttfi 
xpiraLion 

Date ArranRemgnta 
Fac & Serv Prov 

1 |2   |?hPl   ft 

IduiavltU 
-Stnidiford 

S-N-B Stagt 
Llna 

Brovn-For«Mn 
JJlatllUra Cor[ 

1/1/70 

7/30/78 
w/2 5-yr. 
optlona 

Milvmik«« 

Minnaapolia 

St.  Louia 

Foncana 
Aviation Inc. 

Third Laval 
Alrlinaa 

Trraaiant A/C 

Rcfluarc-Waraari 
Incaratata 
Ainutiva, 
Younf AviatloOi 
Van Entarpriiai 

$l.OO/par alrerafe landsd 

Baaad a/c to pay 9SO0/yt. 
Bin.   landint f«« in 
advanca^ adjuacad 
annually to actual 
landings 9 currant raCtt 

600 It lira for a/c 
vaighlng up to & incl. 
1 aatric ton 
1.200 It lira for a/e 
walghlog ovar 1 oucric con 

Llcanaa for landing of 
a/c angagad in tranapori:a< 
tion of U.S.  Kail by air. 
$2.00/par landing of a/c 

of 12.500 Iba. or laaa 

$2.00/p«r landing 

$1.00-97.00/p«r hour or 
$2.00-$14.00 «ach A 
houra - Raap Faa 

A/C rtglitar @ FBO upon 
landing Slngla angina - 

$2.00/landlng 
Lt tvln angina -$4/landlng 
Mad tvln angina-$6/landing 
Lt transport •12/landlng 
Mad haavy traniporc 

$20/landing 
Haavy transport  (undar 

100,000 lbs.)  - 
$25/landlng 

Lurgaat tranaport  (ovar 
100,000 Iba.)  - 
$.25/M lbs. 

A/C operator given credit 
on landing fee • to aat. 
of fuel faa he paya 9 
$  ,025/gal  fuel purchased 
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OTHER  (MILIIARY) 1 - i 

TAKE-OFf AND LAMPING AREA REVIWJES 
I.    T«k«-Ofg,  Landing & Ramp Us* ?f» 

i.    OOur  (Military) 

CONTOACTS EXF.CUTED FROM 1562 HIROUGII  1969 

Lessee 
xplratlon 

Hate Arrangements 
Fac &  Serv  Prov 

1 I 2   |3 I '• I 5 I   6 

Maw Orltana 

Puablo 

St. Louts 

Savannah 

Royal Anarlcan 
Flyers, Inc. 

S«vcn-Nlna 
Echo Flying 
Corp. 

Wttc. AMG 

Air Uft bit'l 

Military 

MeDoimall 
Douglas 

8/1/70 

9/1/70 

6/30/71 

4/U/75 

9/8/71 

8/13/86 

Flight training & rentals 
No nonatary conslderatloi 

Conpahy must subalt report) 
to city on extent of 
ectlvltles and carry 
Dlnlatuas of Insurance 
coverage. 

Saae as above. 

Field Ua* Charge: 
S17,500 for period 

7/1/69-6/30/71 

Graduated froo $.13S MLU 
to $.095 MLW (Cargo 
Carrier) 

No oharge 

$.16/H lbs.  Iaiu)e4 lesi 151 

$12,000 ennuel airfield 
usage chg. mln,  or 

$.025/gel  fuel, vhlcheval 
Is greater 
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SCHEDULED AIR CARRIERS 

lAKE-OFf ATO LAMDHIG AREA REVENUES 

2.     Aircraft  P»rlttnii 
a.    Scheduled Air Carriers 

CONTRACTS EXECl'TTD FROM 1962 TiSOUGH 19«9 
xpiracion 

Date ArranRcmcnts 
Fac & Serv Prov 

1 I 2 13 I <• I 5 I 6 

Alaska 
•Anchorage 

Ha^>hls 

HlKn 

A/C velghlng over 6,000 
Iba. 

Day or fraction tbereof- 
S.15/M lbs. 

Week -  S.70/M lbs. 
Calendar month •  $2.J0/M 

lbs. 

Coanerclal A/C under 
6,000 lbs. 

Dey or frectlon - $1.00/ 
aircraft 

Week - SS.OO/alrcreft 
Calendar nonth - S20.00/ 

aircraft 
Year - $200.00/alrcraft 

Non-co«Mrclel A/C under 
6,000 lbs. 

Day or fraction - 51.00/ 
aircraft 

Week - SS.OO/elrcrafc 
Calendar Booth - SIS.00 

aircraft 
Yeer - SlSO.OO/alreraft 

Exceptions: 
A/C utilising s/p svcs. 
such ss fueling or repair 
shsll not be aubj. to 
perking fees for 1st 3 hrs 
sfter landing 

Fee for aircraft perking 
in hangar: 
S30.00/per elrcraft each 
2&-hour period or portion 
thereof. 

A/C parking - 200 It lira 
ton/ calendar day. 
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SCHEDULED AIR DtKKIERS 

Scheduled Air Carriers 

CONTHACTS EXECUTED rROM 1962 THROUGH 1969 
xpiracion 

Date Arranaewencs 
Fac tx  Serv  Prov 

1 I 2   i:i I i. I 5 I   6 

Milan 
(Cont.) 

New York 
-LeCuerdla 

Parti 
-Orly 

Porclaod 
-Oregon 

Airlines 

Airlines 

UA 

Airline 

3 new elr 
carriers 

12/31/70 

12/31/70 

7/28/80 

12/31/70 

6/30/70 

San Diego 7/31/82 

Handling chg.   -  2,100 
It  llra/ton/paasenger 
Incl  {lights;   1,500  It 
lira/ton passenger doa 
flights;   220,000 It  lira 
for DC-8,   707 and ilnllar 
A/C;   1,900  It  lira/ton, 
cargo flights 

$.20 psfpa,  paved  land 

$.15 psfpa,  unpaved  land 

239,900 sq.   ft. of land 
Incl.   83,600  aq.   ft.  of 
paved apron - ground 
rent  $.05/  sq.   ft.  x 
current yr's. Consumers' 
Price  Index 
Apron rent - $.08/sq.  ft. 

S2.73 psfpa 

Parking charges - 
Delly Mo 

20,000-30,000; S3 $30 
30,000-50,000; 1, 40 
50,000-75,000; 5 50 
75,001-100,000; 6 60 
100,001-125,000; 7 70 
125,001-150,000 8 80 
150,001-175,000 9 90 
175,001-200,000; 10 100 

S580/BX).  -  $6,960/yr. 
55,275  sq.   ft.   and any 
fee requ.   for valid land 
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NON-SCHEDULED,   AIR TAXI & CHARTER 

C.     TAKE-OFF & UWDIHG AREA REVENUES 
2.     Aircraft  Parking 

b.     Non-Schaduled, Air Taxi & Charter 

 CONTRACTS EXF.CUTED FROM  1962 TIROUCH  1969 

Lessee 
Expiration 

Date Arrangements 
Fac L  Serv  Prov 

1 I 2   |3 I 4 I '. i   & 

Alaaka 
-Ancluiraga 

BuntiAgton 

Airlift Intar 
national 
AA.BM, 
Aaarlcan Flyeri 
Canadlana 
Pacific A/La 
Capitol  Int'l 
China A/L, 
Continental 
A/L 
Flying Tiger 
Llnaa, 
Overacas 
National A/Wa 
Red Dodge 
Aviation 
Saturn A/Ws. 
Sea AlroBotive 
Seaboard 
World A/La, 
Varlg A/La 

Holiday A/U 

Air Tenlnala,  Airport 
Regulations provide 
parking feea at $.15 per 
thousand pound* of 
certified aiaxlsun groaa 
weight.    Parking fees 
charged  for each period 
of  3 houra or more 
vlthin each  2A hour 
period. 

$.016 paf/no,  exclualve 

Overnight parking chga: 
$1.00 -  1-S places 
$1.50 - 6-10 places 
$3.00 -  11-30 places 
$5.00 -   31-36 places 
$7.00 -  37-4A places 
$9.00 - over 44 places 
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CEKtlLU. AVIATIOH 

TAWt-OfT 4 UKDIHC *RtA REVtil«I8 
1.    »trcr»ft f«rfclB« 

e,    C«n«r«l Avladon 

COIITOACTS EXECUTED PROM 1962 TmWCII 19«9 

MoMbT !,•»»•• 
^xpirocion 

Arranmlnntt 
Fac & S«rv Prov 

taluridaU 
-Maadowa 
ruid 

fuablo 

talM 

Raap araa/day; 
$1.20 - alnfla angina 
92.00 -  tvin angina - 

to 3,000 Iba. 
$3.00 - twin angina 

3,000-10,000 tba. 
$3.00 - tvin angina 10,000 

30,000 Iba. 
$10,00 - tvin angina 

30,000 Iba. and ovar 

Tiadovn araa/ao: 
$12.00 -  aingla angina 
$20.00 - tvin angina to 

3,000 Ibl. 
$30.00 - cvln angina 

3,000 -  10,000 Iba. 
$30.00 - tvin angina 

10,000 - 30,000 Iba. 
$100,00 -  tvin angina 

30,000 Iba. & ovar 

$1.00/night, tiadovn {aa 

$1.23 - $20.00, daily 
tiadovn rata, 
dcpanding on tiaa of a/c 
Monthly tiadovn rata - 

10 tina daily rata. 
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onn 
TAKE-OFF  &  LAMDINC AREA REVENUES 

2.    Alrcr«£t Parking 

d.     Othar 

COXTRACTS  EXrCl'TEDFROH  1962  THROOCll  1969 

Lesite 
xplratton 

Dale Arranj^ements 
Fac & Scrv Prov 

1 I 2 13 1^ I 5 I 6 

AUtka 
-Pairbank* 

US Buraau of 
Und 
Managenenc 

Snail a/c parking apron; 
a/c storaga @ $.06 psfpa 
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Mr. DixoELL. I do not have any objection to you people jiggling your 
landing charges. ^\niere I run into problems is where your tax people 
go and come. That is a burden on interstate commerce. 

"We are not trying to hurt you in terms of doing business down there. 
If you look at the record of this subcommittee and the committee, you 
will find throughout history we have consistently sought to assist you. 
We have had a very generous program of airport development that has 
been financed. The programs had their genesis in this committee. 

As a matter of fact, I introduced the very first piece of legislation on 
this subject, even before President Johnson finally came around to the 
idea that it should be done. 

Where do these revenues go ? Do they go into general revenues at all ? 
Mr. MoN8.4NTO. Xo, sir; they go strictly into the Port Authority and 

they may go to no other use than airport use. 
Mr. DiNGELL. There were some communities that were diverting this 

into general revenue activities ? 
Mr. MONSANTO. I believe that is on the mainland, and I believe Phila- 

delphia may be charged with that. 
We are aware that the Virgin Islands and the territories have been 

very generously treated. As evidence of that, we have been enjoying the 
25/75 percent formula all along, and I know that there is quite a con- 
cern that the airport use fee might be looked on as double taxation, 
because the ADAP is funded with taxes from travel. 

In our case ADAP money has been made available to the Virgin 
Islands but we have not been able to use it because we have not, in the 
last 3 years, been able to come up with our matching share. 

As I said, the entire Port Authority was operating on a $433,000 
deficit per day. 

A year ago the gross income of the Port Authority—^besides the air- 
ports we also provide piloting service in the harbors, through the 
Marine Division. The total income of the Port Authority—or, let me 
put it the other way around—a little over a year ago our payroll was 
108 percent of income. 

The Port Authority was formed in the beginning of 1969. It was 
empowered to charge rates, fees and to generate the income necessary— 
"which shall be at least sufficient to pay for operation." The rate struc- 
ture, landing fees in the Aviation Division, and in the Marine Division, 
piloting fees, or draft fees—is negotiated every 3 years with the users. 

We hold public hearings and set the rate structure for 3 years, 
then we have to live with them for that period of time. 

The cost of operating the Authority far exceeded the income, until 
our July 1,1972 charges became effective. For the first time we now are 
in a financial position to be able to come up with our share to match 
ADAP assistance. 

Particularly in St. Thomas we have quite a problem meeting certifi- 
cation next month. I am sure that any of the members who have landed 
at Truman Airport feel that it is almost like a carrier landing for a 
727 to come in there. We are quite concerned with the required skill 
that it takes to get these aircraft on the ground. We would like to see 
the surrounding areas cleared and safety increased. 

Mr. DiNGELL. Thank you, Mr. Chaimian. 
Mr. JARMAN. Mr. Shoup. 
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Mr. SHOTTP. Mr. Monsanto, do you have knowledge of why, when 
the Legislative Act 2375 was set up, there was precluded any partici- 
pation in local taxes ? 

Mr. MoNSAN-TO. It was the intent that the operation of the harbors 
and the airports be such that they be operated as a business and that 
they be self-sustaining so the authority was empowered with the right 
to set rates, fees, and charges, "which shall be sufficient," to carrj' on 
these operations. 

Mr. SHOUP. You speak of your establishing in July a passenger use 
fee of $1 and expecting $800,000 or revenue. This is for a full fiscal 
year? 

Mr. MONSANTO. A full fiscal year. 
Mr. SHOUP. If my math is correct, here you are losing at the present 

time close to $1.6 million a year on your operation. And you are going 
to increase $800,000 and there is still quite a deficit. You are saying 
you are going to have sufficient money to meet these requirements. 
Where do you plan on getting the additional $800,000 ? 

Mr. MoxsANTo. The deficit as for the entire port authority opera- 
tion, not just the Aviation Division. 

On April 1 last year in the Marine Division we instituted a $2 per 
cruise-snip-passenger wharfage-use fee. This new income for the Ma- 
rine Division, brought the marine operation into the black. 

Mr. SHOUP. Then actually the figures that you give us here are not 
confined to aviation alone, but include this $433,000 loss per day from 
marine operation as well as air operation ? 

Mr. MONSANTO. Yes, sir. We reduced that deficit by a reorganization 
of the entire operation of the port authority last year. We reduced 
the payroll considerably. The reduction in operating cost and the 
increased revenues did this. 

But, in the first 40 months of the operation of the port authority 
a deficit of $5,227 million was incurred. 

Mr. SHOUP. May I ask you if we could confine ourselves, how much 
was your loss under aviation ? 

Mr. MONSANTO. That was about half of it. 
Mr. SHOUP. SO it is your feeling that $800,000 would cover the avia- 

tion loss ? 
Mr. MONSANTO. The $800,000 puts us in the black in aviation. 
I would add to that and explain a separate charge from the $1 air- 

port use fee, collected since around 1968. The Virgin Islands, as you 
know, have a maximum import duty, customs d'lty, of 6 percent, on 
goods entering the Virgin Islands. Anything from the Virgin Islands 
into the United States has to go through Customs. 

Flights entering from Canada, the Bermudas, or the Bahamas, were 
being precleared and arriving as domestic flights through Customs 
into the United States. Returning flights from the Virgin Islands were 
coming back as foreign flights. In 1968 the Government of the Virgin 
Islands concluded that it would enhance tourist travel if preclearance 
could be arranged in the Virgin Islands, so that flights arriving from 
the Virgin Islands would arrive as domestic flights. It would make the 
returning tourists happier. So they arranged for this. 

To do this, it required having the customs service, the U.S. customs 
service in the Virgin Islands, bring inspectors down from the con- 
tinent that knew the entire customs duty structure, not just the section 



24S 

that applied to the Vir^n Islands. They had to pay the salaries of 
these inspectors and provide them with housing. 

Mr. SHOITP. Who is "they" that had to pay ? 
Mr. MONSANTO. The Grovemment of the Virgin Islands. 
Mr. SHOUP. The port authority. 
Mr. MONSANTO. At that time it was the Airport and Industrial Re- 

sources Agency that was operating the airports until February of 1969 
when that, along with the Manne Division of the "Virgin Islands 
Department of Commerce, were put together, forming the Virgin 
Islands Port Authority. 

At that time the V.I. Airport and Industrial Resources Agency 
Provided the buildings in which preclearance inspection took place, 

'o cover the cost of operating the preclearance facility, a $1 per pas- 
senger charge was put in at that time and that, along with the $1 
airport use fee that we have now, will generate the $800,000. 

It is not just the $1 alone; retummg passengers coming through 
the customs service, pay a second dollar. 

Mr. SHOUP. Occasionally you will find that you are going to discover 
that you will have a case of your "druthers." If the bill is passed as 
is. and the section in which you request that the Virgin Islands be 
deleted, your passenger fees would be precluded. 

If your passenger fees were precluded then would you suggest that 
legislation be entered which would allow the Virgin Islands them- 
selves to participate in the maintenance of the airport, such as we do 
stateside ? 

Mr. MONSANTO. The Government of the Virgin Islands financially 
is unable and has been unable for the last few years to help the port 
authority. 

Mr. SHOUP. Mr. Monsanto, you are no different from any of the 
States. In the local communities we hear the same story. I am merely 
saying that possibly you would have to be treated the same as a State 
and a local community, whereby localities would be required to assist 
in meeting matching funds. 

Mr. MONSANTO. That would be the only way that we would be able 
to—by legislated assistance. 

Mr. SHOUP. For the record, you speak of 25/75. 
I believe I am correct, Mr. Chairman, that normally we refer to this 

the other way around. I would like to have the record show that. 
I think that at the present time you are 25 percent local and 75 per- 

cent Federal. Am I correct that we normally refer to it as 75/25? 
The Federal share of the participation is first. I was confused when 
I first heard your 25/75. A matter of semantics is all it is. I think it 
should be cleared up for the record. 

I have no further questions. Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. JARMAN. Mr. Monsanto, we appreciate your being with us. 
Mr. MONSANTO. Thank you, sir. 
Mr. JARMAN. Our next witness this morning is Mr. Theodore Koetz, 

Deputy Tax Commissioner for the State of Ohio. 
Would you identify your associates. 
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STATEMENT OF THEODORE KOETZ, DEPTJTY TAX COMMISSIONER, 
STATE OF OHIO; ACCOMPANIED BY DONALD SWEPSON, COUNSEL 

Mr. KoETZ. Yes. My name is Theodore Koetz. I am Deputy Tax 
Commissioner of the State of Ohio. And this is Mr. Donald Swepson 
of our legal staff. 

Mr. JARMAN. Mr. Koetz, you may proceed in the manner you desire 
with your testimony. 

Mr. KOETZ. Mr. Chairman and honorable members of the Inter- 
state and Foreign Commerce Committee: 

As Deputy Tax Commissioner of the State of Ohio, I appreciate 
this opportimity to appear before you in your deliberations on three 
pieces of legislation concerning airports, airways, and airlines, S. 38, 
H.R. 2695, and H.R. 4082. 

Although these bills deal with several subjects, the interest and 
concern that we in Ohio have in these bills are the portions titled 
"State Taxation of Air Commerce." 

Mr. JARMAN. Mr. Koetz, if you will, you may submit this statement 
for the record and then just emphasize the highlights that you think 
this committee should consider. We would appreciate that. 

Mr. KOETZ. Right. 
Mr. Chairman, basically we have an airlines excise tax in Ohio 

which is unique, and we are probably the only State in the 60 States 
that has such a tax. It is based on 4 percent of the gross receipts of 
an airline—passengers and also freight—that is apportionable to Ohio. 

We feel that as to the head taxes basically we have no objection to 
the head taxes or the prohibition against the head taxes in the various 
cities, but we feel that the airline excise tax, which we passed in 1969, 
is a fair and equitable tax based upon the overall burden that the 
airlines are bearing in the State of Ohio, compared to other utilities. 

For example, the railroads and other transportation, such as truck- 
ing companies. 

Our contention is that some of the language in the bill, in the Senate 
bill right now would prohibit Ohio's airline excise tax. And we would 
like to suggest legislation or an amendment that would basically let 
us maintam our airlines excise tax. 

Though it is not a big revenue-producer for the State of Ohio—it 
brings in approximately $2 million in Ohio—we feel that the intention 
or possibly the intention of the bill, was to eliminate the head taxes— 
the primary thrust of the bill. And we just want to bring to the com- 
mittee's attention the fact that this would eliminate an airline excise 
tax in Ohio. 

I would entertain any questions on the presentation. 
[Mr. Koetz' prepared statement follows:] 

STATEMENT OF THEODOBE KOETZ, DEPUTY TAX COMMIBSIONEB OF OHIO 

Mr. Chairman, honorable members of the Interstate and Foreign Commerce 
Committee, as Deputy Tax Commissioner of the State of Ohio, I appreciate this 
opportunity to appear before you In your deliberations on three pieces of legis- 
lation concerning airports, almvays, and airlines, S.B. 38, H.R. 2695, and H.R. 
4082. 

Although these bills deal with several subjects, the Interest and concern that 
we In Ohio have In these bills are the portions titled "State Taxation of Air 
Commerce". For convenience In referring to the text of the bills, I will refer to 
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S. 38, since the pertinent language is similar in all three bills, and S. 38 has 
passed the Senate. The state taxation portion of S. 38 begins at line 11 on page 6, 
and continues through line 9 of page 8. 

The specific language which concerns us Is contained in lines 12 through 20 
on page 6: 

"Section 1113. (a) No State • • • shall levy or collect a tax, fee, head charge, 
or other charge, directly or indirectly, on persons traveling in air commerce or 
on the carriage of persons traveling in air commerce or on the sale of air trans- 
portation or on the gross receipts derived therefrom." 

This language first came to our attention with the introduction of S. 3755 in 
the Second Session of the 92d Congress. Prior to and at the time of its intro- 
duction the newspapers and magazines, general and specialized, reported that 
legislation would be or had been introduced to prohibit the rising trend of the 
imposition of local "head taxes" at airports across the nation. The thrust of the 
le^slation, as reflected in the reports and publicity, was to the type of per capita 
charges on air travelers, or "head taxes", as had been enacted and imposed in 
the State of New Hampshire; Evansville, Indiana ; Philadelphia; and ten or so 
other cities. That the object of the legislation was the so-called "head taxes" Is 
reflected in articles in National Journal (July 29, 1972, p. 1222), Congressional 
Quarterly (December 23, 1972, p. 3193), and in comments by Chairman Staggers 
in response to Inquiries by Mr. Matsunaga contained in the House Congressional 
Record (August 18, 1972, p. H 8003). 

However, upon obtaining the bill and reading the state tax prohibition pro- 
visions in S. 3755 (which is identical in S. 38, in the pertinent portions) we 
found that the prohibition of state taxes was much broader and all-inclusive 
than the various articles and reports indicated. The prohibition would encom- 
pa.ss "a tax • • • directly or Indirectly, * • • on the carriage of persons travel- 
ing in air commerce or on the sale of air transportation or on the gross receipts 
derived therefrom". 

Our particular concern in Ohio Is that this language, although not the stated 
or understood intent, would apparently render null and void the Ohio airlines 
excise tax. 

In 1969, the Ohio General Assembly enacted the airlines excise tax, which 
Is contained in Chapter 5745, Ohio Revised Code, effective Augrust 18, 1969. 

The tax has been the subject of litigation as to its propriety and constitu- 
tionality. The legislation has been upheld by the Ohio Board of Tax Appeals 
(Vnited Air Lines Inc. v. Porterfleld, Tex Commissioner, B.T.A. #70-05-1397, 
February 5, 1971), the Ohio Supreme Court (Vnited Air Lines v. Porterfleld 
11971] 28 Ohio St. 2d 97), and the United States Supreme Court which di.smis.sed 
the appeal for want of a substantial federal question, June 19, 1972 (Vnited 
Air Lines Inc. v. Porterfleld. 92 S. Ct. 2461). 

The basis of the tax is relatively simple. The Statute (Sec. 5745.02, Ohio 
Revised Code) provides: 

"* • * An exci.se tax is hereby Impased upon the privilege of engaging In the 
busine.ss of transporting persons or property by air within this state. The tax 
is as follows: 

(A) Four per cent of the receipts derived from transportation which begins 
and ends within the state; 

(B) Where the transportation does not begin and end within this state, four 
per cent of the receipts derived therefrom attributable to business carried on 
within this .state ba.sed on the proportion of the mileage within the state to the 
entire mileage over which the persons or property are tran.sported, into or out 
of the state. 

All moneys received in the state treasury • * • shall be deposited to the credit 
of the general revenue fund." 

The fact that this tax Is not excessive or burdensome to the airlines Is seen 
from the way that airlines are treated within the overall Ohio tax structure, 
and from the total liabilities of the airlines for this tax. 

The Ohio tax structure may be unique in reference to airlines. Most businesses 
in Ohio, be they domestic or foreign, intrastate or multistate, are amenable to a 
franchise tax and a personal property tax, the latter either in the form of the 
general personal property tax or the public utility ad valorem tax. However, the 
airlines are fully subject only to the corporate franchise tax. They are exempted 
from the public utilit.v ad valorem tax because, unlike the railroads, they are not 
classified as public utilities. Although they do pay the personal property tax, it' 
far from a burdensome levy because their major investment In jjersonal proper! 
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aircraft. Is not subject to the Ohio personal property tax. In addition, commercial 
planes are exempt from Ohio sales tax, aviation gasoline Is exempt from motor 
fuel tax, and jet fuel is exempt from both motor fuel tax and sales tax. Also, 
of course, public airports are exempt from real propert.v taxes. 

Thus, while railroads pay over $30 million in total taxes to the state of Ohio, 
and the trucking industry pays well over $100 million, all aviation has an Ohio 
tax burden slightly over $3 million, including the airlines excise tax. 

A completely clear picture of the actual tax liability and revenue from the 
Ohio airlines excise tax has not yet emerge<l. Litigation on the measure just 
ended in June, 1972, and there are some individual questions and problems being 
resolved; payment of the tax need not be made while an assessment is under 
review or litigation. However, total revenue from the tax is estimated to l>e 
about $2 million per annum. 

Although we cannot divulge the specifics on individual taxpayers because of 
confidentiality statutes in our state law, we have about 135 taxpayers filing the 
airlines excise tax reports. A dozen of those are major airlines and the others 
are flxed-ba.se operators or organizations performing aerial services subject to 
the tax. The average liability of the major air carriers, which represent well over 
90% of total collections under the excise tax, is estimated to t>e about $35,000 
quarterly, or $140,000 annually. 

I would, therefore, recommend to and request of this Committee that any 
legislation prohibiting the states' right to tax air carriers be so drafted so as not 
to include in the prohibition the Ohio airlines excise tax. 

I make this request for the State of Ohio on the basis that our tax is fair, 
reasonable, and necessary, and that it is not a tax of the type that has given 
rise and impetus to this legislation, the so-called "head taxes". The State of Ohio 
does not have airport "head taxes", nor, to my knowledge, does any local sub- 
division of the state. I l)eiieve that the Ohio airlines excise tax is similar to the 
types of taxes permitted by S. 38, lines 7 through 22 on page 7, but would be 
prohibited under the language of the bill as it now exists. 

We have specific language suggestions, and would l>e happy to discuss this 
with the Committee or its technical advisors if you so desire. 

Mr. JARJLVN. What other States, if any, have this kind of excise tax ? 
Mr. KoETz. None. To my knowledge, there are none, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. JAUMAN. What amount of money is raised in Ohio from this? 
Mr. KoETz. Approximately $2 million a year. 
Mr. JARKAN. Of course, this committee, and you, realizes that there 

is real concern in the airline industry over this type of tax, and the 
danger as the airlines view it is that this approach will expand info 
other parts of the country. 

So I think it is of particular interest to the subcommittee to have 
some direct testimony from you on this. 

The Chair has no further questions at this time. 
Mr. Dingell ? 
Mr. DINGELL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
You have indicated tliat you have some suggested amendatory lan- 

guage for the committee. Would j-ou see that it is submitted to the 
counsel so that we can have it for the record ? 

[The following proposed language was received for the record:] 

STATE TAXATION OF AIB COMMERCE (PKOPOSED LANOUAQE) 

Sec. 1113. (a) No State (or political subdivision thereof, including the 
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, Guam, the District of Colum- 
bia, the territories or po.ssessions of the United States or political agencies of 
two or more States) shall levy or collect a tax, fee. head charge, or other charge 
on persons traveling in air commerce or on the act of tran.sporting persons in air 
commerce: Provided, however, That any State for political subdivision thereof, 
including the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the Virgin I.slands, Guam, the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, the territories or possessions of the United States or iwlitlcal 
agencies of two or more States)  which levied and collected a tax, fee, head 
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chBrge, or other charge, directly or Indirectly, on persona traveling In air com- 
merce or on the carriage of persons traveling In air commerce or on the sale of 
air transportation or on the gross receipts derived therefrom prior to May 21, 
1070, shall be exempt from the provisions of this subsection until July 1,1978. 

(b) Nothing herein shall prohibit a State (or political subdivision thereof, In- 
cluding the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, Guam, the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, the territories or possessions of the United States or political 
agencies of two or more States) from the levy or collection of taxes other than 
those enumerated in subsection (a) of this section, including property taxes, 
net incomes taxes, franchise taxes, sales or use taxes on the sale of goods or 
services, privilege or excise taxes, and gross receipts taxes fairly apportioned to 
a State; and nothing herein shall prohibit a State (or political subdivision 
thereof, including the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, Guam, 
the District of Columbia, the territories or possessions of the United States or 
political agencies of two or more States) owning or operating an airport from 
levying or collecting reasonable rental charges, landing fees, and other service 
charges from aircraft operators for the use of airport facilities. 

(c) In the case of any airport operating authority which— 
(1) has an outstanding obligation to repay a loan or loans of amounts 

borrowed and expended for airport Improvements; 
(2) is collecting, without air'carrier assistance, a head tax on passengers 

in air transportation for the use of its facilities; and 
(8) has no authority to collect any other type of tax to repay such loan or 

loans, 
the provisions of subsection (a) shall not apply to such authority until July 1, 
1978. 

Mr. DiNOELL. You have no head taxes in the State of Ohio ? 
Mr. KoETz. None. 
Mr. DixGEix. Your appearance here this morning is limited to the 

presentation of your excise tax ? 
Mr. KoETZ. Yes, sir. 
Mr. DiNGELX.. This is a rather novel form of excise tax. In my mem- 

ory, excise taxes have always been related to sales or transactions. 
This excise goes to any freight or passenger or moving in commerce 
across Ohio, whether the aircraft actually touches the State's surface 
or not; am I correct? 

Mr. KoETZ. No, sir. This only applies where there is some contact 
or nexus with Ohio. In other words, they make a landing and passen- 
gers get on or get off. It is not on flights going over the State of Ohio. 
We do not tax any overflights. 

Mr. DiXGELL. I travel between here and Michigan. And. assuming 
I were to go there and the craft were to land at Cleveland or Youngs- 
town airports between here and Detroit, would I be subject to that tax ? 

Mr. KoETz. No—if you did not get oiT the plane there. Otherwise: 
Yes, you would be. Not you directly, the airline. 

Mr. DixGELL. Suppose I got off to stretch my legs, to get a cup of 
coffee or go to the restroom ? 

Mr. KoETz. No, sir. 
Mr. DiNOELL. I would not be subject to the tax ? 
Mr. KoETz. No. 
Mr. DiNGELL. Only if I were to, say, get off the aircraft and end my 

trip in Ohio? 
Mr. KoETz. That is correct. If you were originating or if that were 

your destination. 
Mr. DiNGELL. Suppose this were part of the continuing trip. I would 

get off because of bad weather and go on to Detroit. Would I be sub- 
ject to the tax f 
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Mr. KoETZ. No, sir. 
Mr. DiNOELL. Suppose I were to, let's say, have a ride with a friend 

and ride by car to Cleveland and we would get on at Cleveland and 
take an aircraft to Washington. Would I be subject ? 

Mr. KoETz. You would be. 
Mr. DiNGEiiL. This is not a gross receipts tax. You are not talking 

about a gross receipts tax ? 
Mr. KoETZ. No. Our receipts are primarily limited to just that that 

we can apportion to Ohio. 
Mr. DiNGELL. You don't have a fuel tax on aircraft ? 
Mr. KoETz. No, sir. 
Mr. DiNGELL. Why not ? I am curious to know. That would not be 

banned by the legislation. 
Mr. KoETz. No; that is correct, because the legislature just has not 

seen fit to pass it. 
Mr. DiNGELL. A matter of policy. 
Mr. KoETz. Eight. 
Mr. DiNGELL. Was there any underlying reason for the policy? 

Oftentimes when a legislature acts they have some underlying reason 
for what they did. 

Mr. KoETz. I don't know of any underlying policy for that. 
Mr. DixGELL. How long has this been in process ? 
Mr. KoETZ. Since 1969. 
Mr. SHOUP. If I were to get on a plane in Cleveland wherever my 

destination would be, the airline would be charged a certain fee. Is this 
correct? 

It would be identical no matter where my destination is, because I 
would be over Ohio only a certain amount of time. 

Mr. KoETZ. That is correct. In other words, there would be a meas- 
UJ-ement taken by the number of miles that you have flown on your 
trip in Ohio as compared to j'our total miles. 

In other words, if you were flying to Hawaii it would only be about 
200 miles. That ratio would be applied to, say, 3,000 miles that we 
could not touch, say, or could not apportion to Ohio. 

Mr. SHOTJF. The airline would pay that ? 
Mr. KoETZ. That is correct. 
Mr. SHOUP. I would ask you. Is there much difference between that 

and a head tax ? 
Mr. KoETz. Yes. We feel that there is a difference between that and 

a head tax. In other words, we are not necessarily charging the pas- 
sengers directly for the tax, you know, boarding the plane or deplant- 
ing or anything like that. This tax is charged directly to the airlines. 

Mr. SHOUP. I think the problem we have here on the committee on 
the head tax is not the fact that revenues being raised for a very needed 
use, but the fact that we made these decisions some years ago that we 
would take a national view of it, not individual. 

And it would seem to me that this type of tax does not differ from a 
head tax; that each State and each community, if we can justify 
Ohio's, would be able to add their own excise tax, which I can't see 
differs from a head tax. 

Mr. KoETz. That is possibly true. Wliat we would like to suggest is 
that possibly, since Ohio has already enacted this act, amendments be 
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made that would allow the Ohio airline excise tax, but no expansion of 
any other State in the same area. 

Mr. DiNOELL. Would the gentleman yield ? 
Mr. SHOTTP. I will yield on that; yes. 
Mr. DiNOELL. That is for Ohio, but don't let anybody else do it ? 
Mr. KoETZ. We are making the suggestion. 
Mr. DiNOELL. Are you making it seriously ? 
Mr. KoETz. Yes. 
Mr. DiNOELL. It is a rather curious suggestion. 
Mr. SHOTJP. Somewhat selfish, too. 
Mr. KoETZ. But that is one of the fears of the airlines, of this being 

expanded to the other 49 States. No doubt about that. 
Mr. SHOtrp. If this, you feel, is a fair tax and is supplying Ohio with 

needed revenue, then would you suggest that the committee take a look 
at this as a possible policy or legislation which would involvB all 50 
States? 

Mr. KoETZ. Yes. We have had a court test on this. It went to the U.S. 
Supreme Court, on the fairness and the equitable features in the tax 
and it has been upheld. It has been a long, continuing battle in Ohio 
to get this thing started and we have spent much time and effort in 
fighting defenses in court and things like that for the last 2 vears. 
And we finally have resolved those pi-oblems in the courts. And now 
we are collecting the tax. 

In other words, we are goine in the direction, I would say. 
Mr. SHotJP. what is the control or use to which these taxes can be 

put ? Do these go into the general fund ? 
Mr. KoETZ. They go into the general revenue fund, but they are 

specifically earmarked for the widows and orphans and firemen and 
police pension fimds. 

Mr. SHOUP. There is a similarity, then, to the Philadelphia case is it 
not, where the mayor said they were using it for retirement funds, for 
payment of wages? 

Mr. KoETZ. I am not sure of that. 
Mr. SHOUP. Tlieirs is a head tax. 
That leads me to say that it appears as though this tax is approach- 

ing more and more a similarity to a head tax. 
I think our problem in these bills is to find a way to assist local com- 

munities in finding an equitable means of financing their share of the 
operating costs. You tax the airlines to provide for retirement or 
widows and orphans of firemen and policemen; is that correct? 

Mr. KoETz. That is correct. 
Mr. Dixox. Wasn't the court resolution by a 4 to 3 decision? 
Mr. KoETZ. That is correct, 4 to 3. 
Mr. DixoN. Will you call it a close question ? 
Mr. KoETz. Yes. 
Mr. SHOUP. Would you feel that the most, recent court decision 

which stated specifically what head taxes could be used for, will have 
any effect on the decision that you have for Ohio ? 

Mr. KoETz. Not if we can make a distinction between our airlines' 
excise tax and the head tax. 

Mr. SHOUP. One final question, Mr. Chairman. 

93-IM O - 19 - IT 
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I was interested in your answer to Mr. Dingell's question, whether 
this was a gross receipts tax. I fail to understand why this is not a 
gross receipts tax. 

Mr. KoETZ. Well, we start off with the total gross receipts of the air- 
line and then break them down only to the in and out of Ohio's portion. 

Mr. SHOUP. But it is based on the gross receipts ? 
Mr. KoETz. It is based on the gross receipts attributable to Ohio, 

origination-destination. 
Mr. DiNGELL. If the gentleman will yield: then it is a gross receipts 

tax. It either is an excise tax or it is a gross receipts tax. And I do not 
think calling it an excise tax is going to make it; so, to be perfectly 
frank with you. This is either an excise tax or a gross receipts tax. 

So really, you have a gross receipts tax, and the only difference be- 
tween this and a regular gross receipts tax, for example, on an airline 
doing business, would be that you would simply say: "OK fellows, we 
are only going to charge you on that portion of the business which is 
done inside the State of Ohio." 

But the Federal Constitution would prohibit you from levying a 
tax on business that is done outside the State of Ohio anyway. 

Mr. KoETz. That is correct. We do have a gross receipts tax on rail- 
roads in Ohio, doing business in Ohio, too, and have had for several 
years. 

Mr. DiNGELL. I thank my friend. 
Mr. Snoup. I have no further questions, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. JARMAN. DO I understand from your testimony that none of 

the revenue from this tax goes for aviation purposes ? 
Mr. KoETZ. That is correct. 
Mr. JARMAN. Mr. Metcalfe. 
Mr. METCALFE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I just need some clarification. When Congressman Dingell was ask- 

ing the question and giving the examples of stopping over, or whether 
or not he terminated his trip in Ohio, you gave us a very definitive 
answer. 

If he was terminated, of course, the tax would apply; but if he got 
off to stretch his legs it would not apply. 

Then when Congressman Shoup asked the question: "A plane was 
flying over Ohio," as I understood it, "and was going to Hawaii;" did 
I hear you correctly that you would charge a portion of the amount of 
the tax? 

Mr. KoETZ. No; if a plane were just flying over Ohio we would 
have no nexus. There has to be some connection with Ohio. The pas- 
senger has to originate in Ohio, or his destination has to be Ohio. 

But a plane, say, flying from New York over Ohio, going to Ha- 
waii—there is absolutely no tax consequence there. 

Mr. METCALFE. Since the approximately $2 million that you collect 
every year is going for the benefit of widows and orphans of firemen 
and police, what source of revenue do you have to improve the 
facilities? 

Or, assuming that you wanted to build a new runway or to pay 
for the new program of preventing air piracy, in order to establish 
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securitv? What funds do you have for that, and where do you get 
those?' 

Mr. KoETZ. Basically, those funds would be user fees that would 
be charged by the local airports, you know, for expansion. It would 
be between the airlines and the local airports. Revenue would be raised 
in that manner. 

Mr. METCALFE. SO therefore there would be really two taxes in- 
flicted ? Is that right ? The tax for that purpose of improving facili- 
ties of the airport, as well as for hiring personnel for security pur- 
poses to prevent air hijacking. 

Mr. KoETZ. I am not sure how the local airports are paying for 
the security, but I assume that it is coming out of the fiinds, what- 
ever they are charging the various airlines in fees, landing fees, user 
fees. 

Mr. METCALFE. SO, what is the difference between what they are 
charging the airlines for user fees, landing and the $2 million that 
is going into the orphans and widows fund, and the amount of money 
for the other that I mentioned ? 

Mr. KoETz. Well, the basic difference, as I see it, would be the 
specific use of that particular airport in landing and taking off; 
and there is a fee charged for each incident. 

Mr. METCALFE. Then I must include in that that a passenger is 
subject to two taxes: The excise tax as well as the other tax, in order 
to meet his expenses ? 

Mr. KOETZ. Indirectly; yes. 
Mr. METCALFE. I have no further questions, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. SHOUP. To summarize your testimony, then, you are not speak- 

ing on behalf of air travel or a\nation. Your testimony is basically 
on what? Compassion for the widow and orphan in Ohio? 

Mr KoETz. Yes. 
Mr. METCALFE. Are there any other sources of funds for the widows 

and orphans of policemen and firemen in the State of Ohio? 
Mr. KoETi!. There are, out of each paycheck, out of the firemen 

and policemen in Ohio—the firemen or policemen contribute so much 
to the retirement pension fund and then the State makes a matching 
contribution. 

In other words, most of the revenue is derived from that source. 
Mr. METCALFE. When you say the State makes an additional con- 

tribution, is that the money that we are talking about, as to excise 
tax, or would that be a separate fund. 

Mr. KoETz. That would be a separate fund. 
Mr. JARMAN. If there are no further questions, we appreciate your 

being with us, gentlemen, to help complete the hearing record. 
Mr. KoETZ. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. JARMAN. The next witness this morning is Mr. John A. Nam- 

mack, executive vice president of the National Association of State 
Aviation Officials, with offices here in Washington. 
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STATEMENT OF JOHH A. NAMMACK, EXECTJTIVE VICE PRESIDEHT, 
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF STATE AVIATION OFFICIALS; AC- 
COMPANIED BY LOWELL CLARK, CHAIRMAN OF THE OKLAHOMA 
AERONAUTICS COMMISSION 

Mr. NAMMACK. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the 
committee. 

Mr. JARMAN. Would you identify your associate, Mr. Nammack? 
Mr. NAMMACK. Gentlemen, I am John A. Nammack, executive vice 

president of the National Association of State Aviation Officials. I 
am accompanied by Lowell Clark, chairman of the Oklahoma Aero- 
nautics Commission. 

On behalf of our 48 member States, I would like to express our 
uniform appreciation and confidence in this committee for your sus- 
taining interest in aviation and for your responsiveness to the chang- 
ing needs of this vital national resource. 

We think that this responsiveness is reflected again in the bills 
you have already under consideration. Each one of them is a good 
bill. They all address known ADAP deficiencies. We could probably 
make a strong case for any one of them. But we heard some testimony 
last week which confirms some dark suspicions. 

As one member of your committee put it: Is it back to the trenches? 
And it may well be. It would appear that the only way to go this year 
is the route of pragmatism. And pragmatism, as far as we are con- 
cerned, is H.R. 2695, the bill introduced by the chairman. 

The States take only one issue in a very low tone, with that bill. 
We make a gesture in favor of opposing prohibition of the head tax, 
although frankly we are not going to make an issue of it and have 
no intention of making an issue of it. 

Later on in this testimony we demonstrate that no State has at- 
tempted to impose the head tax since the Supreme Court handed down 
its decision. 

One State, as Congressman Dingell pointed out last week, held a 
hearing, surveyed the opinion of its airport operators, concerning 
their opinion as to whether or not the head tax was of interest to 
tliem. I won't say it got shot down in Detroit, but the conclusion 
was that Michigan would not go for a head tax. No other State has 
the slightest interest at this time in a head tax. I want to make that 
very clear. 

Specifically, we support all of the other amendments in the chair- 
man's bill. They are good amendments and everyone knows they are 
needed. 

I am going to skip over large parts of this testimony, Mr. Chairman, 
to save some time. 

Mr. JARMAN. Your statement in full will be made a part of the 
record. 

Mr. NAMMACK. Thank you. 
I would like to comment, though, on some of the other issues that 

have been raised in hearings last week, and a little bit more about the 
deficiencies in the program itself. I would like to point out that Federal 
financial assistance has been provided since 1947 to barely one-half of 
the public airports in this country. 
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I would like to point out that the ADAP program in its first 3 years 
has provided Federal financial support to only 731 of the 4,400 public 
airports in this country; which breaks down to about 16 percent of 
them. 

I point these things out merely to focus your attention for the 
moment on what one witness said last week when he commented: It is 
doing a limited job well." And that is about the size of it. 

I don't know whether the transportation need study conducted by 
the DOT has been mentioned durmg these hearings. I would like to 
point out, Mr. Chairman, that between 1970 and 1990, Oklahoma states 
that it will need $284 million for airport development. 

Last year you were one of the top States in getting ADAP project 
grants. You got 18 worth $3.8 million. 

Mr. METCALFE, last year your State had a $100 million airport bond 
issue which was available for airport development purposes in Illinois. 
Only $9.6 million was actually spent, for a variety of reasons, includ- 
ing the inability of local people to come up with their portion of the 
matching share. 

However, in the transportation needs study, your transportation au- 
thorities claim that in the next 17 years you are going to need close to 
$4 billion worth of airport development. 

Mr. Dingell, your State trans|)ortation people say that you are going 
to need $361 million in the next 17 years. 

Our question is, gentlemen: Where do any of us think this money is 
coming from ? It is not going to come from the ADAP program. A 
portion of it will, about 20 percent of it. About 20 percent of it, as 
our testimony points out, will come from the States. The rest of it is 
going to have to come from the local sponsors. 

We think that the situation may become even more dramatic, gentle- 
men,-You may have noticed that as of July 1 there are new administra- 
tive user charges being imposed by the administration. That money 
will go into the general fund. 

Mr. DiNOELL. You are talking about the Federal administration ? 
Mr. NAMMACK. Yes, sir. 
Mr. DiNOELL. We would like you to list that for us, if you have the 

information available. 
Mr. NAMMACK. I have it available. They are going to start off, Mr. 

Dingell, by increasing the fees on airmen's licenses, aircraft registra- 
tion fees—and this is just the tip of the iceberg. Even in the fiscal 1974 
budget message the statement is made: "We are going to have the users 
pay for the entire cost of the system." 

This is the beginning. There will be a 30-day hearing on an NPRM 
coming down next week from the FAA. It is a gesture. You could 
all make your comments but it will have no practical effect whatso- 
ever. Come July 1—the new user charges. 

On top of that, we all know about the cost allocation study recom- 
mendations. The study isn't complete, we heard last week. It may be 3 
months away yet. Nothing may happen for a year, but the point is, it is 
there and the philosophy is there. 

We think that something Senator Cook said last year might have 
made the case very clear, and certainly more succinctly than I am mak- 
ing it right now. 
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He said: 
When yoa create an agency and set ap a trost fund and nsnrp all the basic 

sources ot revenue, yon are not likely to find very much participation on a 50-60 
basis. 

He went on to say that if this Nation desires an improved and co- 
ordinated airport system it must make the State and local governments 
better able to share the financial burden of accomplishing their in- 
dividual contributions. 

Senator Cannon, in his statement on the Airport-Airway Develop- 
ment Act before the Aviation Subcommittee, said that: 

A program which overlooks the needs of one segment of the system will not 
provide the flexibility which is required to bring the total system up to date. 

If this committee shares those views you may be interested in the 
little re%'iew we gave of the ADAP/FAAP record a moment ago—the 
fact that it has done a limited job rather well. But the point is, how 
limited has that job been? 

As a matter or fact, it is worth pointing out that in the national air- 
port system plan, the FAA's plan, there are only 3,250 airports, 75 per- 
cent of the publicly owned airports in the country, and those are the 
only ones eligible for any Federal aid. I guess we have to decide 
whether those are really the only airports of interest to not only this 
commission, but to the Nation itself. 

If all of the other airports are of no particular interest, then I can 
stop talking right now. However, we don't believe that that is true. 

The Federal Government has certainly concentrated its airport 
development efforts in the major metropolitan areas. Tlie States and 
local communities involved have not only matched Federal funding 
but have gone far beyond, to provide the other necessary elements of 
airport development that are not eligible for Federal funds. 

In addition to providing matching funds for those airports which 
are considered to be in the national interests, the States have accepted 
the additional responsibility for the development of those airports 
which complement the national system—the airports which extend the 
air service to these smaller communities of the Nation, which must 
have a link in the national air transport system to even survive. 

Many of these smaller communities are represented by you gentle- 
men on this conmiittee. 

The States have prepared, or are now in the process of preparing, 
State airport system plans, which will form the major elements of the 
national airport system plan. Airports not selected for the NASP will 
still have to be developed for the economic well-being of the individual 
States. 

The question facing us is: how? Even at their present rate. Federal 
taxes on noncommercial aviation fuel and fees for the registration of 
aircraft—the same sources, incidentally, the same sources of taxation 
that were utilized by the States; we are in competition with the Fed- 
eral Government there—thei5e present rates have made it extremely dif- 
ficult politically for the States to either impose similar taxes or in- 
crease those already in effect in order to meet the revenue demands of 
airport development. 

If the new user charges, the administrative \iser charges and the 
taxes proposed as a result of the cost allocation study are even one-half 
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of what is presently being predicted, the Federal Government will 
not only have completely preempted the field of aviation taxation, but 
the anticipated decrease in aircraft usage, and the resultant decreased 
income from aviation revenue sources at all levels of government will 
be serious. 

The States have adopted the premise that redevelopment of the 
smaller cities and towns of this Nation is a matter of national interest. 

As a matter of fact, the President stated that in his state of the 
Union message when he first took office: "Reverse the migration trend 
toward the urban centers. Get people back in the smaller communities." 

We would like to think that that is still a matter of national interest. 
And we happen to feel that a magnet that draws people back to the 
smaller communities is an airport system, a viable airport system, not 
just 531 air-carrier airports, but the smaller airports in tfie smaller 
communities. 

If they are not built you are not going to draw anybody back there. 
They are a catalyst which draws people and industrj' back to the land. 

We think that if the present ADAP policy is continued we will be 
in a certain sense, continuing some of the mistakes of the past, where 
the big get bigger and the small get smaller. 

To reverse this trend, NASAO hopes to work with this committee 
in introducing a proposal which will return to the States an equitable 
percentage of the taxes placed annuallj' in the trust fund. 

It is anticipated that this revenue would be distinct from at least 
those amounts presently provided to sponsors of projects at airports 
served by the certificated carriers. Funds returned to the States would 
be applied primarily to capital construction projects at airports in- 
cluded in the State system plans. 

If the States were given authority to administer these funds, with 
the attendant paperwork involved, there would be very substantial 
savings to the Federal Government. 

I would be happy to document just where those savings would come 
from. As a matter of fact, gentlemen, we ran a survey of every State 
last year, comparing ADAP projects conducted with FAA participa- 
tion and those projects run exclusively by the States and local com- 
munities, using the same standards, construction standards. 

The cost in most cases—and this comes from every State—I would 
be happy to enter this in the record. Runway extensions, new runways, 
terminal buildings, you name it—taxiways—it didn't matter what it 
was, the costs often, customarily, characteristically, were about half of 
the costs had they gone the Federal route. 

The time was cut almost in half for most of these projects. 
Mr. DiNGELL. By going the Federal route, or by not going the Fed- 

eral route? 
Mr. NAMMACK. By not going the Federal route, sir. 
There was a question last week about what is in the trust fimd ? And 

I would like to submit, Mr. Chairman, for the record, a statement of 
exactly what is in the trust fimd from the Treasury Department. I 
think we need some clarification. 

Mr. DiNGEL. I think without objection that ought to appear in the 
record at this point. I would ask unanimous consent for that. 

Mr. JARMAN. Without objection. 
[The table referred to follows:] 
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Mr. NAMMACK. We were told last week that there is no surplus in 
the trust fund at the moment. We have to disaeree with that. And I 
think that anyone in this room that is following; the action would have 
to disagi-ee with that. There is a very substantial surplus in the trust 
fimd at the moment. 

According to the report from the Treasury Department, which wo 
are handing in now, excess assets over liabilities in the tnist funds as of 
December 31 of this past year, amounted to $1.1 billion. Of that 
amount, approximately $286 million was totally unidentified, uncom- 
mitted to any part of the ADAP program. These are Treasuiy sources. 

This is not our imagination talking. The point being, gentlemen, in 
summation, that the proposal we hope to discuss with this committee 
to broaden the scoi>e of the ADAP progi-am by—call it a special rev- 
enue-sharing progi-am, if we maj'—sharing a portion of the trust fund 
revenues with the States, on a population area basis, so that some funds 
can be funneled into some of the smaller airports equally vital to the 
States, by the way, and, we like to think, of substantial importance to 
the Nation. 

The point being that the money is available in the trust fimd to sup- 
port that proposal. 

I could go on, Mr. Chairman, but I have taken enough of your time 
at the moment. I would be happy to answer any question, though. 

[Testimony resumes on p. 262.] 
[Mr. Mammack's prepared statement follows:] 

STATEMENT OF JOHN A. NAMMACK, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT, NATIONAL 
ASSOCIATION OF STATE AVIATION OFFICIALS 

Jfr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I am John A. Nammack, 
Executive Vice President of the National Association of State Aviation Officials. 
Accompanying me is Mr. Ivowell Clarlj, Chairman of the Olclahoma Aeronautics 
Commission. 

On behalf of our 48 member states, and tlie millions of citizens of those states 
who benefit directly and indirectly from State aviation development programs, I 
cast a vote of confidence and appreciation to each member of this Committee for 
your sustaining interest in aviation and for your responsiveness to the changing 
needs of this vital national resource. 

That responsiveness is reflected once again in the several pending bills now 
under consideration. Each of them addresses several of the Icnown deficiencies in 
the present ADAP program. A strong case could be made in favor of every one 
of them. Under tlie present circumstances, that would lie an exercise in futility. 
The Administration's strong opposition to similar legislation pas-sed last year was 
reiterated even more forcefully last week before this Committee. It was directed 
at five major elements in Senate bill 38. 

We recognize that compromise offers the only realistic hope for realizing ADAP 
improvements this year. In view of the Administration's position, it appears that 
even a compromise bill will require overwhelming Congressional support, and 
imssibly futher compromise. 

PROPOSED    ADAP    AMENDMENTS 

The .states have identified H.R. 2605, introduced by yon, Mr. Chairman, as the 
bill which most closely approximates tlie Administration's po.'^ition while correct- 
ing some of tJie major deficiencies of the ADAP program. While we must continue 
to opjKJse in principle the provision in these bills which would prohibit State and 
local governments from imposing passenger service charges, we support the re- 
maining provisions of your bill and favor its passage to the passage of no bill 
at all. 

The states specifically support section 5(1) of each of the i)ending bills which 
would increase the Federal share for eligible airport projects from 150% to 75% 
at all but the large hub airi)orti!. We supixjrt section 5(2) of the ix-ndlng bills 
which would provide 82%  Federal participation in costs associated with the 
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purchase of airport certification and security equipment. We agree with section 4 
of the iiroposed bills which would make joint civil-military use airports eligible 
for ADAP funds by i)ermitting grants to be made to non-Federal sponsors for 
projects on Pedernlly-owned alrT)orts. 

While we recognize and will attempt to demonstrate In this statement the fact 
that the mandatory minimum program level of $280 million is inadequate to 
present and anticipated funding needs for airport system development, we share 
your pragmatic view, Mr. Chairman, that proposed increases can only compound 
the problem.s of gaining passage of a bill this year. We understand that the cur- 
rent .?280 million floor can be increased by the Appropriations Committee. We 
prefer to accept the possibility rather than see all of the proposed amendments 
impaled on this particular point 

Your bill accommodates another of the Administration's five objections by omit- 
ting a provision which would make the public areas of airport terminals eligible 
for ADAP grants. Although several of our member states favor this provision, 
the majority again support its deletion as realistic at this time. 

We should also like to point out the necessity that Congress act this year to 
extend the contract authority provision contained in section 14(b) of the Air- 
port & Airway l>evelopment Act so that the ADAP program does not suffer 
the inherent uncertainties and delays which characterized he former PAAP pro- 
gram due to its dei)endence on the annual appropriations process. 

THE HEAD TAX ISSUE 

In testimony before this Committee last year, NASAO stated its opposition to 
proposed Congressional action which would impose a blanket prohibition on the 
right of the states and local authorities to asseas and collect passenger service 
fees or "head taxes" on twssengers enplaning nt airports under their jurisdiction. 
At the same time, we recognized that such taxes should be reasonable and prefer- 
ably uniform, and that the proceeds should be used for airport development 
puri)oses. 

The states reiterate that position as a matter of principle more than as a basis 
of intended practice. It is worth noting that no state has passed "head tax" 
legislation since the Supreme Court handed down its decision in the Evansville 
New Hampshire case. The states did not take that decision as a green light to 
begin moving into passenger service charges. In fact, only one state made any 
attempt—and it was exploratory in nature—to pursue the possibility of Imposing 
such fees, and as Mr. Dingell accurately stated during last week's hearings, the 
state's intention was to apply the revenue it collected to the development of air- 
ports Included In the State airport system as well as to the further development 
of the airports where the charges were collected. 

The chairman of the Air Transport Association last week alluded to legislation 
recently introduced in two states which would levy a 15% gross receipts tax on 
airline passenger ticket sales within one state and which would Impose a 4% 
airlines excise tax on the carriers' gross receipts from ticket sales in the second 
state. It may interest this Committee to learn that in the first state, which is 
Oklahoma, the bill is being actively oppo.sed by the Oklahoma Aeronautics Com- 
mLssion which learned about the legislation only last week. The second .state was 
Hawaii, which happens to be one of only three states who are not presently 
members of NASAO. As a result, we can offer no comment on the destiny of 
that bill. 

I can state categorically that we are aware of no other state actively pursuing 
"head tax" legislation at this time. Nor is it our intention to attempt to create a 
major obstacle with the "head tax" Issue to impede the passage of the Chairman's 
bill which we support. 

AIRPORT DEVELOPMENT NEEDS 

Despite the substantial Impetus given to airport development during the past 
three years by passage of the Airport & .\irwnys Development Act of 1970, Federal 
financial assistance provided by the A<'t has not been sufficient and will not be 
snfllcient nnder the existing participation formula to meet actual needs. The 
DOT'S Transportation Needs Study of 1972. conducted among the .50 states to 
determine their estimated funding requirements for transportation modes during 
the period 1970-1900, helps to illustrate the point. The 50 states declared that 
they needed $25.6 billion for airport development alone during this period. 
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It Is dlflBcult to visualize where that level of investment will come from. If 
the ADAP program were to continue tlirough 1990, and remain at its current an- 
nual funding level, it would theoretically j)rovlde approximately .$5.6 billion. 
Available State funds for airport development totalled $219 million last year, and 
have been increasing by approximately $20 million for each of the last three years. 
Should they continue to be available in these amounts through 1990, they would 
theoretically provide an additional $6 to $7 billion. There remains a gap of some 
$13 billion to be provided by local sponsors, with no assurance that either they 
or the states can in fact meet these commitments. 

The current reality is that the states and local sponsors are without adequate 
revenue sources to provide matching funds for airport development while sustain- 
ing the full costs of operating and maintaining their airports. As we noted last 
year, ADAP grant requests with a combined project value of more than $500 
million were either withdrawn or never submitted by airi>ort sponsors during the 
first 18 months of the program principally because the sponsors could not raise 
the required matching funds. 

The situation may become even more dramatic for State and local governments 
In the near future. New administrative user charges on airmen's licenses and air- 
craft registrations are tentatively .scheduled to become effective July 1. 1973. 
They are designed to raise an estimated $50 million per year for the general fund 
to cover the costs of these Federal services. The DOT's Cost Allocation Study, 
though not yet completed, will eventually seek to recover all Federal costs as- 
sociated with the operation and maintenance of the airport/airway system via a 
schedule of user charges not yet determined. 

Senator Marlow Cook stated the ease more succinctly during Senate ADAP 
hearings last year when he said: "When you create an agency and set up a trust 
fund and usurp all the basic sources of revenue, you are not likely to find very 
much participation on a 50-50 basis." He went on to say: "If this nation desires an 
Improved and coordinated airport system it must make the State and local gov- 
ernments better able to share the financial burden of accomplishing their indi- 
vidual contributions." 

Senator Howard Cannon stated in the Senate Aviation Subcommittee's report 
on the Airport & Airway Development Act that "a program which overlooks 
the needs of one segment of the system will not provide the flexibility which is 
required to bring the total system up to date. ... An airport development bill 
should seek to aid in remedying the total air transportation problem." 

If this Committee shares those views, it may be Interested in reviewing the 
FAAP/ADAP record. 

FEDERAL  AID TO  AIRPORTS 

FAA statistics indicate that from the inception of the Federal Aid Airports 
Program in 1947 through ,Tanuarj- .SI. 1973. FAAP funds totaling $1.94 million 
were provided for some 8.000 projects located at 2,314 of the nation's public air- 
iiorts. Total spon.sor funds for the same projects amounted to $1,2-14 million. For 
the ADAP program from its inception through December 31. 1972, F.VA sta- 
tistics show that 666 grant agreements at 405 ni Ciirricr or reliever airports were 
signed involving Trust Funds totalinfe- .^544 million. .\DAP commitments for 
355 projects at 326 general aviation airports totalled $46.6 million since the 
program began. 

The percentage distribution of those ADAP funds was approximately 55% 
to the 25 large hubs, 13.5% to the 38 medium hubs, 12.4% to 88 small hubs, 12% 
to some 375 non hubs, and 7.4% to general aviation airports. 

The point of all this is that neither the FA.\P nor the ADAP program were 
designed to provide for the needs of the total air transportation system. Under 
FAAP, barely more than 50% of the nation's 4,400 public airports received any 
Federal aid. Under ADAP, only 731 of our public airports have received Fed- 
eral aid to date. It is apparent, then, that significant segments of the total air- 
port system—50% under FAAP and more than 80% under ADAP^—have not 
yet benefited from Federal airport assistance. In fact, only 75% of the na- 
tion's public airports—totalling 3.240—are even considered eligible at the pres- 
ent time for ADAP a.ssistance. 

PROPOSED   SOLUTION 

One witness who appeared liefore this Committee last week stated that the 
ADAP program "is doing a limited job well". Like him and his con.stituents, we 
are grateful for it. But we respectfully ask this Committee to consider. In light 
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of the statistics we have just reviewed, how limited the job Is that is being 
done. Should you conclude that the program's scope is too restricted, and that 
you did not intend to overlook entire segments of the airport system, then you 
may be willing to consider a proposal which would broaden the scojie of the 
program. 

The Federal government has concentrated its airport development efforts in 
the major metropolitan areas of the nation whose airports serve the national 
and international traveler. The States and local communities involved have not 
only matched Federal funding but have gone far beyond to provide the otlier 
necessary elements of airport development that are not eligible for Federal 
funds. 

In addition to providing matching funds for those airix)rts which are con- 
sidered to be in the "national interest", the states have accepted the additional 
responsibility for the development of those airports which complement the na- 
lional system by extending air service to the smaller communities of the nation 
which must have a link to the national air transportation system to survive. 
Many of these small communities are represented in Congress by the members 
of this Committee. 

The States have prepared, or are in the process of completing State Airport 
System Plans which will form the major elements of the National Airport Sys- 
tem Plan. Those airi)orts not selected for NASP wil Istill have to be developed 
for the economic well being of the individual States. The question facing the 
States is "How?". 

Even at their present rate Federal taxes on noncommercial aviation fuel and 
fees for the registration of aircraft—the same sources of taxation utilized by 
many States—have made it extremely difficult politically for the States to either 
impose similar taxes or increase those already In effect in order to meet revenue 
demands for airport development and improvement. 

If the "administrative user charges", and the taxes proposed as a result of the 
Cost Allocation Study are even less than one-half of amounts presently being 
predicted, the Federal government will not only have completely preempted the 
Held of aviation taxation, but the anticipated decrease in aircraft usage and the 
resultant decreased income from the aviation revenue sources of all levels of 
government—Federal, State and local—will be serious. 

The States have adopted the premise that redevelopment of the smaller cities 
and towns of the nation will combat the ever worsening problems of urban 
concentration. It is our understanding that this same premise has been adopted as 
national ijolicy. NASAO believes that a viable airport system would function as 
the catalyst which would expedite the realization of this goal. 

If the present ADAP policy is continued, then we continue the mistakes of 
the past through which the "big get bigger and the small get smaller". To re- 
verse this trend, NASAO hopes to work with your Committee in introducing 
a proposal which will return to the States an equitable percentage of the taxes 
placed annually in the Federal Airport/Airway Trust Fund. It Is anticipated 
that such revenues would be distinct from at least those amounts presently 
provided to sponsors of projects at airports served by the certificated air car- 
riers. Funds returned to the States would \>e applied primarily to capital con- 
struction projects on airports included in the State's system plan. If the States 
were given authority to adniinister these funds with the attendant paperwork 
Involved, it would not only .serve to expedite the development of a national air 
trans{K)rtatlon system, hut would save considerable money for the Federal 
government. 

We l>elieve that Federal trust funds for this purpo.se are available. According to 
a report from the U.S. Treasury Department, excess assets over liabilities in the 
Trust Fund as of December 31, 1972 amount to $1,099,930,098.15. Of that amount, 
it was reported that .$286 million represented an uncommitted surplus. 

Thank you. Sir. Chairniaii. for accepting this statement. I would lie glad to 
attempt to answer any questions. 

Mr. JARM.^X. Mr. Nammack, T think it is a good statement. 
Has your association come up with any definite proposal for return- 

ing to the States an equitable percentage of the taxes placed annually 
in the airport-airway trust fund? Have you reached a conclusion y^ 
on what you are going to recommend ? 
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Mr. NAMMACK. Yes, sir; we have and I would be happy to submit 
a formal copy of our proposal to the committee for your consideration. 

Mr. JARMAN. I think the committee would be very much interested 
in seeing it. 

[The following proposal was received for the record:] 

TBUST FUND KEDISTMBUTION LEGISLATION PROPOSAL 

ISSUE 

The Federal government has a vital interest in the development of a national 
air transportation system and to this end has concentrated its efforts in airport 
development in the major metropolitan areas of our nation whose airiwrts serve 
the national and international traveler. 

State government has accepted its role in assisting the Federal government 
with airport development in the metropolitan areas and the development of 
those airports which will complete the national system bringing air service to 
smaller communities of our nation. 

The Federal government has levietl user taxes of such magnitude on the avia- 
tion public so as to preempt the field in taxation, resulting in a lack of local- 
sponsor funds required for matching to participate in the Airport and Airways 
Development Program. 

National policy has been established to encourage the redevelopment of the 
small cities and towns of this nation to combat the problems of urban concen- 
tration. A viable airiwrt s.vstem is the catal.v.st which will exi)ediate the realiza- 
tion of this goal. 

OBJECTIVE 

state government aviation officials through their national association are 
asking Congress to seek the necessary avenue to assure that the funds amassed 
by aviation u.ser taxes on the Federal level be returned in iwrt to the States on 
an equitable basis so as to allow the States themselves to build and maintain 
the States portion of the total national air transportation system to which this 
nation is firmly committed. 

I. 10 per centum of monies collected annually and credited to the Aviation 
Trust Fund shall on July 1 of each fiscal year beginning July 1, 1974 be distrib- 
uted among the qualifying States and territories in the following manner: 

(a) !)7 per centum for the several States, one-half in the proportion which 
the iwpulation of each State bears to the total population of all the States, 
and one-half in the proportion which the area of each State bears to fhe total 
area of all the States. 

(6) 3 per centum for Hawaii, the rommonwealth of Puetro Rico, Guam, 
and the Virgin Islands, to be distributed in shares of 3.5 iier centum, .S.'i per 
centum. 1.5 i)er centum ,and l."> per centum, respecfivel.v. 

II. The Secretary after consultation with the appropriate State agencies 
shall establish standards for the qualification of States and territories participat- 
ing in the program. 

III. Funds so distributed may be utilized by the States and territories in a 
manner determined by them to l>uild and maintain their portion of the national 
airport system. 

IV. Funds distributed under this section may be utilized to satisfy local fund- 
ing requirements under ADAP projects. 

V. Administrative costs incurred by the States and territories .shall be allowed 
in an amount not to exceed 3 per centum of the apportioned amotmt. 

VI. Each amount apportlonwl to a sponsor under the plan -shall during the 
fiscal year for which it was first authorized to be obligated and the two fiscal 
years immediately following be available for approved nirjiort development. Any 
amount apportioned as described in this paragraph which has not been obligated 
by grant agreement at the expiration of the period of time for which it was .'^o 
apportioned shall be added to the discretionary fund. 
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The National Association of State Aviation Officials proposes the amendment 
of the ^Virport & Airway Development Act of 1970, Public Law 91-258. to iJennit 
the Federal government to return to the States a portion of the Airport & Airway 
Trust Fimd revenues derived from the Federal user taxes. 

NASAO recommend.s that 10 iK>r ceutum of the Trust Fund revenue be re- 
turned to the State aviation agencies each year by the currently used apportionate 
(area population) method which will assist local funding efforts to participate 
in ADAP projects, more rapidly achieve a viable ainwrt system serving all 
citizens, nnd letter implement the intent of Congress as demonstrated by this 
act. 

Mr. JARMAN. In round figures, can you state what you are proposing? 
Mr. NAMMACK. The percentage mentioned is 10 percent of the reve- 

nue in the trust fund annually; which this year would amount to $77 
million. 

Mr. PoDELL. Would the chairman yield ? 
Mr. JARMAN. Yes. 
Mr. PoDELL. Would you try and explain to me how you can reconcile 

the problem of allocating a revenue-sharing program to the States, 
with the fact that, based on population, not based on airport use, some 
airports of certain States have an excessive amount of usage, while 
others do not? 

So, a State with a large population, such as New York, with Ken- 
nedy and all of its transatlantic flights, would require a greater pro- 
portion of the money that would be allocated than would another State 
that had a large population but not as much traffic. 

Mr. NAMMACK. Mr. Podell, we found it was not merely a matter of 
convenience, but of practicality to recommend the same sharing for- 
mula as exists in the present ADAP program. Area population—that 
is called State allocation. It is allocated on the basis or area population 
of the State, as you know. 

Mr. PoDELL. What would you provide for instance in a State such 
as New York where there is a tremendous amount of air traffic which 
is far out of proportion to its population ? 

Mr. NAMMACK. I am not so sure I understand your question, sir, but 
I think I do. 

Mr. PoDEi^. If I understand, you propose a revenue-sharing pro- 
gram, with moneys to be allocated to the State for distribution in the 
manner that it sees fit. 

Mr. NAMMACK. No, no. These would have to be labeled, "For a\'ia- 
tion purposes only." 

Mr. PoDELL. Obviously, for aviation purposes. But in the manner 
that the State would see fit. Is that correct, based on population ? 

Mr. NAMMACK. Yes. 
Mr. PoDEix. Now, what allowance have you made for the fact that 

certain States have an enormous amount of air traffic, not commen- 
surate with their populations, as in the case of New York, where we 
have transatlantic flights and things like that, people coming into New 
York and then flying to various other localities ? 

Mr. NAMxrACK. I wonder, sir, have you possibly misunderstood our 
proposal? We are not suggesting that this revenue-sharing proposal 
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supplant the ADAP program. This is in addition to the ADAP 
program. 

So, in your case the existing ADAP program would continue to 
take very good care of Kennedy and La Guardia Airports. 

Mr. PoDELL. But you would make no piovisiou in your proposal for 
the additional traffic of certain airports ? 

Mr. NAMMACK. I suppose not. We would leaA-e that to the discretion 
of the individual State directors and transportation authorities, to 
determine where best that money could be invested, in wliich airports 
the need is greatest. 

Mr. PoDELL. Thank you. 
Mr. JARMAN. Mr. Dingell. 
Mr. DINGELL. YOU have made several statements here, sir, that are 

of considerable interest to all of us. One of the matters that has troubled 
me is that in Michigan they have imposed a head tax on passengers 
going out of the Detroit Metropolitan Airport for the purpose of con- 
structing airports in other paits of the State and for, perhaps, pur- 
poses of general revenue, and we don't know exactly what they are 
on, but this is most offensive to the people who come from my district. 

Do you indicate to us that there is nothing of this kind that you can 
put elsewhere in the country, that we are the only ones who have been 
the proposed beneficiaries of that kind of undertaking ? 

Mr. NAMMACK. I Avill cross my heart. No State is now actively con- 
sidering a head tax, that we are aware of. And we covei" all but three 
States. 

Mr. DINGELL. NOW, you have indicated to us here, and submitted a 
report for the record which indicates that there is a suiplus at the end 
of the period. This is December 31. 1972. That is $1,099 million in the 
trust fund. Now, is that on a straight line basis so that we could an- 
ticipate that every year there would be $1,099 million or would we 
find that there would be $1,099 million this year, and then next year 
there would be the same thing and then 3 or 4 years hence we would 
find that that surplus which had been built up in tlic early part would 
be beginning to be dissipated by the end of the 10-year period for the 
utilization of the trust fund, so that there would be zero, less than zero, 
or 10 times the $1.1 billion figure that you have indicated. 

Mr. NAMMACK. Sir, T would like to answer that by referring to testi- 
mony presented by the Air Transport Association in hearings last year 
when they made a rather substantial studv of that very point and 
indicated, demonstrated, that the surplus in the trust fund will be 
constantly building. It will reach a very substantial figure by the end 
of 5 or more years. It already is substantial, as a matter of fact. 

Mr. DINGELL. T am curious. You said at the end of 5 years. The 
period for the trust fund is 10 years. Now. what would the figure be 
at the end of 10 years now ? 

Mr. NAMMACK. I don't recall what ATA came up with, but I would 
be happy to find out with one telephone call and then submit it for the 
record. 

[The following information was received for the record:] 
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FORECAST OF AVIATION USER TAXES AND FEES TO BE PLACED IN AIRPORT/AIRWAY TRUST FUND • 

llninlUionsof 1970 dollars) 

Type of tax or fee 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 

Aviation fuel (gas and turl)ine) 
Passenger ticket tax  
Cargo tax  
International passenger tax  
Aircraft use fee ($25): 

Air carrier  
General aviation  

Aircraft weigfit fee: 
Air carrier...  
General aviation  

Tires/tubes  

Total  

45.3 
509.6 
33.6 
38.4 

47.9 
552.5 
35.1 
41.4 

50.4 
617.9 
39.7 
45.9 

52.3 
692.7 
44.9 
51.0 

55.4 
772.2 
50.8 
56.7 

.1 
3.2 

.1 
3.3 

.1 
3.4 

.1 
3.5 

.1 
3.7 

10.9 
6.1 
3.2 

11.5 
4.1 
3.4 

12.0 
4.4 
3.5 

12.8 
4.7 
3.7 

13.7 
5.2 
3.9 

650.3 699.3 777.3 865.7 961.7 

• From DOT Cost Allocation Study Group Jan. 15,1973. 

tFrom Business Aviation. Feb. 5. 19T31 

Trust fund balance at the end of fl.scal 1974 i.s expected to total $1,624 billion 
(of which $916 million will be unappropriated), compared to an estimated $1,336 
billion at the end of the current fiscal year. Trust fund revenues during fiscal 
1974 will total approximately $851 million, the eight per cent airline ticket tax 
is anticipated to account for $697 million (82 per cent), while general aviation 
fuel taxes are expected to account for only five per cent. 

FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION, AIRPORT AND AIRWAY TRUST FUND—COMPARISON OF REVENUES/ 
OBLIGATION AUTHORITY, FISCAL YEARS 1971-80 

(In millionsl 

1971  1972  1973  1974  1975  1976  1977  1978  1979  1980 

Revenues: 
Usertaxes      563      676      752      851       946   1,051   1,168   1,294   1,432     1,583 
Federal payment      647 4   

Total revenues      653   1,323      756      851      946   1,051   1,168   1,294   1,432     1,583 

Obligational authority: 
Grants-in-aid for airports: 

Development grants  170 280      280      280       280      280      280      220       220         210 
Planning grants  10 15        15        15        15        15        15        15        15           15 

Facilities and equipment  48 302      250      290      295      295      295      295      295        295 
Engineering and development  24 63        74       120       130       127       131       120       120         120 
Operations  33      966  
Aviation Advisory Commission  I          1   

Total appropriations  286 1,627 619 705 720 717 721 650 650 640 
Uncommitted surplus: 

Current  277 -304 137 146 226 334 447 644 782 943 
CumulaUve  277 -27 110 256 482 816 1,263 1,907 2,689 > 3,631 

1 Tlie cumulative uncommitted surplus of $3,600,000,000 shown for fiscal year 1980 is based upon the forecast of ap- 
propriation levels contained in the current FAA National Aviation system plan. If the funding levels for the 10-year period 
were limited to Ihe minimum amounts authorized by the Ajrport and Airway Development Act of 1970, the projected surplus 
would increase by $828,000,000 to a total estimated cumulative surplus of approximately $4,500,000,000. 

Sources: Fiscal years 1971-73, FAA Office of Budget; Fiscal years 1974-80, FAA's National Aviation system plan: 10- 
year plan 1973-U (revenues in current dollars, obligational authority in 1972 dollan). 

Mr. DiNGELL. I think it would be useful to have your assistance on 
this matter. I intend to pui-sue the matter independently. But I think 
you could provide a service to yourself and also to the committee on 
tliis point, because if we got this kind of a buildup in the trust fund 
going on, I think we would be hard put to justify that kind of circum- 
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stances to our constituents, particularly in view of the need, and 
particularly in view of the fact that we are stripping the local units 
of government and others of the capacity to engage in proper raising 
of revenues. 

Mr. NAMMACK. Of course, the administration testified last week 
that according to their interpretation of the trust fund surplus there 
is no surplus there at all, because you deprive them of the right to 
take money out of the trust fund for FAA O. & M. And they are 
coming right back this year, as you know, to try once again. 

Mr. DiNOELL. They will get small sympathy in this committee for 
that purpose. 

Mr. ADAMS. "Will the gentleman yield ? 
Mr. DiNGELL. Yes, I yield. 
Mr. ADAMS. IS this quarrel over how much of the surplus only 

involved with the fact that they want to pay for FAA general opera- 
tions expenses out of this trust fund and cut back on the amount of 
general revenues that are spent on the airway system? Or is it as 
they stated in their testimony, that there haven't been enough requests 
even to absorb the money that is there ? 

Mr. NAMMACK. Sir, let me take it in reverse order. That last part of 
your question, as you know yourself very well, is not true. 

Mr. ADAMS. In other words, they just simply didn't tell it like it is 
in terms of whether or not there have been requests by the States and 
local governments, or are in the process of being made available to use 
the money that has been in the trust fund ? 

Mr. NAMMACK. It was a very difficult drum to beat, sir, and T felt 
for them last week. 

Mr. ADAMS. NOW, we made a decision a year ago, or 2 years ago, this 
.committee did, that there should be certain general funds spent on 
the airport and airway system because there were military uses in- 
volved with that system, and that the Nation had some interest in 
maintaining a system that went beyond whatever might be involved 
with the commercial airlines. 

("!an you give me any estimate as to what was involved in that, as 
opposed to the funds that we are spending out of ADAP or out of user 
charges ? In other words, what was the amount that was to be trans- 
ferred into operations ? Do you remember that figure ? 

Mr. NAMMACK. Well, as I recall there was a transfer of $960 million 
at the beginning of last year. As a matter of fact, when the ADAP 
program first started up, there was a paper transfer of $960 million 
for FAA O. & M. costs in the trust fund: $650 million has been paid 
back to the trust funding, to the best of my knowledge, after you passed 
the legislation last year prohibiting the use of trust fund moneys. 

Mr. ADAMS. I thank the gentleman for yielding. 
Mr. Snorrp. We have heard allegations, and they have not been 

substantiated, I believe, on either side, from the Department of Trans- 
portation or from those that disagree with them, as to why we have 
seen a slow development of much-needed aviation facilities. 

The Department, of course, says that we are moving at a reasonable 
pace; that we have an excess in the ADAP fund available for con- 
struction and it was only there because there were no needs for it at 
the present time. 

9J-2S6 O - 13 - 18 
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Of course you countered that with another allegation and I think 
possibly you are in a better position than almost any other witness 
to furnish us with some concrete facts and fignres on the amount of, 
or the lack of, public or local moneys, matching moneys. Could you 
do that for us ? 

Mr. NAMMACK. I certainly could, sir, and I would be delighted to. 
One general statement which we made last year is perhaps worth 
repeating. 

The figure I am going to hand you is directly from the FAA, from 
Lamar Guthrie. who is in the Airports Service and is charged with 
keeping track of these things, $500 million worth of ADAP projects 
were either withdrawn or never even submitted in the first 18 months 
of the program, primarily because the local and State people could 
not raise their matching share. That involves 900 projects. 

Mr. SHOTTP. Could you identify these that you have in your records? 
Mr. Chairman, I would ask unanimous consent that what I have 

asked him to submit be included in the record. 
Mr. JARJIAN. Without objection, it is so ordered. 
[Testimony resumes on p. 286.] 
The following information was received for the record:] 
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FEDERAL VS. STATE AIRPORT DEVELOPMENT 

Examples of recent StaCe airport development 
projects %ihlch were completed without Federal 
participation to reduce project costs and time. 
Most of these projects were eligible for Federal 
financial aid. 

(Excerpts from 1972 State Aviation Survey on 
Federal vs. State Airport Development Project Costs:) 

S!"'",'"*'" ALABAMA Department of Aeronautics: 

JAMES VERCEUINO 
Arizona 

KEITH W, LUTZ 
Oklahoma 

JOHN H. BENNEn 
Georgia 

"Our small airport program produced 84 publicly owned airports 
at an average cost of $47,000.  Most have runways 3,000 to 7,000' 
(paved) and are lighted. Under FAA standards, we might have built 
only 10 airports for the sane money. There were numerous reasons 
these airports were constructed without Federal aid: 

1) FAA required more land purchased. 

2) FAA requirements were too restrictive. 

3)  Counties and Cities had sufficient equipment and 
personnel, and by using these facilities an airport 
could be constructed mre quickly and more cheaply 
than by contract. 

4)  In iBost cases, cash Items were paid by the State, and 
the sponsors did the work and the engineering. 

Please note that one exception to FAA requirements is that our 
paved runways exceed FAA requirements." 

ARIZONA Department of Aeronautics: 

"The following airport projects war* undertaken without Federal 
aid for reasons cited: 
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ARIZONA (continued): 

Blsbee and Chandler - FAA application withdrawn because of 
long delay In processing; costs escalated beyond financial 
ability of sponsor and State. 

Prescott - FAA required city to undertake major project to 
overcome minor non-compliance. Was beyond financial capability 
of city and State. State and city will undertake on small 
stage construction basis. 

Glla Bend and Yuma - FAA specifications too rigid for sponsor. 
City and State can complete at substantially less cost. 

The above projects could have fallen within the area of FAA participation 
except for rigid interpretation of regulations and specifications which 
exceeded local requirement.  There are other projects which we have 
undertaken on a stage construction basis without requesting Federal aid 
simply because the specs and the time involved were excessive." 

IDAHO Department of Aeronautics: 

"Twelve recent airport projects were eligible for Federal participation, 
but were accomplished without Federal help. The reasons most frequently 
given for not applying for Federal aid are unreasonable paperwork and 
unjustifiable standards and procedures. 

The small cities that do apply for Federal aid do so at the 
insistence of the State as a condition for receiving State aid. 
Bonners Ferry started with a Federal aid project in 1966.  The 
project was finally started the first of August 1972.  The costs 
went up so drastically that an $80,000 project ended up costing 
$128,000 for only Phase 1. The paperwork Involved can literally 
be measured in feet and inches. 

One of the worst problems encountered are the changes in FAA standards 
and, worse, the change In FAA personnel assigned to the projects. Each 
man would have his own interpretation of the requirements only to have 
another follow with a new change." 

lOWfc Aeronautics Commission: 

"In the State of Iowa it has been our experience that Federal aid in 
airport projects, particularly in the smaller towns, nearly doubles 
the cost of most construction projects.  This is due to the criteria 
and design standards required, the adherence to labor standards required 
of contractors bidding on the jobs and now, under the new ADAP, the 
various hearings cost more and add time to the projects. 
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IOWA (continued): 

"For runway and taxtway lights, RElLs and airport beacons we use 
equipment manufactured by companies suc'h as Hanalrco, ALNACO and 
others. Perfectly good equipment and ouch less expensive than 
FAA required equipment. 

Also, we assist towns In overlaying asphalt runways and seal-coated 
runways with a resurface of asphalt or concrete applied under our 
own standards which are most adequate but not federally eligible." 

KANSAS Department of Economic Development Aviation Division: 

"During the past eighteen months, nine cities have constructed 
hard surface runways at their airports without the aid of Federal 
funds.  In each case, after receiving an FAA estimate, the job 
was done for about one-third of the Federal projection. There were 
also three new airports built in Kansas.  Land acquisition and 
construction was done without the aid of Federal funds." 

MICHIGAM Aeronautics Commission: 

"Over twenty-four major airport projects have been completed in 
recent years without Federal aid.  Some of the reasons were that 
they could not meet Federal standards; they were part of the State's 
program to supplement FAA facilities for enroute aids; they were 
constructed under emergency conditions where time was of the essence. 

All other projects were too small to wade through the FAA "red tape"; 
thus 'time and money' were saved by doing them State-Local." 

MINNESOTA Department of Aeronautics: 

"Budgeted $3,000 for REILs in 1963 when FAA was budgeting $18,200." 

MISSISSIPPI Aeronautics Commission: 

"Medium intensity runway and taxlway lighting was Installed at 
twelve airports in only 60-90 days from request dates to completion 
of projects at exactly half of what it would have cost with Federal' 
aid. Aid had been request but lighting for general aviation airports 
waa considered low priority under FAAP, and our requests were denied. 

Runways resurfaced at 5 airports at approximately 2/3 the cost of what 
Federal projects would have been. Due to poor conditions of existing 
pavement, could not wait the 3 to 12 months' tine for processing 
Requests for Aid by FAA. 
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MISSISSIPPI (continued): 

"New Airport parking area and connecting taxivay was built 
at airport which was in process of disposing of a non-conpllance 
matter. Need was iimlnent, and project was completed for 
approximately half the cost of a Federal project. 

Two new general aviation airports were constructed without Federal 
aid because they were not included in the NAP or the NASF. Establish- 
ment of sod facilities were necessary to obtain NAP qualification. 
We completed the two airports at half the cost and 1 to 2 years 
sooner without Federal aid. 

Completed Airport Master Plan Study for the Philadelphia Municipal 
Airport to substantiate runway length requirements for $3,700. 
Completed prior to Planning Grant Program. Estimated cost under 
PGP:  $2A.000: 

New 36" airport rotating beacons were installed at two airports 
at approximately one-half the cost estimated with Federal participation 
and within only 60-90 days of the original request. " 

MONTANA Aeronautics Commission: 

"Approximately $^0,000 was saved at each of the five new airports 
constructed without FAA participation.  These projects were 
undertaken because Federal money was not available either because 
of an inadequate tax base to generate matching funds or because the 
cooonunity was not listed on the National Airport Plan.  Ue estimate 
a $20,000 per Job saving on the airport paving projects which were 
accomplished with State/Local monies. The apron and taxiway projects 
were undertaken for the same reason and saved approximately $10,000 
per Job. 

Also, low-intensity lighting systems were Installed at five 
communities due to their inability to finance the cost of the 
FAA-approved mediuo-lntensity systems and because the need for 
higher Intensity lighting does not exist in these cases. We feel 
that roughly $12,000 savings was realized in each installation." 

NEBRASKA Department of Aeronautics: 

"Although Nav-Alds are now eligible, we are still contemplating 
and planning further expansion on these and weather stations, 
primarily because the Federal government does not recognize the 
need or, because of lack of Federal funds. Ignores the need. 
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HEBRASKA Department of Aeronautics: 

"Low Intensity lighting, however. Is what we believe we can do at 
considerable savings to ourselves and the communities.  The maximum 
cost to the Department and municipality using actual cost (plus 
donated values) is $4,000 per.  This compares to the current FAA 
requirements for medium intensity systems (including mandatory VAST 
for one approach) for an average cost of $30,000 per. The low 
intensity system is installed only at General Aviation airports 
with low activity. 

Ue paid $3,250 for a dual 75mc fan marker (complete) while FAA's 
estimate was $25,800." 

HEW MEXICO Department of Aviation: 

"Recently the ISO' wide runway at Demlng Municipal Airport was repaved 
and reduced to only 60' width. FAA would have required removal of 
MIRL at the 150' width and reinstallatlon at the 60' width (not eligible) 
and obliteration of pavement outside the 60' width. Costs: 

Total $160,000 
FAA eligible 7B,A00 
Sponsor 81,600 

Hon-FAA project total      60,000 

Net savings to taxpayers  $ 21,600 •• 

NORTH CAROLINA Department of Transportation, Aeronautics Office: 

"During the past three years the State has completed two airport 
projects without Federal aid.  In one, a tentative allocation had 
been made by FAA for $117,400, which was declined.  The airport was 
constructed for $173,000, whereas a 3800' runway with Federal aid       ' 
was estimated at $234,800—(and we used FAA specifications). 

The second airport was constructed for $89,000 and land was donated 
by the National Park Service. This was accomplished with a cold-mix 
asphalt as opposed to the FAA's hot-mix requirements, and the runway, 
after 3 years, is in excellent condition. We have no cost figures - 
or estimates of how much the runway would have cost with FAA, but 
everything would have had to been barged In, so it would have been 
extremely high." 

WORTH DAKOTA Aeronautics Conmlsslon: 

"Between 1970 and 1972 there were 39 General Aviation airport construction 
or improvement projects In North Dakota of which 31 had no ADAP funds 
involved.  (One of the 31 Is an air carrier airport served by CAB 
certificated airline.) 
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NORTH DAKOTA (continued): 

Reasons for not seeking ADAP Funds: 

• On low-cost runway light projects, ADAP standards are too costly. 

• Paving or hardsurfacing runways - Engineer opposed to making 
application and advised sponsor that project with ADAP funds too 
costly. Wanted to build project on a negotiated basis with contractor 
nearby constructing paved highway.  Engineer claimed much lower prices 
on plant hot mix and materials under this system. 

• Host frequent complaint is too much paperwork associated with 
small ADAP projects and too much time in getting a project underway. 

• ADAP projects involve slow payout to sponsor at inflated costs for 
the construction on small projects. 

• FAA writes In too many special conditions in "Grant Agreements" 
which in some cases stops all progress payments while under construction, 
causing trouble for both the sponsor and the contractor. 

• FAA applies the same standards and paperwork for a small airport 
project as it does to a million-dollar project. 

• Airport sponsors have found from experience that the FAA "Grant 
Agreement" Is not a binding contract with the FAA, since the FAA 
or the auditor may delete payment for construction items and change 
orders, if it so determines." 

PENNSYLVAMIA Department of Transportation: 

"During FY 1971-72 we have participated, on a matching basis with the 
local communities, in five major airport projects.  In view of the work 
descriptions and estimated costs of these projects, it was felt that 
the work could be accomplished at lower costs and/or shorter tine periods 
without AOAP funding." 

SOUTH DAKOTA Aeronautics Commission: 

"Most of the recent 16 construction projects could have been eligible 
for Federal funding, but due to the lack of funds on their part or the 
Inability of their program to react to the needs of these small communities, 
they were constructed on a State/Local basis.  Most of the construction, 
paving and extension projects were conceived In the early spring of the year 
and constructed that same summer with very little paperwork.  This, of course, 
is not possible under the ADAP Program. 
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SOUTH DAKOTA (continued): 

"Ve also have a beacon program which functions on Its own or 
with the LIRL system. Under this program there have been 13 
L801 beacons and 8 ALKACO beacons Installed. 

The State has purchased two off-site VOR's which are not eligible 
for ADAP funding because they do not fall In the 'terminal' category 
and are not eligible for airway money because the activity does not 
exist at these points to justify Federal Installations. However, 
the FAA now has agreed to take these two VORs over Into their 
Federal system. 

Please note that the State/Local project costs are considerably less 
than If Federal projects were pursued.  The reasons for better 
economics In the S/L program Is the ability to 'let' projects In 
the counties where highway projects are taking place and allowing 
city and count crews to do the projects themselves on a force account 
basis." 

TEXAS Aeronautics Commission: 

"Since 1966, Texas has requested Federal aid for only 47 of 177 
airport projects In 113 locations because State/Local authorities 
were convinced the projects could be accomplished cheaper and faster 
without Federal participation. Of the total, 51 projects involved 
new airports. Two examples are the New Boston Airport ($110,000) 
and Semlnole Airport ($277,000)." 

UTAH Dlvlalon of Aeronautics: 

"We have purchased and installed MIRL systems In 14 airports for 
much less than half the cost had we requested Federal aid. 

We use high quality FAA-approved components, but eliminate most 
of the englneeriag cost by using our airport engineers.  By involving 
the community and Utah Pilots Association, through donated labor, 
actual cash outlay by the community for the installation is practically 
eliminated. You can appreciate the benefit to a small community. 

Regarding Nav-Alds we found ourselves In the position of not qualifying 
under FAA's ridiculous use criteria, however, convenience and necessity 
to the flying public dictated some type of navigation facilities.  There 
existed some glaring gaps in the navigation system In the remote areas 
of the state which also needed filling. 

Quite often at airports that need an overlay or special type sealcoat, 
the opportunity arises to combine the project with another community 
project at a significant saving.  Due to the cumbersome and time 
consuming procedures and their reluctance to recognize new techniques 
and products not covered in the book. It la not feasible to wait for 
FAA participation. 
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UTAH (continued): 

At Price, Utah, the cltjr and county had contracted with a flm to 
rejuvenate some of their streets using a heated remix procedure. 
At tremendous savings It was agreed to use the procedure on one 
of the runways.  Again due to timing, not requiring sophisticated 
engineering and administration—and not being an FAA-approved 
procedure—the Job was completed very successfully and a great 
deal less expensively to the taxpayer. 

In summary, projects can be completed at less expense by not being 
hamstrung with FAA's requirements for elaborate engineering, 
administrative procedures and their failure to recognize any 
product or procedure not covered by by the book." 

WEST VIRGIWIA Aeronautics Commission: 

"At Weston Airport, State and Local sponsors financed $150,000 
for runway paving, after learning that following Federal specifications 
would have almost doubled the cost." 

f#f 
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Mr. SHOTJP. In your suggestion for a special revenue sharing of, 
I think you say, 10 percent. I am wondering about the legality of 
taking funds raised from interstate commerce, taxation on interstate 
commerce, to be used in other than interetate uses. Would you cAre 
to comment on that ? 

Mr. NAMMACK. T could only say at this point, sir, that our attorneys 
have looked at this proposal from every possible aspect. We did not 
intend to come down here and place ourselves in an awkward position 
on this thing, believe me. We have studied this for a long time and 
attorneys who have looked at this don't feel that there is that diffi- 
culty whatsoever. 

Amendments would be required to the Airport and Airwaj* Develop- 
ment Act; there is no question about that. 

Mr. SHOUP. Constitutionally, you do not think there would be a 
bar to using these fimds for intrastate use ? 

Mr. NAMMACK. XO, sir; T don't. And, you know, it might be worth 
noting at this noint that at this verv time the Federal Aviation Admin- 
istration is diligently studying just which of its responsibilities it can 
quickly transfer back to the States. We are in discussions with them 
right now on this point; the reason being they have not suddenly be- 
come magnanimous to the States—oh. no—but they have suddenly real- 
ized they are not going to have the resources to handle all of their 
responsibilities themselves. 

Their first proposal will involve general aviation airports, that 
section of the ADAP program. They are going to get onto other 
matters, possibly elements of the certification program, safety enforce- 
ment—there is a long list. 

Mr. DiNGELL. Mr. Chairman, if the gentleman will yield. We have 
not been informed of this going on inside Fx\A. May I make inquiry 
as to precisely what is going on down there in terms of transferring 
present Federal responsibility to States? 

Mr. NAMMACK. I know why you haven't heard about it. sir. It has 
been kept strictly internal. We have large ears. 

Mr. DiNOEix. You have done us several services this morning. I 
would like to know what they are up to down there. 

Mr. SHOUP. I think your last statement is probably correct, that 
none of us really know what they are up to. I think we will have to 
wait to see on that. 

But am I correct: Did you say they are contemplating shifting to 
the States responsibilities which currently they have for the use of 
ADAP funds? 

Mr. NAMMACK. They are recommending to you gentlemen that they 
be permitted to do that. 

Mr. SHOUP. Mr. Dingell, I think that is a little different angle. Then 
they are going to recommend to us. They are not just going to do this 
out of a clear sky. 

Mr. DINGELL. Would the gentleman yield ? 
My concern is that this study has a direct relationship to the matters 

before us. In other words, here we are considering the trust fund and 
trust fimd expenditures, alternative financing measures through the 
local units of government, change in the Federal financing formula. 
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The Federal Government is out claiming its inability to meet its 
responsibilities without using a portion of the trust fund money; and 
now we find they are preparing to cede a measure of their present 
responsibility to the State; and this troubles me because this, as I 
I see it. is a whole package. 

Mr. SHOUP. My alarm was that I thought I heard him say they were 
preparing to do this on their own, without guidance or permission 
from us. 

Mr. DixoN. For the record, would you tell us what people you are 
talking about in either DOT or FAA that I will know which door to 
knock on first ? 

Mr. NAMMACK. Can I tell you privately ? Only because the man has 
asked that it be that way for the time bemg. 

Mr. DiNGELL. Mr. Chairman, if my friend will yield, I think the 
inquiry should be directed to the Administrator of the FAA or DOT. 
I am not altogether sure who runs that place down there these days. 

Mr. NAMMACK. At the moment, sir, if you directed the question to 
the new Administrator I am afraid you would draw a blank, because 
he has not had time to find out a^bout this. 

Mr. DiNGELL. I am sure he would make an effort to, if we were to 
solicit it. 

Mr. SHOTJP. For the third time I will ask the same question, al- 
though I don't think you've got the answer. One, you stated that to 
your knowledge there is no State contemplating the imposition of 
head tax. 

Mr. NAMMACK. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SHOUP. HOW about local communities ? I think that the number 

of head taxes that are presently being imposed are not by States but 
are by local communities and I think we must address ourselves to 
that, not to the State. 

Mr. NAMMACK. Sir, you are exactly right on that point. 
Mr. SHOTJP. YOU referred to Detroit, are other local communities 

contemplating the imposition of a head tax ? 
Mr. NAMMACK. It may well be. I suspect there are other cities right 

now contemplating a head tax. But no State is. 
Mr. SHOUP. I have no further questions, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. JARMAN. Mr. Adams ? 
Mr. ADAMS. Thank you. 
Following up on the question asked by Mr. Dixon. I thought your 

testimony said, or that you indicated in your testimony that Sie FAA 
or some other brancli of the Federal Grovei-nment was going to change 
a series of taxe^ and they would be effective as of July 1 of this year. 
Is that correct? 

Mr. NAMMACK. They are called the administrator user charges, Mr. 
Adams. 

Mr. ADAMS. And they are going to increase those; is that right? 
Mr. NAMMACK. That is right; they are going to haul out and dust off 

a 1967 notice of proposed rulemaking and put it into effect, beginning 
July 1. 
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Mr. ADAMS. Well, now, it is my understandinisr under that, that if 
they want to do that kind of thing they have to proceed under the 
Administrative Procedure Act. You indicate they are not going to do 
it; they are just going to raise them. Is that right ? 

Mr. NAMMACK. The Administrative Procedures Act, but aside from 
the formality of putting out a notice of proposed rulemaking, giving 
everybody 30 days to comment, I don't believe that they have to come 
before this group, for example, your committee, and ask for permis- 
sion. I think they can do it within the administration themselves. 

Mr. ADAMS. What kind of increases would this involve ? If we are 
talking about head taxes, and we already have a user tax on, can you 
give me any idea of the percentage or general amount that is involved 
in this proposal ? 

Mr. NAMMACK. Sir, I have been given one unofficial glimpse of the 
new schedule of charges. I am sure if you were to ask for it today you 
would get it hand carried over here by this afternoon. It is available 
in the FAA now. 

Mr. ADAMS. Maybe we can get that today. 
[The following comment from DOT was subsequently submitted for 

the record by the committee staff:] 

COMMENT BT FEOERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION ON AOHINIBTBATITE UBEB 
CHARGES 

The above colloquy refers to a revised schedule of administrative user charges ' 
which will be proposed by FAA in due course. A notice of proposed rule making 
will appear in the Federal Register at such time as internal devel<^ment of the 
revised schedule Is completed—probably by mid-April.   FAA is not now in a posi- 
tion to provide said schedule. 

Mr. ADAMS. YOU have already answered my question as to Mr. Din- 
gell's testimony about the fact that there are a number of proposals 
that have not been made, and that the testimony we have received that 
everything was going along fine it not quite true. 

I want to know whether it is your opinion that as a matter of policy, 
if not constitutionally, as mentioned by Mr. Shoup—^how far the Fed- 
eral Government ought to go in sharing expenses or paying costs for 
what are essentially local airports—by that I mean intrastate or feeder 
airports—when we apparently are not meeting the needs of those 
that form a part of the national system to which these feed in ? 

Mr. NAMMACK. I suppose, sir, that we get into the area of philosophy 
here, and without wasting a lot of your thne, the point you make about 
these smaller airports being purely of local interest is something that 
I question frankly. What is the national interest but a combination of 
many individual local interests. 

And without wasting a lot of your time, there is the point you make 
about these smaller airports being matters of purely local interest. 
These smaller airports. That I question, frankly. What is the national 
interest but a mosiac or a combination of individual State interests 
and local interests? Is it a separate thing or is it not the combination, 
the collective interest of the individual States and local communities? 
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Mr. ADAMS. What I am questioning is that if we do not have ade- 
quate money to cover what we are doing now, how far should the Fed- 
eral Government go in terms of providing what I believe you men- 
tioned was a backbone system or a series of points to which all of 
these local areas could move for plugging in or tying into a national 
system of airports. 

Mr. NAMMACK. I would like to partially answer that in this way, 
sir. I didn't mention it before, but it is a matter of record: that the 
States now provide assistance to all categories of airports, not just to 
the small local airports. 

While most of their projects that they have invested in each year 
are local small airports, the bulk of their money goes into air carrier- 
served airports. 

One of the interesting little anachronisms, but it is a fact. Michigan, 
for example. Out of a $4 million budget—State funds, now, Mr. 
Dingell—last year they invested in about 60 airports in the State. But 
most of their money went to two air carrier-served airports in 
Michigan. 

In other words, what they invest in the smaller airports is usually a 
small sum because the needs aren't that great when you are comparing 
it with the air carrier airports. So, most of the projects are the small 
airports you are talking about, most of the money goes to the air car- 
rier airports. This is not time in every State, no; but it is true in Mr. 
Dingell's State. 

Mr. ADAMS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I have no further questions. 
Mr. JARMAN. Did Mr. Clark have anything to add to your testimony ? 
Mr. NAMMACK. NO, I don't believe so. 
Mr. JARMAN. Gentlemen, we appreciate very much your appearing. 
The subcommittee will stand adjourned until 10 o'clock on Tuesday 

of next week, at which time the subcommittee hopes to conclude the 
hearings on these bills. 

[Whereupon, at 12:15 p.m. the subcommittee adjourned to recon- 
vene on Tuesday, March 27,1973 at 10 a.m.] 
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Mr. METCAI.TE. Without objection, they will be so stipulated and 
entered into the record. [See p. 294, and p. 302, respectively.] 

Mr. BoYD. Congressman Andrews, our Congressman, was planning 
to be here with me but he has a conflict in his scheduling today. You 
gentlemen can understand. He has to be in the District but he did have 
some questions he was going to put to me and I would just like to com- 
ment on those three or four questions. 

The questions that he would ask concern the importance of the 
smaller to medium hub airports, in particular, retaining the preroga- 
tive to make reasonable charges on passengers using the airport; these 
funds to be specifically directed to airport use and airport use only. 

The airports have been caught in the cost of normal growth improve- 
ments, the cost of certification requirements that would bring about 
safer airports and the cost of maintaining security. 

We have had some experience with both certification costs and secu- 
rity costs, and we are still not real sure just what the full extent is 
going to be. We have tripled our security force, and we believe that we 
are going to have to turn it into a safety officer force, both for fire- 
crash rescue and security, and at least double it, in order to meet the 
requirements. 

We are trying vigorously to do this by double utilization of 
personnel. 

The cost of one piece of crash equipment, in which we have a project 
under the airport development aid program, is $146,000. And it will 
cost just about that much a year to man it—^the span of time that wo 
have to operate. 

In the smaller airports. New Bern, N.C., for example, provides serv- 
ice on segment 8, the north-south segment of Piedmont, and it is inter- 
sected by segment 1 from Raleigh-Durham to the coast, providing 
service to Cherry Point. 

New Bern has already stated publicly and it has been carried in the 
press, that they are seekijig some method to carry sen^ice into their 
community by arrangement over at the Cherry Point Military Base to 
get air carrier service with Piedmont. This has not been finalized but I 
know personally that this small community that needs serv-ice in its 
community, is one of the small cities that is facing the loss of its ability 
to support tlie airport to provide service to the community. 

Fayctteville, N.C., is another, in somewhat better shape, but the city 
of Favetteville alone provides an airport for Pope Field personnel, 
Fort Bragg, the large hospital. 

In fact, gentlemen, eastern North Carolina is maintained by the 
Defense Department as practically an armed camp; and these airline 
service airports have to he provided by the citizens of an area that is 
not renowned for its wealth and ability to raise large sums of money. 

Congressman Ike Andrews was going to ask me to touch on how the 
airports got themselves into what you might call the economic box that 
they are in now. 

In 1928 I worked briefly for the old Pennsylvania Keystone Airline, 
operating between Washington and Norfolk, Va. The city of Norfolk 
was the beneficiary of East Camp, a World War I drill field, a turf 
field on which the old Stout trimotors could operate. It didn't cost 
them a penny. 
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Then, at the end of World War II, most communities received air- 

ports. The wheel-loading capability was adequate for DC-3's and 
Martin 404's, and the Convairs, and even the DC-4's that were preva- 
lent, and the old Lockheed Lode Stars that were being used. 

As we moved into constellations and other types of aircraft, into 
DC-7's, they had to strengthen these runways a little bit. but it wasn't 
ruinous on local money; and under the old Federal airport aid pro- 
gram there was some matching money. But we still, by today's stand- 
ards, were not talking about large sums of money. 

The airlines, in negotiating with the airports, had expert voung men 
and I want to make it plain I am not speaking against the airlines. 
I think they are entitled to recover every penny of costs that they 
have been put to in trying to make air commerce safer. I think air- 
ports are, too. But the airlines, quite understandably, in negotiating 
contracts, many of which are still in effect, and Avith plenty of time 
yet to run, pointed out that, "Gee, this runway was given you by the 
Federal Government. Certainly you are not going to include in your 
use charges to us an amortization of that pavement that is already 
in place?" 

Well, about 1965 this pavement ran out of time when the jets 
began to break up runways and terrible costs began to be imposed 
on communities; and many communities have not yet recovered from 
the costs they made at that time. 

Now, today we have certification. We have security costs and we 
have yet heavier aircraft, that will be using our airports. And the 
cost is tremendous. 

We operate one runway, as I pointed out in my testimony. If any- 
thing happens on that runway, eastern north. North Carolina is with- 
out trunkline air carrier service until it can be repaired. And if it 
is a base failure, that is: Failure on the runway from the bottom up, 
due to heavy* aircraft, it means the whole center of that runway is 
going to have to be ripped out and rebuilt, to make it safe; and it 
means, where we might be able to do it on jiaper, in 4 months, 
we find it takes 12 months to do 4 months' work on an airport. Because 
the minute yoii get it ripped up, it starts raining and by the time 
you get it dried out and are ready to go back to work it starts raining 
again, and you have a mess. 

So we are really in a terrible situation. One other question I had 
been asked was: WTiat is the impact that these particular security 
requirements have had on our airport and needs from the Congress, 
besides money ? I would like to comment on that and I will conclude. 

We certainly set up certain security areas at the direction of the 
Federal Aviation Association, following Secretary Volpe's ultimatum 
on the subject. They told us where to build walls, where we might 
put doors. That we had to isolate the baggage makeup area and the 
concourses. 

We went right by the letter of what FAA requested and recom- 
mended. Now, we had forceful and instructive entry made into one of 
these security areas. 

So, I called the U.S. attorney, with whom we have a very cordial 
working relationship, trying to make things work, and asked him: 
What Federal law has been violated? He could not point to any. 



I called FAA in Atlanta and asked them the same question, after 
describing the circiunstances: AVhat Federal law has been violated? 
They could not name anj'. 

So, who is our FAA southern region legal officer, advised that public 
property had been damaged and we should prosecute on that basis. 

Gentlemen, this makes a mockery of trying to attach the appro- 
priate seriousness to safety of air travel. ^Vny, if this was true, a 
man could knock doors down into a security concourse and through 
a boarding gate and enter an airplane. You would have to prove that 
he intended to hijack the airplane, apparently, before you could charge 
him with anything except misconduct. 

So, I do believe that there is a need for the Congress to take a good 
look at backing us airport managers up with some hardnosed Federal 
legislation to make work what we have diligently dug into. 

in summary, we ask you gentlemen, please, to give an awful lot 
of consideration to the need of local money. Our airport serves 52 
counties in North Carolina with trunkline service, and has to be 
supported by the people of two counties. The only way that people 
in the surrounding counties can be brought into the financial support 
of that airport on the local nionev basis is through some type of rea- 
sonable passenger-use charge. And this charge should be restricted 
to what is actually needed. 

It might be difterent at every airport and some machinery might 
be put up, as in the case of the CAB regulating air carrier fares, 
to make sure that this is true, and it is carried out that waj' and it does 
not exceed an actual and reasonable need. 

That concludes all I have to say. If there is any question I will do 
my best to answer it. 

[Testimony resumes on p. 305.] 
[The prepared statements of the Raleigh-Durham Airport Author- 

ity, the Southeastern Airport Managers Association, and the Fayette- 
ville Airport Commission follow:] 

STATEMENT OP HESBY E. BOYD, JU., AIRPORT MA;(AOER OF THE 
RALEIOH-DURHAM AIRPORT AUTHORITY 

Mr. Cbalnuan, I am Henry E. Boyd, Jr., Manager at the Raleigh-Durham 
Alnwrt In North Carolina. The Raleigh-Durham Alnwrt Authority appreciates 
the opportunity to present Its views opiX)Sing the various bills being considered 
by your Subcommittee to the extent they would prohibit the Authority from 
assessing a head tax or other airport user charge. 

The exhibits prepared and submitted for your consideration contain informa- 
tion regarding the opcratlon.s of the Raleigh-Durham Airport, the scope of Its 
service area and the implications that the action you fake will Iiave on the 
functions of the airport in connection with the pending legislation. Our data Is 
designed to show the area of our responsibility, the economic, popiilation and 
its other basic characteristics, the type of plant and equipment the Authority 
operates in carrying out its service obligations, information on airport income 
and expenses, a projection of necessary facilities which must be required and/or 
constructed by the Authority in the immediate future, and the manner in which 
these financial obligations will be met both on short-term and a long-term basis. 

The airport operation and Its maintenance is an essential requirement so that 
the trave'Iing public and our local users in the Raleigh-Durham area can get 
to and from the air carrier facilities, the .seats which provide them with their 
air transportation needs. The Authority is locally nm. it serves not only an area 
of local responsll)ility, but the Eastern half of North Carolina, it Is locally 
owned and the cost of operation and maintenance rtHjuires very substantial 
amounts of local money. The addition of Airport Certification and anti-hijacking 
security arrangements have tremendously increased this demand for local money. 
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Major maintenance not eligible for ADAP money is also an increasing factor 
due to heavier aircraft being introduced by the air carriers. 

In the view of the Airport Authority which is composed of experienced and 
competent business and professional men, leaders in the Cities of Raleigh and 
Durham and in the Counties of Durham and Wake, the airport users have the 
logical and reasonable requirement to provide locally requlre<l funds directly 
to the airport. In this connection, the people of Wake and Durham Counties 
cannot independently tax or otherwise obtain local money support from the 
people outside their political Jurisdiction in counties directly in the airport's 
service trade area except through the use of the airi>ort passenger use charge. 
The use charge applies fairly and evenly to the Individuals actually making use 
of these necessary facilities and is an appropriate and even means of spreading 
the cost burden much in the same fashion that Federal airport and airways 
user charges have been assessed where national transportation requirements 
are involved. 

The application of an airport pas.senger use charge should also be compared 
with the air carriers assessing by way of Civil Aeronautics Board approved 
tariff Increases, charges directly from Individual passengers to cover the air 
carriers estimated additional cost of security. Such additional charges have 
been permitted under the provisions of Section 403 of the Federal Aviation Act 
and Part 221 of the Board's Economic Regulations and have been specifically 
sanctlone<l by the Board, putting another tliinl of a dollar in the airlines' till, 
while at the same time the CAB and the airlines both contemporaneously and 
vigorously attempt to persuade Congress that it is somehow wrong for airport 
sponsors to assess a use charge for considerably greater obligations imposed by 
the Congress upon the airports. In the latter regard, I refer as examples to the 
certification and security requirements. 

While additional charges as high as $.32 per passenger have already been 
allowed by the Board without regard to trip length, there is no a.ssurance that 
the airports who have already ex|)erienced significant cost requirements as a 
result of security programs will share in the CAB's largesse. Airjiorts have In 
most cases contracts with air carriers that do not necessarily contain provisions 
for the reopening and re-negotiation by way of supplemental agreements for 
the carriers to ymy the airports sponsor more money under changed circum- 
stances. Raleigh-Durham, for example, has not been reimbursed by the air 
carriers for tlie construction of isolation i)asscnger boarding concourses or the 
provision of experienced and qualified officers. However, Raleigh-Durham was 
given a three-way choice by the Federal Aviation Administration: 

1. Isolate the concourses for single point security check ; 
2. Place an armed, qualified and experienced guard at each of the several 

gates; or 
3. Face the prospect of a fine of $1,000 per flight that the carriers cleared 

without a guard. 
Under these circumstances, the Authority is, of course, very appreciative of 

the cooperation of the air carriers in their willingness to use a single checkpoint. 
However, all cost for construction and experienced security guards has been 

borne totally by the airport as its added cost. Fees, rentals and other charges 
regulated by contractual arrangement have not been changed on an ad hoc basis 
becau.se of the construction and operating cost borne by the Authority. 

The Raleigh-Durham Airport Authority believes that the charging of a reason- 
able Airport Passenger Use Charge, consistent with the decision of the United 
States Supreme Court (April 19, 1072), is completely in keeping with the Airport 
and Airway Development Act passed by Congress in 1!)70, which provides as a 
"condition precedent to approval of an airport development project" the Sec- 
retary of the Department of Transportation must determine that the "airport 
operator or owner will maintain a fee and rental structure for facilities and 
services being provided the airi'ort users which will make the airjiort as self- 
sustaining as possible under the circumstances existing at that particular airport, 
taking into account such factors as the volume of traffic and economy of 
collection." 

Therefore, the Congress is respectfully requested to be attentive to the 
problems associated with the maintaining, operating and necessary expansion 
of the small and medium hub airports and the fact that the respective sponsors 
of these airiwrts are so burdened already that they simply have been unable 
to articulate their local money problems to the Congress. These small airports 
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comprise about 80 percent of the nation's air transportation system, but aa in 
the case of Raleigh-Durham, are used by surrounding areas that have no 
financial obligation on state or local level, except where a passenger use charge 
is made. 

Should the Congress make the collection of local use charges from passengers 
unlawful, it would, we fear, establish an alarming and dangerous precedent. 
The Raleigh-Durham Airport, serving an area of some 2.5 million people would 
find it extremely difficult, if not altogether impossible, to undertake an expansion 
program to build this ONE-RUNWAY (for air carrier use) airport into a safe 
and adequate facility to accommodate larger and heavier aircraft. 

The Bills being considered by the Congress to increase the percentage of 
Airport Development Aid Program money to local money do not solve the local 
money problem. The right of the several sponsors of the smaller airports con- 
stituting 90 percent of our National Air Transportation facilities to make 
reasonable airport passenger use charges can solve the local matching money 
problem to provide for urgently needed construction and improvements necessary 
for upgrading the operational safety in our nation's airport system. 

THE BALEI0H-DT7BHAM AIBPOBT 
Location 

The Cities of Raleigh and Durham are 23 miles aparat and the airport is 
equidistant from the two cities. The airport is one mile off four-lane U.S. 70 and 
adjacent to Interstate 40, a four-lane expressway and a part of the Federal Inter- 
state Highway System connecting U.S. Interstate 85 at Durham, through the Re- 
search Triangle Park, past the airport to the Raleigh Beltline and on to U.S. 
Interstate 95 at Smithfleld. Chapel Hill is 18 miles from the airport and connected 
by Rt. 54 at the Research Triangle Park. A new terminal area In the Raleigh- 
Durham Airport, as well as an executive and corporate terminal will be serviced, 
each by two interchanges connecting a cross service highway with this 
expressway. 
Traffic growth 

The airport, as the principal trunkline service point for the entire eastern half 
of North Carolina, has been experiencing substantial average annual growth 
which for the five years ended June 30, 1971 amounted to 14.1% per year. This 
rate is the second fastest among the 50 largest traffic points in the United States 
based on information in the Civil Aeronautics Board's surveys of airline domestic 
passenger traffic. Raleigh-Durham is currently handling 1.4 million passenger 
movements per year. Enplanements represent approximately half that amount 
or 700 annual boarding passengers. 
Raleigh-Durham airport geographic area 

The airport provides the only trunkline service in the eastern half of the State 
and has a total trade area of some 52 counties tliroughout the eastern. Piedmont 
and Coastal Plain areas of North Carolina. Parts of southern Virginia and 
northern South Carolina are also sen'ed through Raleigh-Durham. These areas 
have a ix>pulation of over 2.5 million, more than 1.4 million of whom live in the 
Immediate and primary trade area surrounding the airport. 
Research triangle area 

This service area consists of Durham, Wake and Orange Counties. Durtiam 
and Wake Counties are both standard metropolitan statistical areas (U.S. 
Bureau of Census Definition), and Orange County would undoubtedly feel more 
and more the spread of metropolitan characteristics. The Research Triangle Area 
has experienced a constant growth in population. The Research Triangle Regional 
Planning Commi-ssion estimates that the population of the three-county area may 
Increase to 521,000 by 1980, or an Increase of 20.2% over 1970 population of 411,- 
700. There is a strong probability and increasing conviction that these figures 
are low. 
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Primary trade area 
The Primary Trade Area consisting of three counties, Durham, Walse and 

Orange has a population of some 425,000, with a projected increase to 510,000 
by 1980, and in excess of 600,000 by 1990. 
Secondary trade area 

The secondary trade area consists of 24 counties. This group, which has had 
principally rural economy in the i>ast, has accelerated and developed recently 
with the growth of reseach, industrial activity and related cultural and educa- 
tional activities. Approximately 200 new manufacturing Arms have been estab- 
lished in this area in the last eight years alone. The group of counties has a 
current population of 1,340,000 which will increase to nearly 1.6 million by the 
end of the decade. 
Outer trade area 

The outer trade area consists of 25 counties mostly east and .south of the 
Raleigh-Durham AirjxJrt. The only other available air serv'ice at commercial air- 
ports is of a limited local service nature. The excellent North Carolina highway 
system malces it reasonably convenient for people and businesses located in the 
communities of the outer trade area to take advantage of the truukline air car- 
rier service offered at the Kaleigh-Durham Airport. 

THE AIBPOaX AUTHOEITY 

The "Raleigh-Durham Airport Authority" was created by the General Assem- 
bly of the State of North Carolina (Chapter 168, Public-Local Laws, 1939 Ses- 
sion of the General A.s.setnl»ly in Acts amendatory thereof). The Authority con- 
sists of eight members with each local Government, the cities of Raleigh and 
Durham and the counties of Wake and Durham, being represented by two mem- 
l)ers appointed biannually. The Raleigh-Durham Airport facility it-self is actually 
owned by the local Governments and operated under the direction of the Author- 
ity. Thus, the Authority is clothed with virtually all powers essential to the es- 
tablishment and functioning of the airport Including management, regulation, 
contracting, constructing, controlling, maintaining, improving and leasing prop- 
erty with nece.ssary related fiscal authority. It has the power to acquire new 
property, but since it does not own the property, does not have the power to 
convey title to the real property of the airport. 
Staff 

The Airport Authority's experienced administrative staff has been selected for 
profes.sional competence and capability. Training programs such as the airport 
management intern program conducted for the past several years have resulted 
In the placement of professionally qualified managers trained at Raleigh-Durham 
In responsible aviation positions In several other communities. The profe.ssional 
staff provides the day-to-day administration, engineering guidance, flre/crash/ 
rescue and other Airport Certification requirements, overseeing the airport and 
anti-hijacking security, the supervision of all maintenance—runways, taxiways, 
lighting systems, etc. at the airport, as well as the operation of waste treatment 
and other support facilities equivalent to those required by a small city, including 
the maintenance of a water system. Coordination with the Federal Aviation Ad- 
ministration is on a continuing basis as it is with other important Federal agenc- 
ies such as HEW, the (Mvil Aeronautics Board. Environmental Protection Agency 
and the Department of Interior. We note the foregoing responsibilities in areas of 
local administration since they all represent the necessary expenditures of time 
and effort in fulfilling the local airrwrt's responsibilities and, of course, involve 
a significant amount of locally funded out-of-pocket dollar expenses. 

FACILrnBS 

Raleigh-Durham is equipped with navigational aids Including VOR-VHF; 
omni-directional radio range; TACAN-UHF; Tactical Air Navigational Aid; 
Beacon-Homer non-directional Radio Beacon; RADAR-ASR-7/ARTS III Radar; 
DF-VHF/UHF Direction Finder; ILS, Instrument Landing System with all com- 
ponents ; RVR, Runway Visual Range; High Intensity Runway Lighting; High 
Intensity Approach Light and Sequence Flashers; and Airport Rotating Beacon, 
VAS. Landing and Takeoff Minimums are 200 feet celling and half mile visibility. 



Operating conditions 
Weather is generally good In the Raleigh-Durham area as shown by the high 

percentage of flight schedule fulfillments. According to the Raleigh-Durham Fed- 
eral Aviation Administration Approach Control, actual instrument approaches 
at Raleigh-Durham constitutes about 3.5%. There is no undue traffic congestion 
at Raleigh-Durham and additional schedules by the air carriers can l)e handled 
expedltiously and effectively provided terminal and runway improvements are 
constructed. The length of the main runway is 7,500 feet and projierty is being 
acquired that will accommodate the construction of an additional 10,000-foot 
runway, which will be perpendicular to the existing instrument runway and be 
sufficiently removed therefrom to accommodate simultaneous instrument traffic. 
The design strength of the new runway will contemplate extremely heavy and 
large aircraft operations In the near future. A crosswind runway will be rebuilt 
strengthened and extended to 6,500 feet and a new taxiway system will connect 
the new runway system and also provide ingress taxiway.s to the urgently needed 
new air carrier terminal apron. 

Raleigh-Durham is one of the few airports in the country complying with the 
Doolittle Zone requirements. The airport, not only owns the necessary land— 
one-half mile from the end of each nmway, but has cleared these areas on both 
ends of the instrument runway, and the supplemental or cross-wind runway. All 
clearing is to instrument runway standards, providing glide ratios of 50:1 or 
better. These standards will be maintained in new construction. Raleigh-Durham 
is located on one of the highest plateaus in the Raleigh-Durham area and Is 
adjoined on the east and southeast by Umstead State Park in which the Depart- 
ment of Interior has a substantial interest. There are no obstructions to air 
navigation in the airport area. The Raleigh-Durham Airport Authority Approach 
Zoning Ordinance was adopted on Septembers, 1957, under authority of the North 
Carolina Model Airport Zoning Act of 1941. This Act protects airport approaches 
in all directions within ten miles. Wake County adopted a Land Use Zoning 
Ordinance containing provisions for Airport Districts for Noise Abatement, in 
1962, and has amended this Ordinance in 1972 to protect new and extended run- 
ways. This has made for l>etter community-airport compatibility and has already 
considerably Influenced development of the use of adjacent properties, particu- 
larly with respect to expansion of jet operations at the airport. 

REQUIRED AIRPORT IMPROVEMENTS 

The Raleigh-Durham Airport contemplates the construction of an instrument 
runway to 10,000 feet in length and perpendicular to a projection of the new 
centerline of the existing 7,.500 foot runway, rebuild and extend an existing run- 
way 4,500 feet In length to 6,500 feet, strengthen and upgrade a 7,500 foot runway, 
a taxiway system to facilitate use of runways and aprons, a completely new air 
passenger terminal area, including air carrier parking apron, water and waste 
disposal systems, new service roads for ingress and egre-ss to the new terminal 
and the purchase of 2,000 acres of additional land, all for a total anticipated 
expenditure in excess of seventy million dollars.' The existing terminal will be 
developed into a completely .self-supporting corporate and general aviation center. 

Financing.—It is anticipated that the proposed necessary improvements will be 
financed as follows: 

(1) Revenue Bonds supported by: 
(a) Passenger Airport Use Fees. 
(b) Aircraft Landing Fees. 
(c) Fixed Ba.se Operation Revenues. 
To be used for: 
(a) Land Acquisition. 
(b) Runway Requirements. 
(c) Taxiway Requirements. 
(d) Aircraft Parking Apron Requirements. 
(2) Revenue Bonds Supported By : 
(a) Terminal Building.—1.—Fixed Rentals.—2.—Percentage Rentals. 
(b) Terminal Area.—1.—Fixed and Guaranteed Minimum Rentals.—2.—Peiv 

centage Rentals. 
(c) Warehouse and other Building Rentals. 

1 Se« attached aummary. 
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The Durham and Wake County Commissioners have resolved their support to 
State Legislation that would provide for n referendum to pledge the faith and 
credit of the two counties to support Airport Revenue Bonds, to make these bonds 
more marketable and at a lower rate of interest 

An Alternate of Financing might be an Airport Development Aid Program par- 
ticipation of 80% and Sponsor participation of 20%; and increase the Federal 
tax on air passenger tickets from 8% to 10%, and return iO% of thin tax directly 
and expeditiously to the sponsor of the airport from which it is collected, restrict- 
ing the use of this money to capital improvements or major air field maintenance 
requirements. 

This might be in lieu of the "head tax" and would be used at the sole preroga- 
tive of the sponsor, with Federal monitering of compliance of use ONLY. 

RALEIOH-DUBHAM AIBPORT AtTTHOMTY, 
February 20, 1973. 

COITOKESSMAN, 
House of Representatives, 
Washinffton, D.O. 

DEAB CONGRESSMAN: The Raleigh-Durham Airport provides for trunk line 
service to the entire Eastern half of North Carolina and the Authority operating 
this airport has requested me to call to your attention several very important 
matters affecting the future of this operation and request your vigorous assistance. 

1.—The Air Transport A.ssociation represents the airlines exclusively and very 
effectively lobbies for matters exclusively of airline Interest. The large number 
of people that you represent have a real stake in matters pertaining to the financ- 
ing of airports in North Carolina. Please remember that their views are not 
represented by ATA in any way whatsoever. 

2.—Senate Bill S. 38, already passed In Senate, would provide for a larger per- 
centage of Federal Aid for eligible items in airport construction and certification, 
but would take away from the local governments tlie prerogative of making a 
reasonable use charge on passengers passing througli the airiiort iu order to 
provide local money to match Federal money, or to pay the total cost of items 
that are not eligible under the Federal Program. It is the belief of the Raleigh- 
Durham Airport Authority that the Congress should remove from tliis Legislation 
any charges within bounds established by the Supreme Court In the Evansville- 
New Hampshire/Airlines Decision of April 19,1972, and that full public hearings 
should be insisted upon. 

3.—Senate Bill S. 39 would provide for Federal Oflicers to enforce anti-hijacking 
procedures In the concourse and departure rooms of local airports, or make avail- 
able funds to reimburse local governments for providing local officers. The 
Raleigh-Durham Airport Authority strongly favors the retention of its preroga- 
tive to charge a reasonable passenger airport use fee and if allowed to do so, is 
quite willing to provide its own police ofliicers without Federal assistance. 

We are very much concerned that the pa.ssage of S. 38 may result in removal of 
local authority to make reasonable charges for use of the aiqwrt facility by pas- 
sengers on the one hand, and very probably result in no additional money being 
made available by the Federal Government, on the other, even if the local com- 
munity can provide matching funds. The President has demonstrated his deter- 
mination to effectively withhold funds and has even vetoed a Bill similar to S. 38, 
that called for considerably less money, when presented by the last Congress. 

It Is of utmost importance to this community, and we feel sure many others, 
that the local prerogative to make reasonable charges be upheld by the Congress. 
Please communicate this to the Honorable Harley O. Staggers, Chairman of the 
House Aviation Sub-committee and request full public hearing on House Bills 
relative to S. 89 and S. 38. 

Very truly yours, 
R. DiiXARD TEEB, Chairman. 

»a-JS6 O - 73 - 20 
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THE NEWS AND OBSEBVEX—THE RALEIOB TiiiES, 
Raleigh, X.C. March 12,1973. 

Mr. ROBEBT D. TiMM, 
Chairman, Civil Aeronautics Board, 
Universal Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAB MB. TIMM : My good friend and former newspaper colleague, Paul 
Ignatius, president of the Air Transportation Association presents strong argu- 
ments against a local head tax to be collected by local operators. 

The Raleigh-Durham Airport Authority was one of the earlier airports to 
institute $2.00 boarding charge. We did this to raise the necessary capital to buy 
land and build a new runway. We feel that part of this revenue should also be 
used to pay for airport security as well. 

Mr. Ignatius, in his March 7th publicity release, says that the security should 
be by federal officers. You will notice that he proposed to pay for this increased 
cost by Increased fares. Supposedly, the airport operators should then negotiate 
with tie airlines to recover their costs. 

The whole proposition is a good business move by the airlines to control the 
money coming in and naturally keeping a little of it for themselves by negotiating 
favorable arrangements with each airport operator. 

The airlines oppose the boarding tax strictly on a business basis which is right 
and proper. The airport operators support it for a similar reason. The traveling 
public will be better served if the airports have capital with which to improve 
their facilities. Capital which does not come from airlines through landing fee 
negotiation. 

As a local airport authority we don't have the facilities to protest the efforts 
of the Air Transportation Association but I do wish you would look at the ques- 
tion of head tax, security, fare costs, need to achieve money on a local basis and 
the effects on the part of the airlines to get a hidden rate increase. 

Increased fares by airlines followed by protracted negotiations between local 
airport operators and big airlines for higher landing fees is not the best way to 
build better airports. 

Leave some area for securing money from the traveling public for the local 
operator—limit the amount and the way it can be used by law but don't eliminate 
It. 

Sincerely, 
FBANK DANIELS, Jr., 

Raleigh-Durham Airport Authority. 
•    •    • 

[Press release, March 7] 

AiBLiNES URGE FEDERAL SECURITY FORCE AT AIBPOBTS 

WASHINGTON, D.C, March 7.—The U.S. scheduled airlines urged today that 
Congress pass legislation with strong anti-hijacking provisions, including the 
establishment of a federal force of security guards at airport boarding gates. 

Paul R. Ignatius, president of the Air Transport As.sociation testifying before 
the Tran.sportaton and Aeronautics Subcommittee of the House Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce Committee, said that the airport security force, which is now 
the responsibility of local jurisdictions, should be composed of federal officers 
l>ecause: 

Hijacking interferes with Interstate and foreign commerce and can affect 
national .security and international relntion.s. 

Hijacking is a federal crime and enforcement is a federal responsibility. 
A federal force would assure uniformity and responsiveness in hijacking 

enforcement. 



In a number of state and local jurisdictions, police have no authority to enforce 
federal law. 

Uisseniination of intelligence would be more effective with a federal, centrally- 
controlled force. 

The airline spokesman also said that a .strong anti-hijacking bill should pro- 
vide for statutory implementation of the Hague Convention which obligates 
signatory nations to either extradite or prosecute hijackers. In addition, he said 
that the hill should give authority to the President to suspend air service to 
nations whicli harbor hijackers. 

Ignatius said that the total annual cost of carrying out present antl-hljacklng 
regulatioiis is estimated at about $133 million—§56 million for the airlines and 
$57 million for tlie airport operators, plus another $20-40 million of other costs 
such as flight delays, maintenance of equipment and airport modifications. 

In order to recover these costs, Ignatius said, a number of the domestic airlines 
have asked the Civil Aeronautics Board for a fare increase which would cover 
the adrMUonal costs. However, the CAB has not authorized any increases to date. 

CIVIL AERONAUTICS BOARD, 
Washitifftfm, D.C., January 3, 1973. 

The Civil Aeronautics Board has denied the request of Braniff Airways and 
other domestic nir carriers for si)ecial tariff permission to increase all domestic 
fares by one dollar, including tax, on one day's notice effective January 5, 1973. 

The carriers allege the increase Is needed to offset the costs of autihijacking 
security measures which the Federal Aviation Admini.stration has directed on a 
emergency basis effective .January .j. 

The Board said it is not prepared to permit such increases on less than 30 
days statutory notice without a full opportunity to con.sidcr the views of all 
carriers and the comments of an.v other interested persons. 

In that connection, the Board noted that Braniff and Eastern Air Lines have 
fi'ed formal petitions seeking fare increases premised on security mea.sure costs. 
Because other carriers and interested persons can be expeced to submit similar 
petitions or supporting filings, the Board establi.shed January 19 as the date when 
such filings are due and February 2 as the date for answers to such filings. 

The Board emphasized the need for all carriers to include fully documented 
data in their filings. •   •    * 

NOTICE 

Notice is hereby given that any petitions for modification of Order 72-8-50, 
August 10, 1972, Domcutic Pagscngcr-Farc Invcstiffation Phase 7—Fare Level. 
or any other Board order prescribing fares, which .seek increases in present fares 
premised on the cost of security measures dlre<'ted by the Federal Aviation Ad- 
ministration .shall be filed with the Board on or before January 19, 1973. Answers 
shall be filed on or before February 2,1973. 

Dated at Washington, D.C.. January 3. 1973. 
HARRY J. ZINK, Secretary. 

STATEMENT OF HKNRV E. BOYD. JR.. CiiAiRxtAx OF THE LEGISLATIVE LIAISON 
COMMITTEE, SorTHEASTERN AIRPORT MANAGERS ASSOCIATION 

Mr. Chairman, ni.v name Is Henry Boyd and I represent the Southeastern 
Airport Managers Association, which appreciates the opportunity to present Its 
views on the Bills being considered by .vour Subcommittee. 

The Southeastern Airi)ort -Managers Association was organized in 1947, by 
the managers of airports located in eleven Southeastern States : 
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The principal purpose of SAMA Is to promote aviation by providing a media for 
discussion by its members and to clioose policies which may be carried out at a 
high degree of efficiency by management of public airports and to malie public 
the decisions when applicable to all concerned. 

SAMA is a grass roots organization of people that have daily confrontation 
with the economic problems involved in pvotiuing and oiMjnitlng airjwrts for 
their respective communities. Most o' these people manage the small and non-hub 
airports that have been hard hit by the recently imposed cost of new Airport 
Certification and Security. Increasing the percentage of Federal money in the • 
Airport Development Aid Program sounds very nice, but actually is of very 
little help unless these airports retain the prerogative of providing local matching 
funds by imposing reasonable charges on airi)ort u.sers. Most of these communities 
are "locked-in" with long term airline use contracts and must be able to turn to 
"new" ways of providing local money. 

The position taken Is very well put In the following letter from the President 
of SAMA: 

SOUTHEASTERN AIRPORT MANAGERS' ASSOCIATIO.V, 
Savannah, Oa., ilarch 6, J973. 

Mr. HENRY E. BOTD, Jr., 
Raleigh-Durham Airport, Raleigh, N.C. 

DEAR HE.VRY : Pursuant to the Resolution unanimously adoptefl by the South- 
ea.stern Airport Managers' As.sociation at their meetings at Auburn Inlversity on 
March 2nd 15)73, this will coiifinii that you were asked to api>ear liefore uppnipriate 
Congressional committees and testify as to tlie |)usitl(tn of the Soutlieastern Air- 
port Managers' Assoc-iation with respect to various Acts being considered by 
Congress. 
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You will recall that while some Southeastern airports have a head tax, some 
plan to have u head tax and some are, at this time, uncertain, there was complete 
unanimity among the members that the right to impose charges for use of the 
airport facility was a right of the local sponsoring government and that the Con- 
gress should not in any way upset that perogative. 

I would like to encourage you to present this position with vigor and complete 
candidness and in doing so make sure that the members of the committee under- 
stand how diflBcult it is to raise sufBclent local money to guarantee the continued 
Integrity and safety of operation by local governments providing public airports. 

My best regards, 
Sincerely yours, 

ELDON E. DAVIDSON, 
Preiiient, Savannah Municipal Airport. 

Therefore, the Congress Is respectfully requested to be attentive to the 
problems associated with the maintaining, operating and necessary expansion of 
the small and medium hub airports and the fact that the resi>ective sponsors of 
these airports are so burdened already that they simply have been unable to 
articulate their local money problems to the Congress. These small airports 
comprise about 90% of' the nation's air transportation system and each is 
generally used by surrounding areas that have no financial obligation on state 
or local level, except where a reasonable passenger use charge may be made. 

Should the Congress make the collection of local use charges from passengers 
unlawful, it would, we fear, establish an alarming and dangerous precedent. 
Many of the airports serving the people of the eleven Southeastern States would 
find it extremely difficult, if not altogether Impossible, to undertake an expan.sion 
program that would provide safe and adequate airport facilities to accommodate 
the new heavier and more sophisticated vehicles of air commerce coming into 
more general use by the carriers. 

The Bills being considered by the Congress to increase the percentage of Airport 
Development Aid Program money to local money DO NOT SOLVE THE LOCAL 
MONEY PROBLEM. The right of the several sponsors of airports constituting 
90% of our National Air Transportation facilities to make reasonable airport 
passenger use charges can solve the local matching money problem to provide for 
urgently needed updating and SAFETY in our nation's airport system. 

STATEMENT OF GILBERT W. RAY, ACTING MANAOEB, FAYETTEVILLE AIBPOBT 
COMMISSION, FAYETTEVILLE, N.C. 

Mr. Chairman and Members of the House Subcommittee on Transportation 
and Aeronautics. The Fayetteville Municipal Airi)ort is owned and operated by 
the City of Fayetteville. It is located in an area recently annexed to the City 
and is served by one air carrier, Piedmont airlines, with 24 flights per day. It Is 
anticipated that passenger enplanements for the current year will approximate 
1.50,000. 

As to the provisions proposed In S. 38, this Commission Is In agreement with 
the exception of the proposed prohibition against head taxes or passenger user 
charges. We are opposed to this prohibition for the following reasons: 

(1) The Fayetteville JIunicIpal Airport serves not only the City of Fayetteville 
and Cumberland County of which it Is the County seat, but a number of surround- 
ing Counties as well as the military at Fort Bragg and Pope Air Force Base. 
According to the 1970 census the population of Fayetteville was slightly In excess 
of 53.000 t)eople. The population of the surrounding area served by this airport 
would approach half a million. We. therefore, think it is only fair to require the 
u.ser of the airport to finance a part of the cost of providing this facility rather 
than to impose a still larger tax on the relatively small number of citizens who 
live within the City limits and only a jtortion of whom ever u.se air carrier service, 
A boarding fee or a user tax is unquestionably the most equitable means by 
which the cost of expansion of this facility can be supported. 

(2) If Federal participation in the cost of expanding airport facilities is 
increased from 50% to 75% as proposed in the Bill, this of course will afford 
some relief to airports such as Fayettevllle's. This would, however, leave us 
without adequate means of raising our 25% of the revenue to use as matching 
fimds. Bond issues for airports as well as for other public purposes have become 
rather unpopular in this area during the past few years. 
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(3) We have Just completed a projected 20 year surrey of our Capital needs. 
This survey was made from the best possible sources of Information and shows 
our needs over this period of time to be just under 10 million dollars. These 
Capital needs are based on 1972 dollar costs and of course are subject to such 
inflationary trends as may occur during the next 20 years. 

(4) Our need for a user charge is clear and concise. To merely increase Federal 
participation in Capital cost is not clear and concise for we still would have to 
meet certain dollar costs to entitle us to Federal participation. It is quite clear 
to us that the user charge is the most feasible and equitable means of financing 
Capital needs for the future. 

(5) To deny the right of local communities to levy a user charge would, in 
our opinion, be a further intrusion on the part of the Federal Government to 
dictate to local Governments what can and what cannot be done. Tax dollars 
collected locally and spent locally receive far more "mileage" than tax dollars 
collected and routed through Washington for ultimate return to local Govern- 
ments with the usual Federal strings attached. 

For the above reasons we strongly and respectfully urge that any Bill passed 
by the United States Congress exclude any clause prohibiting the user charge 
method of collecting revenue to meet airport needs. 

As to S. 39, we support generally its provisions with the exception of the 
requirement imposed on the local airport to provide Security Guards at its 
expense. We agree the Security Guards are essential and we believe that we are 
in complete compliance with this requirement which service is being performed 
by our City Police Force. We do not favor the creation of a Federal Police Force 
to provide this security locally but we do feel that we should be reimbursed for 
the cost of providing the Security Guards. 

Mr. METCALFE. Thank yon very much, Mr. Boyd, for your very en- 
lightening testimony. I gather from your testimony, and from the air- 
ports that you have listed, you have addressed yourself to the smaller 
airpoi-ts and the financial plight they presently find tliemselves in. Am 
I correct in that ? 

Mr. BoYD. That is correct, sir, up througii the medium and small 
hub airports. We are medium hub, sir, but we just barely are. 

Mr. METCALFE. Well, this is very significant because normally we 
have a tendency to think of the larger airports with adequate person- 
nel, and with a lot of revenue coming to meet tiie demands. 

Mr. Boyd, what about the new security provisions? AVhat type of an 
imposition has that placed upon the coffers of the airports? 

Mr. BoYD. Sir, I don't feel that it has been an imposition. The au- 
thorities of the Federal Government that are held responsible to look 
out for the safety of transportation by air have made a judgment, and 
I don't think it is up to me to agree or disagree with that judgment, but 
to work as closely as I can with the delegated people to implement 
a program that has been found, in their opinion, to be necessary. 

Mr. METCALFE. What I have reference to is: Who provides the money 
for this additional security of personnel ? 

Mr. BoYD. The airport. 
Mr. METCALFE. And that is the reason I meant: Was it an imposition, 

or did it work a hardship upon the airports? 
Mr. BoYD. Well, naturally we are in tlie process right now of hav- 

ing the urgent need for a new runway that the engineers tell me will 
cost $28 million. 

Now, with the withdrawal of any substantial sums of money from 
our revenues—and we have to operate on oui- revenues; there is not 
one penny of ad valorem tax money in that airport—naturally, it hurts 
there. And it brings on the added importance to us of, as we call it, 
the airport passenger use charge, but m the short term, the head tax. 
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It brings on the importance of that in funding and carrying out the 
very necessary construction to improve our airport and bring forth 
the standards of safety that we believe the Congress had in mind when 
they made the last amendment to the various Airways and Airport 
Acts. 

Mr. METCALFE. You indicated that you had two airpoi'ts that served 
52 counties. 

Mr. BoYD. Two counties, sir. One airport; two counties. 
Mr. METCALFE. But it serves 52 counties ? 
Mr. BoYD. That is con-ect. 
Mr. METCALFE. And those other 52 counties are not taxed, they pay 

no shares? 
Mr. BoYD. Xo, sir. The laws of the State of North Carolina preclude 

one municipal corporation from expending money outside of their 
own municipal boundaries. In other words, each of these other counties 
has to confine their activities in this area. 

Mr. ilETCALFE. And therefore you think the Federal Government 
now has to step in, in light of the laws of the State ? 

Mr. BoYD. Xo, sir; we believe that the continuation of a reasonable 
airport passenger use charge, dedicated by the law establishing it to 
capital improvement on airports only, is the answer. We have abso- 
lutely no sympathy with charging transportation, a use charge or a 
tax, to be used for anything else, including heavj' maintenajnce. 

Mr. METCALFE. Congressman Shoup. 
Mr. SHOIT. Thank you, Mr. Chaimian. 
Mr. Boyd, you used the tenn "user charge method of collecting reve- 

nue." And of course the popular term we have learned here, and I think 
in the press, has been "head tax." 

I am interested, though, in your interpretation how it should be 
applied. You, of coui-se, are quite adamant that this should be a method 
of raising taxes on the local level to meet their needs, the matching re- 
quiivments for Federal assistance; and as you said, strictly for capital 
improvements, not M. & O. at all. 

But then previously you said that the amount should be dictated by 
legislation or regulation possibly by the CAB. in a method similar to 
the wav thev set fares at the present time. This seems to contradict 
itself. ' 

Mr. BOYD. Well, in CAB. under rule 221,1 believe it is, the air car- 
rier can go before CAB as an appropriate Federal body to show that 
they have a just need to increase or adjust a fare. It doesn't leave this 
entirely up to the airline itself to make that increase, and I believe 
that the airports, should this head tax be allowed to continue—I can 
see no argmnent that could be made, should the Congress decide that 
this tax should be tested before some duly constituted examining au- 
thority or board, such as the C.\ B or others. 

I don't suggest which, because I am not that smart, but that a com- 
munity would not just arbitrarily make a charge; they would have 
to at lea.st substantiate the amount of that charge. And carrj-ing this 
a step further, sir, the method used in Scandinavian countries, where 
this would be handled in the sale of the airline ticket in order to elim- 
inate some of the inconvenience to the passenger, would certainly 
bo most helpful. 
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Mr. SHOUP. Mr. Boyd, then would it not be much simpler to increase 
the 8 percent tax which we have at tlie present time to a point where 
100 percent of the capital improvements would be financed through 
it? I do not sec the difference now as to wliat you arc speaking of. You 
are saying we should charge a percent by the Federal (Jovernment— 
75 percent; I think you are in agreement that it should be at 75 per- 
cent—and the Federal Government should then approve an additional 
charge to make up the 25 percent. 

Is that not the same as saying 100 percent shall be financed on the 
ticket charge ? 

Mr. BoYD. If some method can be worked in that would account, to 
the local airport sponsor, local money, quite frankly we would like to 
see 75 percent. We would rather retain the right and prerogative to 
make a local charge and have 50 percent. 

We nm into a great deal in the way of the mechanics of adminis- 
tering the airport development aid program and there are a good many 
things, sir, on airports that have to be done and are essential in oper- 
ating a convenient and safe airport for the public that are not covered 
in the eligible items. 

Now, in my written testimony, I made the suggestion that as an 
alternate arrangement the 8 percent be raised to 10 percent; that the 
aid program go on an 80 to 20 basis, but that a portion, possibly as 
high as 40 percent of this 10 percent tax. be returned to the airport 
generating that revenue, as local money so that it could be used for 
items that are not eligible under the airport development aid program. 

But again, the use of this money, while it would be at the option of 
a responsible airport sponsor—they would be subject to accountability 
in its use through appropriate Federal agencies. 

Local money for ineligible items under the airport development aid 
program and for matching money under that program is the problem 
that we have. 

Mr. Siioup. I can understand that but you say that you have prob- 
lems in working with ADAP. with the funds, with Federal funding. 
And I can certainly understand that, but I do not understand where 
75 percent funding participation would cause any more difficulty than 
50 percent. 

Mr. BoYD. Oh, no. I would not think so. 
Mr. SIIOUP. Any participation, alone, it seems to me causes the same 

problem so if we are going to have Federal participation, the strings 
are going to be there. Now I think we are considering the amount that 
is what—fair and just. 

The decision was made quite some time ago and I think you pointed 
out here that it was necessary, as airi>orts develop, that we had to have 
a national system that we had to collectively build the airports. 

Mr. HoYD. Yes, and tliis national system should include urgent needs 
of the smaller airports and I am speaking now for airports that are 
smaller than the one that I represent directly, and really are hardput; 
more so than many others, on tliis local money problem. 

Mr. SHOUP. Again. I find contradiction in your testimony and I 
certainly agree with you on a great amount of it, but I have found 
contradiction in it and I would like to have it clarified. 
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One. You prefer to fiind the security program, or rather to man it 
with local police and yet you are requesting that the Federal Govern- 
ment pass laws which will give you a little muscle for these people to 
work with. 

Is this not possible to be done on your local level if, as you say, the 
Federal is not providing you with the laws necessary? My point is 
this: No. 1, you want to retain your own identity; you want to say, 
"This is our terminal. But we want the Federal Government to make 
laws in control of the criminal element." Can you not have that on the 
local level ? 

Mr. BoYD. Well, the Federal Government has come in and stated 
precisely what must be done. I have been told that I can be fined $1,000 
an incident for failure to comply. There has been casual mention of a 
jail sentence, not a threat. 

Now, if the Federal Government can come in and say, "You must 
do this," and "you must do that," and "here is where you must do it," 
and "we can fine you, Mr. Airport Manager, $1,000 if you fail to do 
this," then I contend that the Federal Government should have a law 
so that if I arrest that person under local law, Mr. U.S. attorney can 
adopt, as they call it, that case into the Federal court and prosecute 
with the vigor of the Federal Government. 

Now, certainly the airport authority that I work for is a municipal 
corporation, an instrument of the State Legislature of North Carolina. 
We can pass ordinances but it does seem to me to weaken the intent 
and to lessen the vigor of enforcement for us to have to charge a man 
that breaks into a security area with damage to public property be- 
cause he broke a door—as compared to our charging him; and the 
U.S. attorney could say, "You charged him for damaging public prop- 
erty. We would like to adopt this into Federal court on a more serious 
charge"—and have a law to back him up. 

This is the plan that we have worked out ivith the U.S. attorney 
and will work, where there are Federal laws that he can moA'e under. 
Apparently there is an absence of Federal laws in some of these areas. 

Mr. SHOUP. Perhaps we can be thankful for the lack of some Federal 
laws. 

Mr. BoYD. Well, I can't help but say "amen" to that, but in this case 
I think one would be helpful. 

Mr. SiiouF. May I say that my recommendation would be very 
cautious in requesting Federal laws for local law enforcement per- 
sonnel to enforce? I am afraid that we would run into problems. We 
have had testimony previously that there are States in which local 
law enfrocement officials are precluded from the enforcement of Fed- 
eral laws. So it becomes a problem. It is not as simple, I think, as you 
put it. 

I do not think this is peculiar. Certainly on Intei-state Federal-aid 
highways, as they go through urban communities, there are require- 
ments as to speed that can be imposed by the Federal Government 
and yet if that speed is exceeded they are not prosecuted under a 
Federal law. They are prosecuted under local law because local laws 
have been passed to comply with the Federal. 
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Being a strong advocate of local government and local authority, 
it would seem to me you would be much better off to retain control, 
rather than to worry about the U.S. attorney. I have no further 
questions. 

Mr. METCALFE. Thank you, Mr. Shoup. 
Now, I have have no further questions, Mr. Boyd. I would like 

to express our thanks for your coming here and giving us this testi- 
mony. We appreciate very much your coming. 

Mr. BoYD. Thank you very much, Mr. Metcalfe. 
Mr. METCALFE. The next witness is Mr. J. E. Mitchell, Jr. executive 

director, Huntsville-Madison County Airport Authority, Huntsville, 
Ala. 

Welcome to the committee, Mr. Mitchell. Please take the witness 
chair. 

STATEMENT OF J. E. MITCHELL, JR., EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, HUBTS- 
VILLE-MADISON COUNTY  [ALABAMA]  AIRPORT AUTHORITY 

Mr. MITCHELL. Thank you. Mr. Chairman. 
I have filed with your clerk a copy of the testimony that has been 

prepared for your consideration and I would hope that you could 
stipulate this into the record. 

At the same time, because it is rather concise and short, I would 
like your permission, if you would, to read it rather hurriedly and 
comment to some extent, because I have heard some questions raised 
here this morning that seem to be unclear in tlie minds of some of you 
gentlemen, that hopefully we can shed some light on, questions that 
we are quite concerned with. 

Mr. METCALFE. Will you read the statement? You may proceed. 
Mr. MrrcHELL. I am J. E. Mitchell, Jr., executive director of the 

Huntsville-Madison County Airport Authority, Huntsville, Ala., and 
am authorized to submit this testimony for your consideration in con- 
nection with your deliberations of H.R. 4082, a bill to amend the Air- 
port and Airway Development Act of 1970. 

The Huntsville-Madison County Airport Authority is a political 
subdivision of the State of Alabama, organized as a public corporation 
in perpetuity pursuant to act 780 of the Legislature of the State of 
Alabama. The authority, inter alia, is empowered to ovei-see the devel- 
opment of air transportation in Madison County, construct and operate 
airports and fix, levy, and charge and collect fees for the use thereof. 
We are supposed to be nonprofit, but also supposed to be self- 
supporting. We do not receive any contribution by way of ad valorem 
taxes or support from any of our- State or local government agencies. 

The authority is, in addition, a development corporation, for in 
building its 3.041-acre airport facility it is their plan to surround the 
airport with the orderly development of the pi*operty that will produce 
an occupancy compatible with the operation of the airport. This plan 
is not only working but is assisting measurably with the socioeconomic 
development of the region we serve. We are interested not only in this 
form of transportation, but in other levels of transportation, and we 
are also trying to make a contribution to the overall economic develop- 
ment of the region we are involved in, and we are authorized to par- 
ticipate and actively conduct this type of activity. 
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Our airport, physically, for your quick comparative e\'aluation, is 
equivalent to the layout you have here at Dulles International. Our 
terminal and other support structures are not of that magnitude, 
however, but we have planned for the lonp-range future and have 
room to grow. Our facility cost only $20 million, the Federal assist- 
ance at that time amounting to 25 percent. 

Passenger traffic is at the 500,000 level and we are experiencing a 
good growth rate. Our route structure is excellent, includes nonstop 
or one-stop single plane ser\ice to most of the major markets and 
even two nonstop fUghts each day in both directions between Hunts- 
ville and the west coast (LAX). Within 50 miles of our airport are 
750,000 people. We, therefore, have a substantial investment and serve 
a sizable regional market. We, fortunately, can handle four times our 
present traffic volume without further airport expansion. 

Mr. Chairman, if you don't mind, just to give you some idea—and 
we, incidentally, are considered to be a small airport operator—we 
might pass that photograph around. That is the facility that we have 
in Huntsville. 

Huntsville is a town of 140,000 people, by the way, but in the area 
we serve, we serve about three-quarters of a million people. 

Consequently we do not, ourselves, have a great concern over the 
amendment you are considering as such relates to increased Federal 
assistance. From our viewpoint, having already built a major airport 
facility with only 25-perccnt Federal assistance, we feel the medium 
and small airports should be funded no less than 90 percent on eli- 
gible airport development projects. 

Thus far, in 3 ycai-s. our community has generated over $3 million 
to the airport and aii-ways development trust fund—our return during 
that same period being $48,000. At present, and let's take fire-rescue as 
a for instance, we generate the taxes for the trust fund to grant us 
50 percent of the cost and then we have to match that with another 
50 percent. 

Possibly my mathematics are off but we calculate that the equip- 
ment in question is actually costing us 150 percent, a rather expensive 
way to procure such equipment. 

This might explain to you the reason why this Federal aid busi- 
ness is a little bit wacky insofar as we are concerned. We send up 
money, get 50 percent back, have to put up another 50 percent; and 
from a local communitj- standpoint, Mr. Shoup, this is 150 percent. 
Now, there hasn't been one thing said about "what does it cost to 
operate that particular equipment?" 

That equipment will cost nearly $200,000. one piece. It will cost 
$200,000 almost, annually, to man it, so the cost of the equipment is 
insignificant, really. I mean comparatively speaking. It is not un- 
important, but in that comparative analysis it is insignificant. 

More importantly, the Airport and Airway Development Act or 
any of the other acts addressing themselves to airport development are 
completely silent with regard to assistance in connection witK the cost 
of maintenance and operation. 

And when I say "cost of maintenance and operation," I am including 
debt service. 
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Flowing from these acts, though, has been an avalanche of directives 

as to how to operate an airport, again total silence with regard to mone- 
tary assistance. And I am talking about operational standards, security 
standards, and this, that, and the other, that have flown out of Capitol 
Hill up here in the last 24 to 36 months. And most, if not all, of these 
directives have merit—this maj' surprise you. We're not hostile to this; 
we're for it. Directives have merit as tliey are for the safety of the 
flying public, and we have subscribed to and support these measures. 

We have had a full-time airport tire department, fully manned 24 
hours a day, for over 10 years. You didn't have to tell us to do that; 
we have already done it. And our own airport police department was 
organized several years ago. They are uniformed officers, police officers, 
police empowered. 

Please remember now, though, we are not the "biggies," we are the 
"smallies." From an airport standpoint, however, I have never really 
understood tlie airport difference between Dulles and Himtsville, 
when both are handling modern-day jets. It takes just as much air- 
power in Huntsville, Ala., to land a 727 or a 737 or a DC-9 or a DC-8 
as it does riglit liere in Washington. Geography has nothing to do with 
handling a jet aircraft. 

The .statistics that some 25 airports in the country are handling prac- 
tically all of the traffic is a bunch of baloney. It is all in the way you 
keep the books and the way airports arc classified. The really impor- 
tant thing—and you liave touched ujwn this, Mr. Shoup—is the devel- 
opment of a national air transportation system. And if you don't 
believe that, shut all of the over 500 airports around the country down, 
cut the 25 big ones, and see wliat happens. 

It took Andrew Jackson 30 days to drive from Washington to Nash- 
ville, Tenn., and we juirt don't have that much time in this day and age. 
We just can't move around that way. It probably would be an enjoyable 
experience but we just don't travel that way. 

Or go to Chattanooga, Tenn., and sec how important the airport is 
to that community, when they awakened one morning to find their air- 
port, facility several feet under flood Avaters and closed totally for sev- 
eral days. 

Of much concern to us is your consideration of barring our right to 
levy and collect an airport use charge on enplaning passengers. The 
Airport and Airway Development Act of 1970 clearly states the philos- 
ophy that the user should pay for the air transportation system and 
service, and we certainly subscribe to this philosophy. 

The vast majority of the people don't fly. A minority does a majority 
of the flying in this country. 

You even went one step further and dictated that, as an airport 
operator, we would not even be eligible for Federal assistance if we did 
not establish a set of fees and charges for the use of the airport that 
would enable us to be financially self-sufficient. That is a prerequisite 
to filing a claim or request for Federal assistance, dictated by this Air- 
port and Airway Development Act of 1970. 

If you bar our right to levy and collect charges on passengers, we 
find it somewhat difficult to understand how you can expect us to oper- 
ate at all. 
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While the Airport Transportation Association is totally opposed to 
such passenger charges, they have used Huntsville as a model to other 
communities considering the levying of charges on enplaning passen- 
gers. We were one of the first to levy the charge and collect it ourselves 
without any assistance whatever from the scheduled carriers. The big- 
airport operators are not concerned with this particular problem, other 
than siding with the airlines, as the airlines underwrite their total oper- 
ation. In a vast majority of the cases the airlines do not underwrite the 
medium- or small-airport operators. The big airport gobbles up most 
of the Federal assistance and who gets credit for it ? Right off the bot- 
tom line, the airlines do. While the airlines are against passenger 
charges, they are equally against paying landing fees to the smaller 
airport operator sufficient for him to maintain, operate, and meet his 
debt service requirements. 

The airlines cried that it would increase the cost of transportation 
and dampen the market. While they were crying you slapped an 8-per- 
cent tax on each ticket cost, and they promptly got two fare increases 
from the Civil Aeronautics Board, aggregating some 814 percent. 
Wlien the Department of Transportation recently unloaded the secu- 
rity requirements on them and on us, too, incidentally, they ran straight 
to CAB for an increase, but somehow forgot to ask 1 dime for us. 
Their stated policy position for this unthoughtful act was that we here 
in the community should be willing to bear this financial burden for 
the fame and glory of having scheduled air service in our community. 

Now, they operate for the interest of stockholders on a profitmaking 
basis. Fame and glory doesn't have a thing in the world to do with it; 
it is strictly a business matter. 

If you take away our right to levj' and fix charges for the use of our 
airport, you are not going to solve any problems. Quite to the contrary, 
you are going to create many, many more problems. I trust, therefore, 
you will be interested in the results of our experience with passenger 
use charges. For, if we cannot afford you something positive and of 
value, then very little will have been accomplished by our appearance 
l)efore you. We are against airport use charges on passengers, basically. 
That probably might surprise you. But it was either levy one or go 
bankrupt. For compliance with airport operation standards and secu- 
rity requirements has more than doubled our budgetary requirements. 
And if we had not complied, the law, as stated oy Congress, would 
require that our operations be shut down. 

You are just between the whipsocket and the dashboard, if any- 
body can remember that phrase. Passenger complaints from our pas- 
senger use charge average less than one in 20,000. I can document 
this for you. 

The verbal complaint, high percentage, but not hostile, is: "Why 
don't you make this a part of my ticket ?" He is not complaining about 
paying it; he is complaining because it is not included in his ticket. 
And when he goes to the counter and makes his arrangements— 
and that is bad enough—you know, we are operating an airline counter 
office like the horse-and-buggy days. We are still writing out a ticket 
in pencil. 

He stands there for 30 minutes and goes through all that "riga- 
marole" and then has to stop for a few seconds and get a boarding 
pass. It irritates him. I don't blame him. It irritates me. He is not 
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concerned with the dollar; he is concerned with the mechanics. He 
understands that. 

By the way: We have had only one complaint on airport security 
measures recently inaugivrated and this was due to a lady not being 
able to see her husband oif at the gate and kiss him goodby. I don't 
blame her. 

As to the airport use-charge on passengers, the fee we collect is 
$1 and these funds are pledged to our debt service as such only relates 
to airport field construction. Our $6 million airport terminal facility 
was built without one red cent of Federal, State, or local funds and 
is maintained and operated without Federal, State, or local assistance. 

We would also like to offer recommendations as to the solution 
of the problems you are faced with. Scheduled carrier air tranvSporta- 
tion is a federally regulated public service and they should be required 
to include in their rate structure demands the true cost of their opera- 
tion, including those airport fees necessary to support their operation 
across the country. The telephone utilities do, and the other agency 
utilities do. Why are the airlines any exception and why do we 
locally have to provide them subsidy in the form of an airport to 
operate from? 

Gentlemen, when I was in business for myself for nearly 20 years 
I paid rent in the office space that I occupied. No one else paid it for 
me. Now, we provide them a place to operate from, if you will, just 
like renting office space. And from that operation it is contemplated, 
having a license practically to operate a monopoly, that they will make 
a profit. They are allowed a profit even under the Federal regulation. 

The telephone companies report their rent. They report everything 
that they incur in the way of direct and indirect operating expenses. 
They would go before the proper regulatory agencies; and if it is 
justifiable and is found so by that regulating agency, they are granted 
whatever increase is necessary to not only cover those expenses, but 
to insure that they get a properly formulated return on their invest- 
ment or a profit which can be returned to their shareholders. 

Such a philosophy certainly runs counter to the Government's stated 
philosophy; that is, our providing a subsidy to the airlines. This is 
really what it amounts to. 

It would be rather simple—it seems this way to me; it may not 
be—it would be rather simple to cause the airlines to include in their 
operating costs the sums necessary to properly compensate the airline 
operators for necessary development, maintenance, and operational 
expenses. If this is of such impact on tlic airlines' operating overhead, 
they have already demonstrated they well know the path to the Civil 
Aeronautics Board for an appropriate rate increase. 

If time is insufficient for you to consider such an approach as 
just stated, we, and many other so-called medium and small hub 
airport operators, urgently request you to strike those provisions of 
H.R. 4082 that relate to Ijarring the levying and collecting of pas- 
senger use charges and delay any action on this matter until you can 
insure our loss of income will be compensated for by other means. 

Individually you are going to cost us, if you amend this bill as you 
contemplate—you are going to cost us $250,000 a year. You are going 
to bankrupt us. It is just that simple. I don't think you have that 
right. I might be wrong, but forgive me; I just don't think you have 
that right. That is our destiny. 
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If you are unable to do either of these suggested procedures, we 
implore you to strike out the word "and" in section 1113(c) (2); strike 
all of section 1113 (c)(3), and strike the words "to such authority until 
July 1, 1974," on lines 18 and 19 of said section 1113. What this does, 
at least: It permits those airlines operators who are levying and col- 
lecting airport user charges on enplaning passengers, and doing so 
without air carrier assistance, and who are using these funds so col- 
lected to repay a loan or loans borrowed and expended for airport 
improvement, to continue to meet these obligations. 

We collect that money and take it down to the bank to pay people 
wiiom we liave borrowed money from. Now, that is right easy to 
borrow money but my daddy always told me: "Don't forget, son, 
you have got to pay it back." 

We are no different with an airport authority. We much prefer 
these and other proper airport operating costs be charged to the air- 
lines and, in turn, reflected in the passenger's cost of air transporta- 
tion. This is what the air traveler tells us. He should know, and after 
all, it obviously makes good sense. Air transportation is still one of 
the best buys in this country for the dollar. If you don't believe it, 
strike out across the country and see how much it costs you to get to 
California. Although the cost in question, or loss of income, which- 
ever way you wish to phrase it, is of monumental importance to us 
and other airport operators, the impact upon the cost of air trans- 
portation to the public cannot be of any consequence at all, as all 
operating costs presently being paid for by all airlines only repre- 
sent 2 percent of their total operating costs. 

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate greatly the opportimity of being al- 
lowed to make this statement and these comments. It will be my 
pleasure to att«mpt to answer any questions as truthfully as I know 
how, that you may wish to propound. 

Mr. METCALFE. Thank you very much, Mr. Mitchell, for that very 
splendid statement that you read to us, with the interpolations that 
you inserted in it, 

I have just one or two brief questions I would like to ask. 
In reference to your statement on page two where you indicate, 

in building your air facility there, that you received only 25 percent 
of the money from JFederal assistance, and you are proposing that 
you receive 90 percent. How did you arrive at that 90-percent figure ? 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. Chairman, of course we built that airport; 
started on it in 1964. We completed it and had been in operation there 
for 5 yeai-s at that location. And in tliose days we were operating under 
the old FA A program of Federal aid to airports, which was not highly 
funded. Some $50 or $75 million per annum. There just wasn't a great 
deal of money to be spread around among all of the airports. 

I am not blaming anybody or castigating anybody for that lack of 
Federal assistance. 

In addition, our airport board, being run and managed by business- 
men, felt it was tlie better part of wisdom to prepare for the future. 
They brought a large tract of land. They built runways 50 percent 
above the standards provided by FAA and spent a great deal more 
money than what probably wc could liave gotten by with. 

As a result, the Federal participation, being limited because of 
moneys available, only came to 25 percent. They couldn't give us any 
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money on road systems. They couldn't participate in the electrical 
system to furnish electricity to the airport. They couldn't contribute 
anything to the sewer system. They just didn't have the money. Not 
their fault; it just wasn't there. But we went ahead and built it 
anyway. 

Mr. METCALFE. What I am concerned about is the 90 percent. 
Mr. MITCHELL. Well, you are collecting 8 percent now on the tax. 
Mr. METCALFE. Why not 75 percent ? Why not 80 percent ? Why not 

50 percent? 
Mr. MITCHELL. It gets back to that question about buying a fire 

truck. At 50 percent I would assume you would leave that 8 percent 
with us or not put it on. Just let us do all of it. It has its complications. 

But the real reason—and let me try to answer that question more 
directly; and I am, in a sense, trying to represent, unofficially and with- 
out portfolio, medium and small airport operators. We are a "smallie," 
as I told you. 

It takes approximately 100 flights a day at any airport to generate 
sufficient landing fees to produce revenue that would generally make 
it self-sufficient. The "smallies" don't have that kind of density of 
traffic. They can't generate the revenues even to match the 50 percent, 
without digging down into their own pockets. 

And again, it gets back to your stated philosophy, which we agree 
with: Why should 60 percent of the people over here, who don't fly, 
reach into their pockets and pay for the 40 percent or the 30 percent 
that do fly? 

You have said that the user should pay for it. And we agree with 
that. That is our stated philosophy in our community. It is in practi- 
cally most of the communities that have airports. The citizens, the 
voters, decided this 20 years ago. 

When local airport operators attempted to levy ad valorem taxes 
or taxes on the general public, for building an airport, they just voted 
it down. That is where the message came from. That is where you got 
the message from. Fiddle. You know. Let the user pay for it. 

Like the golfer. I don's play golf. Let him pay the green fee and 
support his golf habit: not me. I don't have any hangup on it, but this 
is the way these things are being looked at. 

Mr. METCALFE. If he is a good golfer he doesn't mind paying his fees. 
Mr. MITCHELL. Right; the small operators. 
Now, if you are going to build a national air transport system you 

are going to have to take that into consideration. I will give you an 
example of what I am talking about. 

Take the Interstate Highway System and run it through any State 
that you want to. You come to the poor county. They don't generate 
any taxes and they don't have any money so you just leave that poor 
county out and stop the road here, and pick it up over here where the 
fortunate county is. 

Now, what kind of transportation system by land would we have 
on that basis ? 

You can't do that. You would be running out of highway every 
time you turned around. That system has got to flow across a certain 
segment, whether it be rich county or poor county or rich locality or 
nonproductive tax community, or what. And after all, the flying 
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public is paying the bill of 8 percent to help develop airports, not 
maintain and operate them, now, but help develop them. 

So, why should it befall the responsibility of a community that just 
really can't afford it—^that is, if you want a good national air trans- 
portation system—to reach in their pockets. They just haven't got it. 

Mr. METCALFE. Thank you. 
We have a lot of testimony in regard to a question and a complaint. 

I will refer you to your testimony on page 5. The question was asked: 
"Why don't you make this a part of my ticket ?" 

What answers do you give those people when they raise that 
question ? 

Mr. MITCHELL. Well, we try to explain to them—and we do have a 
regular public relations program for these j>eople that ask these ques- 
tions ; we try to do it intelligently and forthrightly—^that we have oeen 
burdened with considerable additional operating expenses. There has 
been a great deal of publicity about this. And really, he doesnt get 
to the question of the buck, as I said^ but he questions just what you 
addressed yourself to: "Why isn't this a part of my ticket?" 

I say: 
Well, things have descended upon us. The cart has gotten in front of the horse. 

There are Investigations going on in Congress and we can only hope that within 
a few months the horse will get back out In front again and this cost will 
be properly put into the operating costs of the airlines and ultimately reflected 
in your ticket. 

During the meantime, though, we have to keep the hot dog stand open; so this 
is the only thing that we can do. 

Mr. METCALFE. Thank you. 
Mr. Adams. 
Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Mitchell, on page 3, you indicate that the really im- 

portant thing is the development of a national air transportation sys- 
tem and give as an example what happened in Chattanooga when they 
found their airport was closed. And yet the whole thrust of your 
testimony is that the local community just doesn't have any responsi- 
bility for having an airport; that it relies only on the user; that the 
local community could just go ahead and shut it down. 

Now, these two things to me are quite inconsistent. Huntsville 
basically had its industry built on missiles, electronics, and on the 
NASA program. I happen to be familiar with it, because many people 
from our area fly from Seattle to Huntsville, from L.A. to Huntsville. 
Isn't your industrial complex greatly dependent upon that airport 
being available, open and connecting you with the rest of the country? 

Mr. MITCHELL. I think this is what I tried to point out with respect 
to Chattanooga. 

Mr. ADAMS. Doesn't the local community have an interest and some 
responsibility in maintaining that facility as an advantage to itself 
and its own business community, as well as to the passenger who is 
flying back and forth ? 

Mr. MITCHELL. I think we have already demonstrated that, if you 
will look at the photograph. 

Mr. ADAMS. I don't say that you haven't. 
Mr. MITCHELL. We have already done it. As I said, we don't have 

a problem with respect to the development of an airport. We have 
already built ours. 
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Mr, ADAMS. All right. But you are saying that you shouldn't have 
to put any money into it to operate it because this should be paid 
entirely by the passengers. This is what I say is inconsistent in your 
statement. Either the local community ought to put some money into 
the airport for its own advantage, or it shouldn't. 

Mr. MITCHELL. We have already put our money, as I stated, into it. 
Mr. ADAMS. YOU, in other words, do not think you should put some 

more into it to operate it? 
Mr. MrrcHELL. See, the problem is in this situation that nobody 

seems to separate airport development from airport operation. 
Mr. ADAMS. I am separating it. I am saying: Does the local commu- 

nity have an interest in operating an airport so that you have 
passengers going back and forth in your city ? 

Mr. MrrcHELL. I don't have any patience whatsoever in providing 
an airport for a business that makes a profit as a subsidy to their 
operation. 

Mr. ADAMS. I am just talking about the fact that the people that 
come in and out of Huntsville are coming there to do business, and 
I think it is essential to your community that you have an air link. 

So, donH. you have any feeling that the local citizens receive a benefit 
from having an airport that functions for them in their area and 
connects them with the national system ? 

Mr. MITCHELL. I-do, but that has nothing at all to do with, why 
should I furnish you, a businessman making a profit, with free office 
rent? 

Mr. ADAMS. It hasn't anything to do with that at all. 
Mr. MITCHELL. It certainly does. 
Mr. ADAMS. The question is: Do I go to Huntsville or go someplace 

else to carry out my business? If I can't get into Huntsville, I go 
someplace else. Doesn't Huntsville have an advantage in being tied 
to the national system ? 

Mr. MrrcHELL. I think everyone has an advantage, and I think we, 
ourselves, have already demonstrated our contribution to that, with 
our own buck. 

Now, we are talking now insofar as we are concerned, about 
operations. 

Mr. ADAMS. I am talking about operations for the future. This is 
the whole thing this committee is involved with: Does the local com- 
munity have any advantage from being connected to the national 
system ? 

Mr. MITCHELL. They certainly do. 
Mr. ADAMS. All right. Shouldn't they share? 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. Adams, "share," and "giving," have a lot of 

diflferent connotations. 
Mr. ADAMS. Wait a minute. There is one thing about your airport. 

You say your airport has four times the capacity that it presently 
needs. This is on page 2. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Yes, sir; we can handle it. 
Mr. ADAMS. Right. And so you have an airport facility that is greatly 

larger than you had to build, and therefore your flight and your land- 
ing fees do not carry all of the expenses to it. But isn't that a local 
decision that you made that you wanted that capacity ? 
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Mr. MITCHELL. Well, we thought it not only was good business sense, 
but it has proved to be good business sense. 

Mr. ADAMS. I agree with you. I agree with you that it is good 
business sense. But now, having done that, why are you unhappy 
about the fact that the business has not yet caught up with the capacity, 
so tliat you have a shortage in income ? 

Mr. MITCHELL. Now, wait a minute. You have got this horse backed 
way behind this wagon. 

Mr. ADAMS. YOU and I disagree as to who has the horse first and 
who has the horse last, but isn't that what happened ? 

Mr. MITCHELL. We were having no problems at all financially until 
there was imposed upon us airport certification and airport security. 

Mr. ADAMS. All right. Now, let's ^ to that. If we talce out of the 
ADAP fund and pay for airport certification and for airport security, 
which is being proposed—in other words, that is part of this package 
that we are talking about at the present time—and if we pay that out 
of the 8^ percent that is paid, then we are moving to solve your 
problem, aren't we? 

Mr. MITCHELL. Well, you might help me. I don't know whether you 
will help some of these other people. 

Mr. ADAMS. But we are trying to let each local community make ite 
own decision. And what I am saying to you is that if they want a big 
airport or a little airport or a medium-sized airport—in other words, 
they have to make a judgment of the degree to which they want to be 
involved in the national system. And I think that is their decision. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Yes, sir. 
Mr. ADAMS. And as we put on these additional requirements, I agree 

with your position. And this has been the position of many members 
on this committee, that the ADAP funds, the tax fund, should pay 
for these additional requirements. So we don't have to have these 
varving head taxes around the country. 

Now, for example: Suppose we went an extra half percent and just 
turned that back to you for your expenses, based on the traflSc that 
you generate? If your average fee was $200, that would generate your 
dollar a passenger. Wouldn't that be a better way ? 

Mr. METCALFE. Will you please preside ? I am going to have to leave. 
There is an emergency. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. Metcalfe, thank you for your kindness. 
Mr. Adams, you asked if our community doesn't have an interest. 

I think you missed a while ago that paying 8 percent on the ticket we 
have generated to this trust fund locally—that is coming out of local 
pockets now; $3 million bucks. Our return has been $48,000. 

My fear of what you are talking about is that when you do that our 
return will be just about that measure. 

Mr. ADAMS (presiding). All right Let's talk about that 81/^ percent 
a minute. That Sy^ percent percent doesn't just come out of the pocket 
of your people because they are entering that airport in Huntsville. 
It pays for the other end, where they are going, for the ILS system 
while they are on their way and for the FAA system that keeps them- 
from running into someone else. 

Mr. MrroHELL. I understand. 
Mr. ADAMS. SO that it is not just something that ties directly to your 

airport, is it? 
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Mr. MrrcHELL. Well, what I was trying to point up is that our con- 
tribution has run $3 million. 

Mr. ADAMS. You mean the passengers that are getting on—their 
contribution ? 

Mr. MITCHELL. And I think you historically know that maybe X 
passenger from New York gets on in Huntsville and buys a ticket and 
pays, but if that is the case the Huntsville man is buying one in New 
York to get back to Huntsville. 

Mr. ADAMS. AS I remember, on the Huntsville traffic, and again, I 
know a little something about it, isn't it tue that about 75 percent of 
your traffic is generated elsewhere and comes into Huntsville on a 
round-trip ticket, mainly coming from L.A., Seattle, and the other 
major missile-producing points? 

Mr. MITCHELL. NO, sir. Our traffic is just like it is all over the coun- 
try. It runs just about 50-50. 

Mr. ADAMS. Well, that might be true. In other words, 50 percent of 
your people are going out to look at whatever they have got m L.A. or 
Seattle and coming back, and 50 percent are coming the other way ? 

Mr. MITCHELL. That is a national statistic. 
Mr. ADAMS. Now, that is what we are getting at. This really is a na- 

tional system, isn't it i And, therefore, what we are trying to do on the 
committee is that we are not trying to punish Huntsville or any other 
city but we are trying to get one national program, with one tax and to 
be fair to people. 

And I gather now that we are getting to some point of agreement 
that we should pick up more of your operating expenses, since we have 
increased these regulations. Would you support that we take over en- 
tirely, for example, your security function, which is going to be in- 
creased, by paying for the guards ? 

Mr. MITCHELL. I would much prefer you let us establish our fees 
and collect them for those needs that we find to be pertinent to our 
operation. 

Mr. ADAMS. Well, now, here is our problem with that. If we let you 
establish a fee, Chicago establishes a fee, Seattle establishes a fee. 
Every one of them does. Most of your flights will break, to come out 
of Huntsville and one or two cities, either Chicago or one or two of 
the others. Now, if we let each one of those put a fee on, your passenger 
from Huntsville, though he may live there, not only pays the 8^ per- 
cent, but he pays the dollar from you. 

If he enplanes on another plane in a hub, he is going to pay another 
dollar, and our anticipation is that it will grow to approximately $10 
because New York, Philadelphia, Chicago, are going to begin to com- 
pete for the amount of fee that they charge. 

So, at each place along the line he gets nicked an additional amount 
and a varying amount, depending upon the competition among the 
cities; and then we have got your passenger from Huntsville paying 
from the Chicago airport, the Philadelphia airport, the New York 
airport. And isn't he going to be a little mad about that ? 

Mr. MITCHELL. Well. I think in that context he probably would. 
Let me indicate to you: you felt like probably we were not able to 

keep our heads above the water down there and it has taken a great 
deal of effort, to afford us the money to operate our airports. Remem- 
ber now, we are a "smallie." We don't have the high density of traffic 
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The Los Angeles Board of Airport Commissioners has set March 28 
for the sale of $20 million in airport revenue bonds. Landing fees will 
be increased from 33.5 cents per thousand pounds to 44 cents, to under- 
write the sale. 

Our landing fee at Huntsville is 30 cents. Now, who would you say 
is doing the better job? Who do you think is going to pay for that? 

Mr. ADAMS. What do you mean ? Los Angeles ? Huntsville ? 
Mr. MITCHELL. Their landing fee is a third higher than ours and you 

are just jumping into Pandora's box that is causing all the problem. 
Mr. ADAMS. You can set your local landing fee. 
Mr. MrrcHELL, Oh, no. Big old airline comes in and puts pressure on. 
Mr. ADAMS. I know, but that is your problem. You want to run it 

locally and you are dealing with these airlines. 
Mr. MrrcHELL. And pray tell me why airlines will pay La Guardia 

$1.19 and L.A. 44 cents and only want to pay us 7 ? 
Now, when you explain that philosophy to me I will buy it. And 

there is not an airline operator in this room that will stand up and 
testify that exactly what I am saying is not the truth. And I can docu- 
ment it. 

Why do you not make any more money as an airline paying $1.19 
in La Guardia, when the airline is full, as compared to only 33 cents in 
Huntsville, Ala ? The reason they pay it in New York is that they have 
got to and the reason they do not want to do it in Huntsville is because 
they think they are big enough and can force us to swallow that apple 
vou are trying to make me swallow—for fame and glory, we ought to 
have an airport. 

Mr. ADAMS. All right. Now, you can close it, can't you ? 
Mr. MrrcHELL. We damn sure might. Excuse the expression. 
Mr. ADAMS. That is precisely  
Mr. MrrcHELL. But that is not right. And don't you think we havent 

earnestly considered it. 
Mr. ADAMS. Well, what I am saying to you is that you are telling 

us that you want to run it locally, but you do not like what is happen- 
ing to you locally. And all I am saying to you is that we are trjdng 
to decide  

Mr. MITCHELL. NO, sir. I just don't want you tying my hands as to 
how to generate revenue to do it with. Now, here is L.A. You don't say 
anything to them. 

Mr. ADAMS. Suppose we say that you can charge your local residents 
and no one else whatever you want to charge them for getting on the 
airplane ? 

Mr. MITCHELL. Look, I have already stated that basically we are 
against the airport use charge on passengers. 

I say that honestly. But it was either go bankrupt while this meas 
is trying to be straightened out, or close the airport, or not comply 
and be forced to close it by edict of the Federal Government. 

You gentlemen haven't underetood this problem. 
Mr. ADAMS. Oh, we understand the problem vei-y well and the philo- 

sophical argument that is going on is: Do you pay it out of the ADAP 
fund or do you generate it by local head taxes? And we are trying to 
meet it on a national basis rather than on a patchwork basis. 

Mr. MITCHELL. You can answer that very easily when you can ex- 
plain to me why an airline can pay $1.19 in La Guardia and 44 cents 
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ill LA and 47 cents in Atlanta, and I can rip them off to you right 
and left, but they don't want to pay us. And I can tell you why they 
don't. They are just being high-handed, hard-fisted. And we have had 
a belly full of it. 

Now, if they can pay $1.19 in New York they can pay whatever is 
reasonable—and it will be a lot less than $1.19 in Huntsville, by the 
way—whatever it takes to operate that facility in Huntsville, Ala. And 
we don't need any Federal subsidy or anything else. 

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Mitchell, I am going to le^ Mr. Shoup question but 
just briefly, my answer to your statement is that we have been trying 
to let the private enterprise system work, which is your bargaining 
with the airlines. And you are building the size airport you want. You 
are charging the landing fees you want. 

Mr. MITCHELL. And we were doing all right imtil you put your foot 
into it and unloaded this stuff on us. 

Mr. ADAMS. When we put in the other requirements, many of us 
stated that we believed that the passenger charge should go to that. 
The bill was vetoed. Now we are going to try it again. 

Mr. Shoup? 
Mr. SHOUP. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I really don't know where I sit on this thing, Mr. Mitchell. You 

keep telling us that you are talking for the "sniallies." And yet you 
say that you generate 500,000 boardings a year. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Well, it wasn't I who said we were a "smallie." The 
Federal Government classifies this as a "smallie." 

Mr. SHOUP. I thought you stated several times that you were talk- 
ing for them. I wonder where that puts me, because the community I 
come from—probably there are many more in that relative size of 
boardings than are in the size of your particular airport. I think there 
are a great number more. 

Your landing fee or your user charge of $1 is ridiculous as far as my 
community is concerned, in helping maintenance and operation, muck 
less certification or capital and matching capital investment. It is 
ridiculous. 

Mr. MITCHELL. I agree with you. 
Mr. SHOUP. And because or that it was recognized that we must 

have a national system of some type. 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. Shoup, it could have been very easily solved 

before you put all these airport security measures on us. But it might 
not have hurt if you would have come down and asked us how we were 
going to pay for it. 

Now, you said: "Do it." You didn't tell us where to get the money 
from. 

Mr. SHOUP. I think that at the present time the question before this 
committee is, where does it comes from. I suppose we could say: "Let 
us forget about any responsibility of the Federal Government in this 
national system to provide any standard of safety for the passenger, 
and leave this to the discretion of the local operator. Have no standards 
whatsoever. 

Now, this is security physically. This includes such things as ILS 
landing procedure, safety requirements. Let's forget all of that be- 
cause we stuck our nose in where it shouldn't be done—and go back to 
where each particular community sets their own standards. 
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Are you advocating that ? 
Mr. MITCHELL. NO, sir. And I stated in this testimony that the 

standards that you established, we subscribe to. 
Mr. SHOUP. But what we are trying to do is find a way to help, not 

only you, but every airport in this Nation to finance it so it doesn't 
become a burden on the local taxpayer. 

Mr. MITCHELL. That is correct. 
Mr. SHOUP. This is what we are attempting to do. 
Mr. MITCHELL. I agree with you. 
Mr. SHOTJP. Now, 1 think you have admitted the fact that locally 

you cannot handle the problem when you say that the large airports or 
airways will not pay you what you feel rightfully is yours. 

Mr. MrrcHELL. Yes; but we were handling the problem before all 
of this was dumped on our back. 

Mr. SHOUP. And was it you or the gentlemen before, that stated one 
reason we had all this capital investment and all that was because of 
the larger airlines or larger airplanes ? 

Mr. MITCHELL. NO; I think it was the gentleman from Raleigh- 
Durham. 

Mr. SHOUP. I think maybe it was. 
Let me ask a number of other questions to clarify. No. 1, you feel 

that the Federal Government should participate in capital investment, 
capital improvements? 

Mr. MITCHELL. Well, if you were going to have an ADAP program 
and develop a national air transportetion system, we are very happy 
to contribute to that even though we have already built ours. It is 
a pleasure and a privilege to be aole to help someone else build an ade- 
quate facility to serve their community. 

Mr. SHOUP. Mr. Mitchell, I will give all the credit to your local com- 
munity for what they have done on their own. I think it is very ad- 
mirable. But I think we are looking to the future and what has to be 
done in the future. There are many problems in connection with this. 

I think you keep qualifying your answer. At the present time, today, 
are you in favor of the use of the ADAP, the 8 percent for capital 
investment? 

Mr. MITCHELL. Capital improvements? 
Mr. SHOXIP. Capital improvements. 
Mr. MITCHELL. "N'es, sir. They are not going to benefit us a great 

deal, but we are for them. 
Mr. SHOUP. Yes, sir. Are you in favor of the use of that fund for 

meeting certification needs as required by the Federal Government? 
Mr. MITCHELL. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SHOUP. Are you in favor of the use of that fund for M. & O. 

purposes, to meet the requirements ? 
Mr. MITCHELL. NO, sir. 
Mr. SHOUP. YOU are not. All right. Thank you. 
Mr. MITCHELL. I think that is our problem. I just don't want you all 

to tell us how to solve it. 
Mr. SHOUP. What is your suggestion, Mr. Mitchell, on this problem 

you say you have of La Guardia getting $1.14 or $1.49, and you only 
get 7 cents? 

Mr. MITCHELL. Well, the gentleman from Raleigh-Durham alluded 
to that. Historically, the airlines have negotiated across the country 



323 

on an individual basis to the best extent that they could. And I believe 
it would bear the brunt of liprht and truth that these contracts have 
been very inconsistent, certainly wih respect to the local people. They 
have tied them down. They have obligated them. 

They have also been negotiated under the heavy hand that "if we 
can't get such and such a landing fee, then we are not going to bring 
our service in here." 

Mr. SHOTTP. I would ask you: What is your solution on this? What 
would you like to see ? 

Mr. MITCHELL. Our solution to a great extent has been improved. We 
went under that situation when we were having very little traffic and 
desirous of having air sennce and being prodded by the Federal Gov- 
ernment because of their installations in Huntsville to improve our 
service and get a better airport and provide us a better means with 
which to do business. 

We now have a sufficient amount of traffic and the airlines are mak- 
ing a sufficient buck in Huntsville that I think we can negotiate with 
them. 

Mr. SHOUP. I will rephrase my question, Mr. Mitchell. What, then, 
excluding your airport, that has no problems, as you say—what would 
you suggest a solution would be for my airport that does not get suffi- 
cient landing fees? 

Mr. MrrcHELi,. I think this, that each airport operator should be 
allowed to present his maintenance and operation budget and justify 
it as to its reasonableness, including debt service, and simply divide 
into that total figure the amount of projected landings for that air- 
port to arrive at the cost of providing service to that community. 

This, then, should go as an indirect cost, along with other direct 
costs of the airlines and to their presentation before CAB if such is 
necessary, to arrive at an appropriate fare for the airlines, to hope- 
f ullv insure that they will make a profit. 

Mr. SHOUP. YOU are then saying that the local option then is re- 
moved and you want the Federal Government to take this over, to force 
the airlines to pay enough money to cover the maintenance costs? 

Mr. MiTctrELL. t don't know whether you have to make it a law or 
not. It might help a lot if you were to say that the proper procedures 
were set up for documenting what an airport operator's expenses are 
that are properly entitled to be considered and paid for by the air- 
lines for operating on that particular airport. 

The utilities and everybody else do it all over the country all the 
time on every federally regulated business except the airline industry. 

Mr. SnotT. I have a problem, Mr. Mitchell; in my community I have 
been touched by Mr. Boyd and you telling how much the requirement 
of fire engines and the manning of them costs you in your size airport. 
When you speak for the "smallies," you may not realize it costs exactly 
the same amount in a small airport. 

Mr. MiTCHErx. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SHOFP. And when you have 6 to 8 or 12 landings per day—you 

dont have any problems. Mr. Mitchell, in meeting certification, until 
you operate under those circumstances. 

Mr. MrrciiELu No; I think we are right in your canoe. 
Mr. SHOTTP. If you are going to sav that we are going to get away 

from a national system, a national system whereby the basic costs are 

93-236 O - 73 - 22 
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not met, there is no way, Mr. Mitchell, that Northwest Orient Airlines 
and Frontier Airlines can pay high enough landing fees to meet the 
costs of operation of my hometown airport. There is absolutely no 
way. We have to find other sources. 

Mr. MITCHELL. That is exactly what the electric power companies 
said about rural electrification. 

Mr. SHOUP. And what was the answer? 
Mr. MITCHELL. The Federal Government had to go in and subsidize 

it. 
Mr. SHOUP. Right. And. what are we discussing now ? 
Mr. MITCHELL. When, in fact, the proper approach should be the 

question of public convenience and necessity. But the big power com- 
pany says no, it will cost us too much money to electrify rural America, 
but our rural electrification went in and did the job. 

Now they are running lines side-by-side down the same street, 
competing for customers. The problem is a question of public con- 
venience and necessity. 

Mr. SHOUP. Right. 
Mr. MITCHELL. The Federal Government's posture should have been, 

in regulating a monopoly, that "you will do it" if, in their wisdwn 
they thought this was best for the public convenience or necessity. 

If you want to build an air transportation system I think you are 
going to have to take the same posture. 

Mr. SHOUP. I think this is the posture we are attempting to take, 
rather than saying each individual airport shall run its own. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Now. it might be $1.62 at your airport for a landing^ 
fee for 1,000 pounds. It might only be 60 cents in Huntsville. It might 
be 30 cents somewhere else. It might still be—legitimately so—$1.19 in 
New York. But the whole figure can't be of that consequence. It's only 
2 percent. 

Mr. SHOUP. Mr. Mitchell, I think you have missed the point. You 
were talking of $10 per thousand; not $1.62, to meet the requirement 
of a small airport on very few landings. 

Mr. MITCHELL. IS that what your ease is in your hometown ? 
Mr. SHOUP. Yes; it certainly is and we are being faced with being 

closed out right today because of lack of funds to buy a cotton-picking 
fire engine. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Well, I agree with you. As I said, I am in your 
canoe. But I don't think that the overall dollar cost on a volume basis 
to provide that situation in your town is going to add that much to the 
overall operating cost to the airlines across the country. 

Mr. SHOUP. I am not arguing with you on that I am not that 
familiar with their operating certificate. 

Mr. MITCHELL. The total landing fees today for all airlines all over 
the country only runs 2 percent of the operating budget. So, maybe 
they have to pay you $10. 

Mr. SHOUP. I think there are other solutions. 
Mr. ADAMS. Thank you, Mr. Mitchell. We appreciate your testi- 

mony. 
Mr. MITCHELL. Thank you very much. 
[The following memorandum was received for the record:] 
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HTJNTSVILLE-MADIBON COUWTY AIRPOBT AUTHORITY, 
HuntmHUe, Ala., March 29,191S. 

To: House Commerce Subcommittee on Transportation and Aeronautics. 
Subject: H.R. 4082, a bill to amend the Airport and Airway Development Act 

of 1970. 
Questions  raised  when  we  testified Tuesday,  March  27,  1973,  create  the 

Impression on us there still exists a great laclc of understanding as to the depth 
of our problems and the relatively simple procedure for solving them. 

CAB has just opened the door to permit the Airlines an increase of 34< per 
coupon efTective April 1 to cover security costs. CAB's refusal to recognize our 
costs in this area (and it is considerably more than guards at gate positions) 
Is based on the complete inconsistency of cost data submitted by the Airlines. 
That has to be the biggest laugh of the century ! 

What CAB did, insufficient as it was, clearly demonstrates the point we made— 
our operating costs should be reflected in the Airlines' total operating cost 
column and if this justifies a rate increase then let them file with CAB and the 
issue decided there. The mechanism Is available—there is no need of increasing 
the 8 percent Trust Fund Tax for this fund is for capital improvements to 
develop a national airport system, the foundation for a national transportation 
system. 

Operating expenses, indirect included, are the responsibility of the Airlines, 
this dictating a fare structure as regulnted by CAB. Again, your responsibility 
Is public convenience and necessity and through CAB you should not allow an 
Airline to badger a community when Its fees and charges are reasonable and 
necessary. This may result in some rather high landing fees at small, low 
density airports but when these relatively small costs are included in the system- 
wide operating ex|)enses the Increase over the present total will be very, very 
little and, therefore, have only a minor effect on the cost of Air transportation. 

Sincerely, 
J. E. MITCHELL, Jr., 

Exeoutive Director. 

Mr. An.\M8. The next witness tliis morninp is Mr. Wilfred M. Post, 
Jr., of the Allentown-Bethlehem-Easton Airport. I notice that we 
also have here from Pennsylvania Mr. Harry Bellinger. I understand 
you want to testify separately. 

Mr. Post, do you want to come forward, please ? 

STATEMENT OF WILFRED M. POST, JE., MANAGER, ALLENTOWN- 
BETHLEHEM-EASTON AIRPORT [PENNSYLVANIA] 

Mr. POST. Mr. Chairman, I believe copies of my statement have 
been made available to you. 

I would like, however, to read it briefly and maylx". make a couple 
of additions that I would like to have included in the record. 

My name is Wilfred M. Post, Jr.. and I am the manager of the 
Allentown-Bethlehem-Easton Airport, and have been for the past 35 
years. We are classified as a small hub airport and located in eastern 
Pennsylvania, 55 miles from Philadelphia and 90 miles from New 
York. It is served by Allegheny. Eastern, and United Air Lines, as well 
as by three commuter airlines—Altair, Monmouth, and Suburban. 

Altogether, the three trunk carriers, Allegheny, Eastern, and 
United, only furnish 12 schedules a day. The commuters furnish 
about 35. 

Our airport is openited by the Lehigh-Northampton Airport Au- 
thority, which is sponsored and subsidized by the counties of Tjehigh 
and Northampton. They are two adjoining counties in eastern Pemi- 
sylvania. 
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It is a privilege to appear before this committee, and the 18 members 
of the governing board of the airport authority as well as the com- 
missioners of the two sponsoring counties appreciate the opportimity 
of expressing these views in regard to the bill which you presently 
have under consideration. 

We strongly support your efforts to broaden ADAP to include 
additional assistance in providing essential capital improvements. 
However, as owners and operators of one of the small hub airports, 
we look with great cx)ncern on any attempt to rule out the airport 
use charge now being collected at the Allentown-Bethlehem-Easton 
Airport—and as you will note, our use charge is $2 per passenger 
enplaning on the certificated carriers and $1 per passenger on the 
commuter airlines—as well as other small airports in uie United 
States without providing a substitute for the loss of these revenues. 
Funding to meet the sponsor's share of capital improvements which 
have already been started as well as to meet the current federally 
mandated security and certification costs has been made on the as- 
sumption that we would continue to collect these airport use charges. 

To be sure, expanded Federal participation in capital improvement 
projects is needed, but there is an equally urgent or even more urgent 
need to collect funds to offset the rising cost of operating expenses 
for which no Federal help is available. 

The federally mandated security and airport certification costs will 
add $70,000 per year to our operating expenses in additional fire and 
police payrolls alone. And we now believe this is a very conservative 
and not a low figure. This exposes us to a 15-percent increase in our 
operating costs. 

We don't have a large budget. It is between $500,000 and $600,000 
per year. And at the smaller airports, as you have heard today from 
people that have testified above, the airlines are not picking up these 
additional costs. 

Our sponsors, Lehigh and Northampton Counties, recently assumed 
the burden of raising the funds needed to guarantee payment of the 
debt service on an $11 million bond issue, the proceeds of which are 
to be used to provide adequate terminal facilities for the users of our 
airports. The local taxpayers are resisting additional taxes for airport 
operation and the two counties sponsoring the airport authority, have 
indicated their unwillingness to raise taxes for this purpose. That is, 
to increase taxes. A growing number of people using the airport come 
from outside the tax area of the two counties. Our county commis- 
sioners feel that these people should also help to support the airport. 

The jjroposed increase of an additional 25 percent of Federal aid in 
construction projects and 32 percent in security items as provided in 
this bill as a step for airports of our size ip a step in the right direction. 
But this does not nearly make up for the loss we would incur if collec- 
tion of the airport use charge was prohibited. 
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For example, the applications we have pending for ADAP funds 
amount to $3,200. Under the present legislation—existinfj rules, that 
is—ADAP would provide 50 percent of $1,600,000. In Pennsylvania we 
have a Stat« participating fund program if the State has money avail- 
able. The State then would put in $800,000 and we would have to raise 
$800,000 locally. If the new bill were passed, the ADAP share would 
be increased to $2,356,000. The State and local shares would be reduced 
to $388,517. In other words, the increased benefits of this bill would 
only offset slightly more than 1 year's net proceeds from our airport 
use charge, and we would still have to raise $381,517 locally. 

And as you look at the attached financial statement, you will note 
that our airport does not generate this kind of income unless we get 
locaJ subsidy or unless we have an airport use charge. Actually we are 
doing both at the present time. 

And the elimination of the-airport use charge without a substitute 
would pose a very serious problem, as the counties are expecting us to 
reduce the amount of their obligation to meet the service charge for the 
bond issue amounting to over $700,000 annually. 

The additional funds which would be. made available to us for capi- 
tal improvements by the bill presently under consideration would not 
fill the gap that would necessarily develop in our financing if our col- 
lection of the airport use charge were prohibited. 

The airport use charge at our airport has been collected continuously 
since October 1972 by personnel of the airport authority. That is, we 
do it ourselves. Most of the other airjwrts that have a use charge 
require the airlines to make its collection. The net proceeds from our 
charge average $27,000 per month. All of it is used exclusively for the 
operation and development of the A-B-E Airport. This is shown in 
the brochure which is attached to this statement. This is what is handed 
to the passengers as they purchase their use charge ticket. 

Even the airlines servmg our airport acknowledged that our use 
charge collection system as we have established it has been successful. 

The Chairman of the Civil Aeronautics Board has recently stated 
that he was concerned about the increasing airport landing fees to the 
airlines. The $700,000 increased payroll costs alone would require an 
increase of 58 percent in the airline landing fees now being charged 
here. Our present fee is 23 cents per thousand pounds and that came 
after a great deal of hassle with the airlines, for many years they were 
only paying 11 cents a thousand pounds; and this would raise the cost 
up to approximately 35 cents per thousand pounds. 

Sometimes we feel that this method of calculating airline landing 
fees is not an accurate way of doing it. The airlines attempt to com- 
pare. When we point out our need is 35 cents per thousand pounds, they 
answer, "Well, that is more than they are paying in so and so airport, 
or so and so airport." 
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Our answer is that we do not care what the rate is. It is what the rate 
achieves in total dollars that is important. We have said many times to 
the airlines, "We don't care how you whack it up among yourselves if 
you guarantee this amount. We don't care how many flights vou put in, 
because our airport can handle a great many more flights.' 

As you well know, in the case of the small airports, nmways cost 
that much to provide and keep open; and of course it doesn't measur- 
ably increase with the number of additional landings of aircraft. 

If we are to survive and adeq^uately serve the traveling public we 
must find wajs to pay for the airports' growing operating expenses. 
The small airports must raise these funds from the passengers using 
their facility until some better method is devised to provide these 
much needed operating funds. 

For many years a public-spirited and truly dedicated board of gov- 
ernors—and as you recall, in my opening statement I said our airport 
authority has a board of 18 men, who are all busy executives, profes- 
sional people of tlie area—and tliey spend a great deal of time and 
energy, with the siipport of tlie county commissioners of Lehigh and 
Northampton Counties, to make adequate airport facilities available to 
the large area we serve. They feel that such facilities are absolutely 
necessary if the industrial development of our area is to continue and 
expand. Indeed, many industries which have moved into the area have 
made it clear that adequate airport facilities are essential to their oper- 
ations. And also they have urged, and the counties do pay, a small 
amount of subsidy. 

But the concern is that there is only so much they are prepared to 
continue. They are certain that you can only load a certain amount of 
subsidy upon the local taxpayers. Beyond that, it must come from some- 
where else. 

So, therefore, we implore you, the members of this committee and 
your colleagues in the House, to realize—and by your questions I gather 
that you are certainly familiar with the question—the plight of the 
smaller aiq>orts, and not rule out this charge. And, as I say again, not 
luitil some Ijetter method is devised to provide these much needed oper- 
ating funds. 

In conclusion, I thank you again for permitting me to make this 
appearance before you. I am taking the liberty of leaving with you 
copies of this presentation, together with copies of the financial state- 
ment of our airport, which covers the past several years and projects 
for a number of years in the future. 

Thank you very much. 
[The attachments to Mr. Post's prepared statement follows:] 
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PROJECTED OPERATION'S AND CAPITAL REQUIREMENTS 

LEHIGH-NORTHAMPTON AIRPORT AUTHORITY, ALLENTOWN-BETHLEHEM-EASTON AIRPORT, ALLENTOWN, PA. 

Actual Estimated 

1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1980 1985 

Operating revenues  {525,249 K04,050 (622,000 $650,000 $700,000 {1,325,700 $1,865,400 
Add proiected emplaninifees 

income  0 87.951 380,000 420,000 460,000 680,000 920,000 
(Emplaning passengers)  (157,805) (176,971) (190,000) (210,000) (230,000)   (390,000)   (460,000) 

Revised operating revenue.. 525,249 692.001 1,002,000 1,070,000 1,160,000 2,005.700 2,785,400 
Operating expenditures.... 508,298 566,459 662,300 691.400 757,000 1,052,600 1,467.600 

Net income from operations. 16,951 125,542 339,700 378,600 403,000 953,100 1,317,800 

Less capital expenditure com- 
mitments principal payments 
on loans: 

Bethlehem Steelland notes.. 35,000 25,000 15,000 15,000 15,000 15,000 ,0 
Jet hangar loan  32,630 34,044 35,500 37,058 38.664 47,801 59,096 
Restaurant improvement loan. 6,300 6.300 5,900 0 0 0 0 
Rotary snow plow plan  15,000 15,000 0 0 0 0 0 
Parking lot loan  25,000 20,000 0 0 0 0 0 

Subtotal  113,930 100,344 56,400 52,058 53,664 62,801 59,096 
Capital improvements: 

Purchases of field and other 
equipment  108,448 38,803 55,000 55,000 55,000 55,000 55,000 

Debt  service,   requirement, 
new terminal project  0 0 0 0 735,000 734,200 730,800 

Total capital requirements. 222,378 139.147 111,400 107,058 843,664 852,001 844,896 

Balance available or short 
(-).  -205,427 -13,605 228,300 271,542 -440,664 101,099 472,904 

Paid by counties  350,000 350,000 350,000 350,000 0 0 0 
Available lor local share of 

Federal projects  144,573 336.395 578,300 621,542,-440,664   
Cumulatively available  144,573 480,968 1,059,268,1,680,810,1,240,146   

ttota: Sponsors' share of FOAP projects—In profrass $647,000. Applications pending $800,000. 

WHY THE AIBPOBT USE CHABQE ON BNPLANIWO PASSENOEBS 

(Lehlgh-Northampton-Alrport Authority, Allentown-Bethlehem-Easton Airport) 

In order to help finance needed capital improvements and additional operating 
costs, tlie Board of Governors of the Lehlgh-Northampon AiriJort Authority has 
found it necessary to make an airport use charge on Enplaning Pa.ssengers. 

Most of the smaller airports do not generate enough income to amortize their 
capital improvements and the ever growing operating costs. Yet, if the.v do not 
keep pace witli modem air traffic demands, they will lose the air service wliich 
is so vital to a progressive community. 

Essentially the same length of runway is required to safely handle a jet airliner 
at A-B-E as it does at New York or Chicago. Mandated Security and Certification 
standards imposed by the Federal Government are increasing the costs of opera- 
tions. Additional required capital expenditures for emergency equipment alone is 
expected to cost over $200,000 plus the continued cost to provide extra personnel. 
The volume of airline operations does not produce sufliclent income to cover these 
costs. 

The Lehlgh-Northampton Airport Authority, together with its sponsoring coun- 
ties of Lehigh and Northampton realize these needs and have developed a long 
range airport master development plan to provide these improvements. Some of 
the construction Is either in process or ready to go out for bids, .such as a new 
adequate passenger terminal building. 
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The airlines are paying as much or more per passenger for their use of A-B-E 
than at many airports they serve. The Federal Government contributes 50% of 
the cost of most of the landing area improvements and the State of Pennsylvania's 
share amounts to 25%. Each of the two counties contributes substantially each 
year toward the construction and operation costs. 

But all these revenues are still not suiflcient to provide the Improvements and 
federally mandated programs required to continue airline service at A-B-E. 

It now becomes necessary to supplement these funds with an airport use 
charge. 

We hope that you, the user, will cooperate in the payment of this charge with 
the knowledge that you are doing .vour part and with the guarantee by the Airport 
Authority that the revenue will be used solely for the development and operation 
of your A-B-E Airport and for no other purpose. 

PAITL E. LBNTZ, 
Chairman, 

WiLFREH) M. POST, Jr., 
Airport Manager. 

Mr. ADAMS. Thank you very much, Mr. Post. 
Mr. Shoup? 
Mr. SHOUP. Very briefly, my compliments. I think it is a very fine 

presentation you have here; although it runs somewhat counter to the 
majority of comments we have had concerning the head tax, and cer- 
tainly you know our concern that we have for local airports to levy a 
head tax. 

I would ask you a question. You referred us to your operating state- 
ment in the past. I think you said that you charged $2 per passenger 
for other than commuter lines ? 

Mr. POST. This is correct; yes. 
Mr. SHOUP. I notice in 1973, in which you will be collecting a full 

year, you are going to have 190,000 passengers, and yet each one of 
those you figure will pay $2. You do not have much in the way of 
commuting air traffic ? Am I correct in my reading of your statement ? 

Mr. POST. That figure is growing but does not represent a large 
amount of it. That could be refined somewhat and perhaps the estimate 
is a little overoptimistic. 

Mr. SHOUP. A few direct questions so that I get your position. 
Are you in favor of increasing the percentage from 50 percent to 

75 percent for participation by the Federal Government in capital 
improvements ? 

Mr. POST. For the smaller airports; yes. We are talking about prin- 
cipally the medium hubs down to the nonhub airport. 

Mr. SHOUP. Are you in favor, then—within the bill I think some- 
thing like 25 airports are excluded from this increased participation. 

Am I correct on that ? 
Mr. DixoN. Twenty-two. 
Mr. SHOUP. Twenty-two. 
Then what is in the bill you basically subscribe to ? 
Mr. POST. Unless these airports have the need, but generally speak- 

ing, the average of the larger airports don't need it as much as the 
smaller airports. 

Mr. SHOUP. You are familiar, of course, with the restrictions where 
these funds can be spent ? 

Mr. POST. Very definitely. That is one of the problems. 
Mr. SHOUP. Would you be in favor of enlarging the areas in which 

this trust fund can be spent? 
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Mr. POST. Yes. 
Mr. Siioup. To certification requirements? 
Mr. POST. Very definitely. 
Mr. Suoup. On the certification requirements, do you have a posi- 

tion as to what percent the Federal participation should be ? 
Mr. POST. I would say anywhere up to 100 percent. We will settle 

for anything. 
Mr. SHOUP. That certainly is in the ball park, isn't it? 
Mr. POST. NO, we realize that there should be some local 

participation. 
Mr. SHOTJP. Are you familiar with this? We have run all the way 

from 50 percent to 100 percent on that particular item. This is certifi- 
cation requirements. 

Mr. POST. Yes. 
Mr. SHOUP. Airport ternimals' participation. 
Mr. POST. The public areas, the access roads; not the areas in which 

definite revenge is being received, but the areas that have to be pro- 
vided for the public convenience and safety. 

Mr. SHotrp. Ijet's move on into the area of maintenance and opera- 
tion. With regard to Federal participation from the ADAP fund— 
would you favor use of them in maintenance and operation ? 

Mr. POST. If the use charge was going to be eliminated, I would 
say very definitely "Yes." 

Mr. SHOUP. This would include both the maintenance and operation 
of the facility itself, plus the maintenance and operation of certain 
certification needs? 

Mr. POST. Correct. The average small airport is not looking to make 
a profit. We feel if we can make ends meet we are doing awfully 
doggone well. 

Mr. SHOUP. I would ask you a question where possibly you would 
help us because you have demonstrated here that you are very success- 
ful with your landing fees. You have also stated  

Mr. POST. Not landing fees, use charges. 
Mr. SHOUP. User charges. Head tax. 
Mr. POST. We call it a use charge and we find there is quite a dis- 

tinction there. 
Mr. SHOUP. All right; a user charge. 
With your generated traffic enplaning, do you find that you can at 

this charge, $2. meet your costs ? 
Mr. POST. Yes. 
Mr. SHOUP. Would you have any suggestions how the small air- 

ports could meet their costs? Because certainly user charges are not 
practical. 

Mr. POST. I agree that there is a problem and there should be a bet- 
ter way of handling this. Perhaps it should come, as has been sug- 
gested, either as a percentum out of the present 8 percent or an increase 
made to it on a reverse scale, the smaller airports needing the greater 
amount, down to larger airports which need the smaller amount. I 
think it is going to have to be demonstrated on a need basis, however. 

Mr. SHOUP. This would mean that this is actually maintenance and 
operation out of the present 8 percent, if an airport demonstrates a 
need. 
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Then the tlirust of your testimony is that you have an operation 
whicli you are satisfied with. You are requesting that it be kept in 
operation until a better way is shown. 

Mr. POST. This is right. 
Mr. SiiotTp. I haA^e no further questions. 
Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Skubitz ? 
Mr. SKUBITZ. Mr. Chairman, I am sorry to be late. I have had a 

delightful experience this morning, riding Amtrak. 
May I suggest, Mr. Chairman, if the airports continue to charge a 

head tax, they will have all of us back on Amtrak in no time at 
all. 

Mr. ADAMS. Thank you very much, Mr. Skubitz. 
Tliank you, Mr. Post. We appreciate your being here and your 

testimony. 
The next witness is Mr. Harry Bellinger, director of commerce of 

the city of Philadelphia, and he is to be accompanied by Mr. Lennox 
Moak, director of finance. 

STATEMENT OF HARRY BELLINGER, DIRECTOR OF COMMERCE, 
CITY OF PHILADELPHIA, PA.; ACCOMPANIED BY LENNOX MOAK, 
DIRECTOR OF FINANCE 

Mr. BELLINGER. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee; I 
am director of commerce and also a member of the mayor's cabinet 
responsible for the operation of the Philadelphia International Air- 
port. 

In exercising that responsibility I work very closelv with Mr. Moak, 
who is the finance director and concerned with the fiscal implications 
and burdens, if you will, of operating a major airport. 

Philadelphia's International Airport is very much like Washing- 
ton's. If you would look at the pictures of them you would see the 
similarity. Both front on a river. Both are landlocked. And as I say, 
we have many similar problems. 

Today you have heard a scries of witnesses and I think you have 
touched on some of the basic things that I would like to talk to you 
about. 

One has to do with rights; another has to do with destiny; a third 
has to do with convenience. And the fourth really has to do with 
responsibility. 

Now, we are surely familiar with women's rights and civil rights 
and Indians' rights, but I am here to talk to you about city's rights. 
We feel that we have certain rights and we have certain responsibili- 
ties in operating an airport. 

Now. Congress certainly has the right to regulate interstate com- 
merce. I don't know if you have the responsibility to pay the full cost 
of exercising such rights. But in Philndelphia we operate an airport. 
The taxpayers of Philadelphia—and I emjjhasize "the taxpayers of 
Philadelpliia"—have paid in full the initial cost and are continuing 
to pay in full the initial cost of the development and expansion of that 
airport. 

This is a regional facility. It ser%-es three States. Eighty-eight per- 
cent of the nennip who us" thnt aimort do not livp in Philadelphia and 
do not share in that burden of paying those initial costs. 



This brings us to really the reason why we are here, the user's 
charge. 

Now, Mr. Shoup mentioned earlier that there was a popular refer- 
ence in the press to "head tax." That may fit a headline but to us it is 
an extremely important distinction. We say it is a user's charge. Mr. 
Shoup has indicated that he finds it not practical. We happen to be 
the first major airport in the country to institute such a charge, and 
quite frankly we find it very practical because it enables the people 
using that airport to enjoy sharing the burden that has primarily 
been and privately been that of the taxpayers of Philadelphia in the 
past. 

We find ourselves at somewhat of a disagreement with our primary 
tenants, the airlines, despite what Mr. Mitchell said, that the big 
airports often are not concerned, or siding with the airlines. We have 
been accused of many things in Philadelphia, but it has never been 
with siding with the airlines. 

We often find ourselves, if you will, in an adversary position with 
the airline. And I think that is unfortunate because we are both pri- 
marily concerned with the same people, the people using the airport. 
But they, as has been pointed out here earlier, are companies that 
must make a profit. And they are in a highly competitive business. 

And they have many problems that you gentlemen are really more 
familiar with than I. But the fact reniains that the person we are 
both concerned with is the person using that facility. 

There is a problem, however, that we are concerned with the total 
convenience. The airlines' concern can diminisli or even disappear 
once that person gets off the airline. 
•   This again, as I say, often brings us into conflict with the airlines. 

In Pliiladelphia we have just opened a new runway, a $22 million 
runway, which is one of the two best-equipped nmways in the world. 
The latest planes are flying in and out of Philadelphia. We are on the 
threshold of a $25 million expansion program. We already have $13 
million in contracts let, another $25 million in contracts out on the 
street for bids. 

By the end of the year we will have up to $60 million of construction 
underway. 

Now, we are building a terminal, expanding our terminal. We will 
not have an important ingredient when we are finished, and that is 
multitier parking. We will be forced to operate in remote parking lots. 
And the reason we will not have it is because the airlines feel that it 
is not their responsibility to get into the parking business. 

However, it is our responsibility to make that trip, that complete 
trip as easy and as pleasant for the person using that airport as 
possible. 

It is our responsibility to make the highways to and from that 
airport, to hopefully see that they are as adequate as possible. And 
again we get into an area of conflict, both with the airlines and the 
State highway people and the Federal highway people. 

Another major concern that has got much publicity in recent months 
is the problem of security. The FAA handed down orders in Decem- 
ber that an armed guard would be at every checkpoint in the airport. 

We completely support those security measures. We happen to view 
security as a major concern. However, the reaction to these security 



334 

refjulations was varied across the country. Some airlines even have 
joined in a suit to stop it. We didn't poin in that suit. "We believe you 
cannot do without security. It is a sad commentary on our times that 
tliis money has to be spent for this kind of a problem, but those are 
the facts of life. 

Now, in Philadelphia our mayor, Frank Rizzo, happens to be a very 
firm believer in security. He takes the Federal regulations one step 
further. They say "an armed guard." He says: 

If you are going to put a man in a crowded terminal with a gun he had better 
be the best qualified man you can find. 

We take it one step further and want a Philadelphia policeman in 
there, fully qualified, fully trained, among the best policemen in the 
country. Tiiey are going to staff our station. That is the decision. The 
initial decision to increase our operating budget by 20 percent; the 
mayor's decision to use police increased that another 10 percent, so 
we are talking about a 30-percent increase, or about $500,000 a year. 

In addition, we are monitoring very closely the checkpoints that 
we have already set up. And they have been working fairly well—and 
I say "fairly well," because you hit peak periods when you really 
stack up. 

Again, it is much like you have here in Washington. Now, these 
went into effect in February. This is not a peak period of travel in 
Philadelphia. As we approach the Easter week, this will really be 
put to the test. We may have to make further adjustments. And again, 
you are talking about tremendous outlays of funds. But we are con- 
cerned witli the convenience of the people using that terminal and 
we feel that the responsibility and the right and the means, if you 
will, to provide the additional security, and the additional conven- 
ience, is ours. 

Now, one of these bills, 2695, is referred to as the Airport Develop- 
ment Acceleration Act of 197.3. We urge that you pass that, but we 
urge first that you strike section 1113(a). This is the section which 
prohibits the user's charge. Because if you do not, this bill to us be- 
comes in Philadelphia a very ironic contradiction in terms. 

Rather than accelerate the development of our airport, it will im- 
pede it; and furtherfore, it will add greatly to the inconvenience of 
the people using that airport. I think really that is what you people 
are trying to do here. 

Now, you have heard several people from several different cities. 
The numbers change and the problems really are different. The first 
gentleman wanted to build a new runway—Mr. Boyd. The second 
gentleman, Mr. Mitchell, was concerned with the increase in operating 
costs and security costs, and so was Mr. Post from Allentown. 

Eacli airport is different. Here in Washington you have two air- 
ports. Your problems at National differ greatly from your problems 
at Dulles. I can boil them down in the simplest words. 

At one airport you have too many people; at the other, you dont 
have enough. It would take a collection of Solomons to come up with 
a standard formula to satisfy the problems at 532 airports across this 
country. If you have that wisdom I would be greatly impressed. 
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But if I may suggest: leave the local cities, the local operators, some 
flexibility to aetermine their own destinies, if you will, to determine 
their own responsibilities, to meet those responsibilities. Without that 
we are just going to have chaos. 

I might add two other quick things. One of the basic objections to 
the user's tax was that it would impede traffic. In Philadelphia, the 
first major airport to impose such a charge, it did not impede traffic. 
As a matter of fact we had some dramatic increases where we thought 
we would be most \'ulnerable, particularly in foreign charters. 

No. 2. We are concerned with a variety of charges. That is the con- 
cern that I think should be shared. If I may point out, a motorist in 
New Jersey who drives into Philadelphia has a choice of three bridges: 
two charge 60 cents; another charges 5 cents. Yet when that same 
motorist drives into New Yoi-k, he pays a dollar to get into that city. 

So there are existing charges that vary dramatically. So I don't 
think there are standard chaiges because there are not standard prob- 
lems, and there are not standard solutions. 

Please leave us an area to operate. We need certain flexibility. We 
cannot come to you for everything. We do not want to argue with you 
about the 8 percent. We do not want to ai-gue with the airlines. If 
something is wrong we want the responsibility to correct it without 
getting into extended negotiations. 

Thank you. 
[Attachments to Mr. Bellinger's statement follow:] 
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ScHEDUtE II.—CITY OF PHILADELPHIA FISCAL 1974 OPERATINO BUDGET, AVIATION 
FtiNn 

Estimated expenditure requirements—classified 

MUUons 
Personal services  $2. 7 
Purchase of services  .9 
Materials and supplies  .4 
Equipment   . 3 
Contrilnitions, indemnities, refunds and taxes  1.1 
Debt service  7. 4 
Payments to other funds (see detailed schedule attached)  10. 8 

Total estimated expenditure requirements     23.5 

SCHEOT;LE IIA.—Cmr OF PHILADELPHIA FISCAL 1974 OPERATING BUDGET, AVIATION 
FUND 

Schedule of payments to other funds 

Police protection services  $940, 400 
Fire protection services  1, 122,640 
Snow removal  30, 000 
Electricity     800, 000 
Telephone  58, 000 
Gas     108, 000 
Liability insurance  84, 000 
Payment in lieu of city property taxes  1,351,000 
Payment to amortize past debt  6,000,000 
Services by other city agencies  200, 000 
Workmen's  comi)ensation  2, 709 
% of 1 percent of class 100 for personnel costs  13, 298 

Subtotal     10, 710, 047 
Payment to sewer fund  25,000 
Payment to water fund  35,000 

Total payments to other funds     10, 770,047 

SCHEDULE III.—CITY OF PHILADELPHIA FISCAL 1974 OPERATING BUDGET, AVIATION 
FUND 

Revenue estimates 

Space rental and landlnp fees ' $8,698, 074 
Concessions and other revenue       6, 562, 250 
Reimbursement—Federal and State  32,500 

Total revenues from operations     15, 292,824 

Airport passenger service charge     11,250,000 
Less cost of collections (2 percent)       —225,000 

Net airport passenger service charge     11,025, 000 
Kelmbursement—capitalized debt service      1, 778,176 

Total revenue    28.096,000 

Total estimated expenditures  23, 500, 000 
Add: 

Reserve for reduction in fees payable for landing and rentals  2, 298,000 
Payments to airport reserve account  2,298,000 

Total      28,096,000 
> Net payable to airport after allocation of 12,298,00 equals $7,015,074. 
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Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Shoup ? 
Mr. SHOUP. Thank you Mr. Chairman. 
Your airport has become rather infamous throughout the hearings 

we have had. I have heard of the Philadelphia airport quite often, and 
the user charges or specifically the head tax, as it has been referred to. 

There are quite a few allegations. I would like to hear from you. 
You are saying that I, as a user of your airport, should experience 
the joy of using it by being charged additionally. 

I understand that this money then goes to maintain the airport and 
provides the facilities for me. 

Mr. BELLINGER. I think Mr. Moak can get into that a little better 
than I. You are probably leading up to the fact that last year we 
didn't have an airport fund. We never had an airport fund to Phila- 
delphia, as I mentioned. It was developed and supported out of the 
general fund by the taxpayers of Philadelphia. 

This year we are setting up a separate airport fund. We would have 
had one last year if this hadn't developed. With this new administra- 
tion we are changing. It would have been done last year  

Mr. SHOUP. I did not mean to lead you into something. The allega- 
tion has been made here that the user charges have been used to pay 
police and fire retirement. 

Mr. MoAK. May I respond. 
Mr. SHOUP. If you would, please. 
Mr. MoAK. On the schedules which have been distributed, I believe, 

to you  
Mr. ADAMS. They have. And without objection, Mr. Skubitz or Mr. 

Shoup, I would ask that the schedules which have been supplied to the 
committee be made a part of the record immediately following Mr. 
Bellinger's statement. 

Mr. SHOUP. I have no objection. 
Mr. ADAMS. It is so ordered. 
Mr. MOAK. Last year when I appeared before this committee we 

developed a set of schedules similar to this, but from which we deleted 
Ihe parking operations. And there were some objections raised here 
and there have been some objections raised in other quarters, that in 
the process of looking at the historic picture, at least retrospectively 
wo should look at the airport and the parking facilities as an entity, 
rather than drawing a line at the front door, as we shall for our ac- 
counting as we move into this picture. 

If we look at this the cost to Philadelphia of developing these air- 
ports from 1945 to date: in terms of cash flow, debt service is included 
in expenditures here. Capital outlays payable from bonds funded are 
not included; only the debt service related thereto. 

Federal funds are generally excluded for capital purposes, are 
totally excluded from these costs and from the revenues. 

You will note that through the years, from 1945, we had a substantial 
loss in each year up through 1966,1 presume it is. Since 1966 we have 
had an annual positive flow of cash, ranging considerably, depending 
upon certain work which we had to do at the airport. 

In the current year we estimate that there will be a positive cash 
flow of $6,300,000', of which about $5,900,000 is the user charge. The 
user charge is in column 1 as a part of the $18 million revenues for this 
year. 
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Mr. SKUBITZ. IS the $6,395,000 recorded under the gain or loss 
column ? 

Mr. MoAK. Yes, sir. Of that approximately $5,900,000 is to be de- 
rived from the user charge. So that, looking at this as a business pro- 
position, from our point of view, the city has made these advances 
through the years. We paid ofF our debt service relatively early through 
the years; 20-year bonds in most cases. 

Therefore, we believe we are entitled to interest upon the funds 
which we advanced from the general taxpayer funds for airport pur- 
poses ; and conversely, when there are favorable balances, in casting the 
accoimts, we have given credit to interest on those in coming to the 
conclusion. 

So that at the end of 1962 we showed approximately $2 accumulated 
adverse position. By the end of 1973 we hope that will be reduced to 
$59 million. And this year, the money from the airport service charge 
goes into the general fund. All of the charges payable are paid from 
the general fund. 

For fiscal 1974 we are developing a separate aviation fund. There 
are several reasons. One is, in order that we can better set forth for the 
benefit of everyone concerned what the revenues and expenses relating 
to the operation of the airport are, on a continuing basis. 

Second, we will be going to revenue bonds this fall and it is neces- 
sary for us to have such an accounting statement in the case of the use 
of revenue bonds. 

In schedule 3 these were not put together in quite the order in which • 
I wanted them. Schedule 3 is the summary projection of the aviation 
fimd operation in fiscal 1974, with the receipts from the various pri- 
mary sources shown there. 

It is our intent, in the renegotiation of the contract with the airlines 
now in process, to establish landing and space rental fees at a level 
which would ^ross about $8,700,000. It is our intent, also, to make a 
part of the air passenger service charge available as a reduction to 
those fees, if that charge is continued in force. 

If we are successful in the Supreme Court in sustaining the position 
established in our lower courts and if the Congress does not deny us 
the right to continue this service charge, we expect to gross about $11 
million from the year's service charge. 

In schedule 2(a), you will note that we propose to pay $6 million 
toward the amortization of the historic debt that is shown on schedule 
1 of $59 million. We proposed to pav the general fund, in review of 
property taxes, $1,351,000. 

The remainder of the revenue derived from the $11 million after 
taking the six off will be first devoted to financing the security costs, 
and the remainder will be divided into two parts, shown at the bottom 
of schedule 3. One is a reserve for reduction of fees payable by the 
airlines, and the other is to an airport reserve account, in order that 
we can move forward toward parking and other improvements, which 
we do not want to assess to the airline if we can avoid it. 

In issuance of our revenue bonds, we do not wish to follow the Chi- 
cago pattern. The Chicago O'Hare pattern is fundamentally a pattern 
in which the airlines agree to pay a combination of fees, which, taken 
together with other concessions, rentals, and revenues, will enable 
you to operate the airport. And you have to have in many cases, where 
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this pattern exists, and revenue fundinja:—yon have to have the ap- 
proval of tlie airlines in order to issue additional debt. 

In contrast to this, vre prefer the Port of New York Authority 
method, in which there is a severance of the relationship between fees 
paid and the bonding, the bonds that are issued. This is very impor- 
tant to us, because, as Mr. Bellinger has indicated, we need a number 
of facilities, in relation to the airport, which are of rather minor in- 
terest to the airlines. 

We have to park now—what is it ? Three-quarters of a mile from the 
front door is our major parking facility. We want to bring this close 
at hand. 

Mr. SHOUP. I want to get back to my question. 
Mr. MoAK. So the money that is going to things other than air- 

port expenses, under the projection for next year, would be in repay- 
ment of this debt of about $6 million. The remainder of it would be 
in support of general airport operations, including the police, includ- 
ing a payment of that portion of the police pension fund cost allocable 
to the man who are serving at the airport, but not to any other people. 

Mr. SHOCTP. The receipts that you had, this entire schedule, goes 
into the general fund of the city of Philadelphia? 

Mr. MoAK. The receipts now. 
Mr. SHOUP. All receipts go to the general fimd ? 
Mr. MoAK. At this point all receipts go to the general fund, ex- 

cept water, sewer, and some State highway monej'S which are required 
by law to be separated and some Federal grants. 

Mr. SHOUP. If, then, it were the decision of the city council, or 
whoever makes your decision in the city of Philadelphia, that these 
expenditures, as are listed in schedule I would be allocated differently, 
there is no requirement that user charge fees will be used for airports? 
There is no restriction? These funds may be used anywhere the coun- 
cil sees fit? 

Mr. MoAK. We have no dedication of revenues. In the process of 
levying charges and taxes in Philadelphia, there is no dedication to 
a specific purpose. 

Mr. SHOUP. Mr. Bellinger, may I ask: It has been stated here that 
not only are you retiring the fund, the money expended pre\aously, 
but you are also charging interest against those that use the airport 
at the present time, against past exependitures, with the obvious intent 
of rclaiming every penny of local money that has been expended, plus 
interest, from today's user. 

This. then, means to me. that you do not feel that the people at 
Philadelphia have any obligation. You remember Mr. Adams' point, 
that he made very well. I think, that there are benefits derived from 
an airport other than just the passenger himself. 

Mr. BFXLTNGER. Let me say that I happen to think that an airport 
is a tremendous economic generator. But I emphasize the fact that 
the airport in Philadelphia was developed and funded and operated 
by the taxpayers of Philadelphia. 

Now. we are in a 5-million area—population of about 5 million 
people. INIost of the .5 million people in that area, most of the business- 
men in that area, have benefited tremendously from the commerce 
brought in through that airport. 
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But the development of that airport, the funding of that airport, 
the operation of that airport, has been the responsibility only of the 
people in Philadelphia, not the people in the surrounding counties. 
Not the people in the surrounding States, although they enjoy and 
profit by that airport. 

Mr. SHOUP. This is 100-peroent reclaiming? 
Mr. BELLINOER. T think Mr. Moak can address himself better to 

that. But I want to emphasize that we fully appreciate the value of 
that airport, not only to the city but the entire region. The whole 
purpose of this user's charge is to share the responsibility for the 
development of that airport so we can accelerate the development, 
if vou will. 

Because—and T emphasize—88 percent of the people are not from 
Philadelphia. If you fly into Philadelphia—perhaps you are in Phila- 
delphia and rent a car and go to the airport and return—you have to 
get on a bus and drive to a remote parking lot. We should have multi- 
tiered parking facilities right in front of the airport. And we will 
have, but when, is directly related to such additional sources of revenue 
as this. 

If you today tell me about a moratorium, if you will give me a 
moratorium of 10 years on the prohibition of such charges, T will go 
back todav and start building two of those garages so that they will 
be readv for 1976. But you can't operate and you can't develop and 
make these tremendous long-range expenditures when you are not 
sure of vour sources of revenue. 

Mr. SiTorp. One final question, Mr. Chairman. T suppose INfr. Moak 
could explain to me very briefly: Last year there were $5,900,000 of 
user charges: this year you project $11,250,000, close to twice as 
much. "WHiat is the increase ? 

Mr. MOAK. Two factors. One is that we had one month in which 
a charge was collected but not remitted to us within the fiscal year. 
So this year's cash receipts only represent eleven-twelfths of the total 
year. 

More importantly, up to this point there has been a large percentage 
of the people from whom the airlines apparently have not collected 
the charge. 

Now, the airlines, luider our ordinance, are responsible for collecting 
the charge. If they do not collect it then thev are responsible for paying 
us for the charge which they have failed to collect. This is in litiga- 
tion. We do not anticipate that this litijration will be concluded by 
June 20th, and therefore we think that the $5.9 million is about all 
we are going to get from the airlines in cash this year. 

On the other hand, next year we expect to get a full year's collec- 
tions on our passengers. And. as a matter of fact, if we are successful 
in our claim against them, the cash flow next vear would be even 
greater than the $11 million shown here, because thev will have to pay 
back the portions which have not been collected and remitted to us. 

Mr. SHOFP. The charge is for enplaninfr? Or deplaning? Or both? 
Mr. MOAK. Enplaninsr. It was originally both. sir. and it became 

administrativelv unfeasible and was changed to the single enplaning. 
Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Skubitz? 
Mr. SKUBITZ. T have a few questions, Mr. Chairman. 
Sir, the cumulative loss of $59,383,000: what does this include? 
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Mr. MoAK. Well, it is taking this as if it were a business, which it 
is, and starting; at the beginning, in which the city, as the stockholder, 
advanced cash sufficient to build the airport and to operate the airport. 
And the difference between what we received as revenue, what we had 
to pay out, and the interest upon that differential comes down to the 
$59 million. 

Mr. SKUBITZ. Now you want the user to pay back the $59 million 
investment; is that correct ? 

Mr. MoAK. We want them, over time, yes, to pay us for this invest- 
ment. 

Mr. SKmrrz. And how much of the user tax do you intend to apply 
against this $59 million? How much for the year 1973, for example? 

Mr. MoAK. Six. 
Mr. SKITBITZ. SO, in about 9 years the city will recoup its investment ? 
Mr. MoAK. No. 
Mr. SKI-BPTZ. I forgot: you want interest on the investment. You 

want 6 percent interest. We are talking about the City of Brotherly 
Love right now, are we not ? 

Mr. MoAK. T notice when I borrow money I have to pay interest 
on it. 

Mr. SKUBrrz. And when you borrow money from Uncle Sam you 
want a low rate of-interest? 

Mr. MoAK. We have never borrowed money from Uncle Sam except 
in the redevelopment program, where it is the basic pattern. 

Mr. SKUBITZ. YOU have no low-cost housing projects in Phila- 
delphia? 

Mr. MoAK. Well, I think we have a lot of them. 
Mr. SKUBITZ. I think you have. Those are low-cost loans and you 

don't pay 5 percent on that. 
Now, the $18 million in total airport revenues—does that sum go 

into the city general fund ? Is that the practice in Philadelphia ? 
Mr. MoAK. As of this time, all operations, all of the airport opera- 

tions are operated through the general fund. They have been through- 
out all of the years. 

It was our intent last year to try to get an airport fund established. 
Along came this service charge and the circumstances were such that 
the Council told us: "Ixit's leave it where it is," because if we set it oflp 
as a separate fund at that time, and then the service charge had been 
declared unconstitutional, we might have been in a position of violat- 
ing certain elements of our charter. 

Mr. SKU-BITZ. I recall last year you testified that some $2 million 
in profit was derived from the parking areas that you also applied to 
the general revenue fund of the city. Isn't that correct ? 

Mr. MoAK. In the statement I made last year, the figure of $59 mil- 
lion that I have here now was recorded as $96 million. This is because 
T separated out the parking opeartions away from the terminal and 
field operations. The table last year related only to terminal and field 
operations. This year's table is the totality of terminal, field, and 
parking. 

Mr. SKUBrrz. Well, let's get down to some plain understandable 
facts. You used parking area income last year for other than airport 
development. That is what you said last year. Is that correct ? 
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Mr. SKrniTz. And you consider tlie parking area surrounding the 

airport is not a part of the airport in Philadelphia; is that a correct 
statement ? 

Mr. ^loAK. I consider that it is inappropriate for cost accounting 
purposes to include the parking area, the hotel, as being an airport 
function. And as a matter of fact, much of the land on which the fees 
were generated are not lanfls that are part of the airport in any sense. 
They are across the maior highway, away from the airport. 

They are lands in which financing of the cost thereof is in no way 
reflected in this table. 

Mr. SKUBITZ. HOW much profit did you make on the airport last 
year? 

Mr. MoAK. I figure, including straicht cash flow  
Mr. SKUBrrz. How much net profit did you make from the airport 

parking? 
Mr. MoAK. By my definition, a loss of $1,100,000. By cash flow, if I 

include my interest in here, we are making  
Mr. SKDBITZ. I am concerned now only about the parking area, 

where you charge the user a fee to park on your parking lot? How 
much net profit did you make on that operation? 

Mr. MoAK. Excuse me. I will have to get another table to answer 
your question. 

Mr. BELLTXGER. If I may, while Mr. Moak is getting the other table: 
Recovery of historic debt is not unique to Philadelnhia. San Francisco 
is doing the same thing. The difference is the airlines figuring it into 
their basic rates and charges. It is as true as I am sitting here that it 
will come up in other airports. 

If I may. as you say, get down to common language: In talking 
with the airlines, I said, "When we were doing business a few years 
earlier, we were growing boys and needed help. You come of age and 
like all adults you should pay your own way. It is quite that simple. 

Mr. MoAK. This data is not complete, sir, but to the best that I am 
able to answer your question, from the data I do have available: the 
parking areas generated about $2,300,000 in revenue for the city. 

I do not have the expenses, if any, which we incurred allocated 
against that. 

Mr. SKtTBrrz. You separate the parking area income from the air- 
port income ? 

Mr. MoAK. I did in the table I presented last year. It is not sepa- 
rated in the testimony before vou today, schedule I. 

Mr. SKXTBTTZ. But you do that because it is not inside of the airport 
building; is that correct? 

Mr. MoAK. Well, our reason for wishing to do it for the future is, 
fundamentally, that we want to bring parking up near the terminal 
facility. 

Mr. SKUBrrz. Your reason last year was that you wanted to show a 
loss in your operation. Isn't that correct ? 

Mr. MOAK. NO. I have a fundamental position, that the terminal 
and field should be self-sustaining, over time, as an entity. 

Mr. SKUBITZ. You would not have much of a parking income out 
there without an airport, I would think. And there would not be any 
profit without the airport, would there, sir? 
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Mr. MoAK. Well, I guess that that is probably true. 
Mr. SKUBITZ. I would like to go back to the early hearings on this, 

to see what Philadelphia spokesmen said when they asked for funds 
to develop the airport. I imagine they made at that time all sorts of 
offers of the things they were going to do for the users and the air- 
lines in order to get the funds to build the airport. All the municipali- 
ties made the same pitch. 

But, at this particular moment it appears that the airport in Phila- 
delphia has become a profitable operation. And you now want the 
people who land there and the people who leave there to pay off a $59 
million debt you incurred to build an airport. 

Do you invite tourists to come to your city ? Do you invite conven- 
tions to come to vour city? And if you do. is it to secure the $3 head 
tax, or because of the amoimt of money the tourists are going to spend 
in your city ? 

Mr. MoAK. I hope we get botli the $3 and the usual benefits derived 
from tourists. 

Mr. SKCBITZ. I will do my best to see that you do not get the $3. 
Thank you, sir. 
Mr. BF.TJ.IXOER. But if I may respond to your question about tourists 

and conventions: that is another fallacious argument, if I might add. 
Such charges discourage conventions and discourage tourists? It just 
does not hold water. And tlie facts will support this. Wc have had now 
10 months' experience with this charge. 

Pliiladelphia, if I may put in a "commercial." happens to be what I 
feel is the most important tourist attraction in this country. Every 
American should visit that city once. And I do not tliink that that de- 
cision will rise or fall on whether or not he lias to pay a users' charge. 

Mr. ADAMS. Let me ask a couple of questions, since my colleagues 
have finished and T have heard your explanation of it. 

In vour ficiire here, that represents a $.59 million total cumulative 
loss. Was this airport built under the original Federal program, where 
we went into .50-percent matching funds and so on, on runways and on 
towers and so on ? 

Mr. MoAK. All Federal and State—we have some State assistance in 
the airport—all Federal and State assistance has been netted out of 
botli the revenue and expenditure side. 

Mr. ADAMS. I understand that, but suppose the Federal Government 
were to claim from you on a business basis tlie moneys that they have 
put into tlic nniways and the othei- facilities there. I would gather that 
tiiat would come up to a very substantial sum. would it not? 

Mr. MoAK. I am sure it would and we would have to raise the service 
charge a bit higher. 

Mr. SKUBITZ. Mr. Chairman, don't forget the Federal Government is 
also entitled to the interest charge, if we are to follow the Philadelphia 
plan. 

Mr. ADAMS. Just a moment. What we are getting at is that govern- 
mental units here have been trying to create a national airport system. 
And to do this a substantial amount of money lins been pouix'd into 
Pliiladelphia, as elsewhere. I do not know of anyone on this committee 
or elsewliere that is trying to establish a historic- debt to collect that 
back from any city. Do you ? 
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Mr. ^loAK. Would you restate your question? The last sentence, I 
missed a word. 

Mr. ADAMS. "What I am saying is: do you know of any proposal be- 
fore this committee or clsewhei-e, where the Federal Government is 
proposing to collect a historic debt for moneys we have placed into 
the construction of local airports by Federal matching funds? 

Mr. MoAK. The answer, insofar as the Fedei-al Government is con- 
cerned is "No." The ans\^r, insofar as the city of San Francisco is 
concerned, is "Yes." 

Mr. ADAMS. Well, we will get to the city of San Francisco in time, 
too. 

What I am pointing out is that the creation of an historical debt 
system, so far as I can see, is simply a paper transaction by which you 
transfer funds from airport profits into the general fund and base it 
on an accounting concept that you had put some money into in the past, 
and therefore, the city of Philadelphia should get it back now. 

Isn't that correct ? 
Mr. MOAK. Well, you see, I am unable to follow the logic of the ar- 

guments here. I am pinned on the one side by: Didn't we take some 
profits and put them into the general fund? And I am pinned on the 
other side by: It is unfair to consider  

Mr. ADAMS. I have not said "fair," or "unfair." I am just trying to 
understand what you have done in your schedule 11(a). As I under- 
stand it, you are going to put about $10 million from the airport 
into general functions of the city of Philadelphia. One is a payment in 
lieu of city property taxes. One is a payment to amortize past debt, 
which I understand is your historical delDt, what you say you spent in 
the past. 

The other is police protection and fire protection services, which I 
understand goes into your pension fund for those men who might be 
assigned to the airport. 

^fr. MOAK. A portion of it does. Most of this is for the salaries of the 
men wlio are serving at the airport. 

Mr. ADAMS. All right. And here on this "services by other city agen- 
cies," you had $200,000. In other words, what I am trying to determine 
is that you have shifted your system, but that you are basically turn- 
ing about $7 million into the general fund, on the basis that the city 
of Philadelphia put it in the past into this airport. 

Mr. MOAK. NO. The $6 million relates to  
Mr. ADAMS. The payment in lieu of city property taxes: Did you 

make a charge to your other agencies, like city hall or other places 
like that for payment in lion of property taxes? 

Mr. MOAK. We are instituting a new procedure by which we will be 
charging our water and our sewer system for a payment in lieu of 
taxes also. 

^Ir. ADAMS. Well, but all this does is that you are then taking your 
city property and in effect, by an accounting tinnsaction, allocating 
money into tlie general fund from whatever kind of specialized services 
you have. Do you have a separate water-sewer charge in Philadelphia? 

Mr. MOAK. Yes. 
Mr. ADAMS. SO you had a separate fund there. So in order to get it 

into the general fund you charge in lieu of taxes on that fimd; isnt 
that correct? 
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Mr. MoAK. Sure. We make a charge in lieu of taxes. In the same 
manner with public housing, which was commented upon earlier. 
There is a charge in lieu of taxes in the operation of the public housing 
facility. 

Mr. AD.\M8. Right. In other words, the system that you are develop- 
ing in this facility is to transfer rcA'enues from any particular city 
function into the general fund, by charging in lieu of taxes or by 
charging to amortize a past debt. 

Mr. MoAK. It is an extension of a pattern which I established 20 
years ago when I was at that time also director of finance for Phila- 
delphia, under which, when one fund renders services to another, we 
have charges for services rendered. And this is an extension of that 
philosophy, in an effort, where we are in a business enterprise, to 
treat that the same as if it were privately owned, in relationships with 
the mainstream of the Government operations. 

May I make two small comments about the bill ? Just veiy small. 
Mr. ADAMS. Well, quickly, because I know the gentlemen have to 

leave, because we only have 15 minutes to answer these quorums. 
Mr. MOAK. First, in line 19 on page 4 there is prohibition against 

gross receipts taxes. It seems to me our city has a gross receipts tax gen- 
erally applicable against business. It seems to mc that it would be equi- 
table for you to consider that there be no gross receipts tax here differ- 
ent from that generally applicable in the community. 

In other words, that we couldn't use this device for the purpose of 
going around the back door. But if we have gross receipts otherwise 
applicable, it would continue to be applicable. 

The other concern is on page 5, line 8. And I am not sufficiently 
familiar with the history of these items to know. 

Reference is made here to reasonable rental. Is this the first time 
that the Congress has undertaken to interpose this kind of standard in 
negotiations between the airlines and the airport operators? If so, who 
is going to determine what constitutes reasonableness? Is the FAA or 
some other agencj', going to have to move into this ? 

I think this is a tremendous departure, to which no attention has 
heretofore been given and I did not catch it, really, until I read it this 
morning. 

Mr. ADAMS. We will look into that. 
Thank you verj' much, gentlemen. 
This concludes the hearings on this subject, and the committee is 

adjourned. 
[The following statements and letters were received for the record:] 

STATEMEXT OF ROBERT E. MOXHOE, COXORESSIONAL LIAISON, AIRCBAFT OWNERS 
AXD PILOTS ASSOCIATION (AOPA) 

AOPA appreciates this opportunity to present Its views on H.R. 4082, H.R. 
2605, S. 38 and related matters. 

Definition of "Airport Development".—All of the bills cited would amend the 
definition of "airport development" contained in Section 11(2) of the Airport 
and Airway Development Act (AAD.\) to Include security equipment, and S. 38 
would also amend It to include facilities for passengers and bag(^ge. 

As the law stands, amendment of this definition Implies and ultimately results 
in two con.«equences: (1) the additions will be allowable for roatchlnfi; funds at 
some percentage, and (2) the matching funds will be drawn from the aviation 
Trust Fund. With consequences of this sort, amendment should be considered 
with caution. 
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Security.—AOPA recommends rejection of all the proposals to amend the defini- 
tion to include security equipment. Tiiese special security costs are essentially 
police type exiJcnses and should be funde<i by the same means and from the same 
sources as other police functions. In addition, the program of searching all pas- 
sengers and baggage witli the equipment presents serious Constitutional problems 
with resi)ect to the "unreasonable search and seizures" phrase of the Fourth 
Amendment that have not been resolved. Xor doe.s it seem wise to include in a 
relatively long term program a provision of this retroactive nature for a short 
term program that should be approaching completion about the time the amend- 
ment would become oi)eratIve; a provision that would remain for subsequent rein- 
terpretation to cover other items that some administrator might consider desir- 
able but which had not been contemplate<l by your Committee. 

Terminal HuiUUng Facilities.—AOl'A Is less concerned about amending the 
definition to include that iK)rtion of terminal building facilities for handling i>as- 
sengers and baggaKc, even though these facilities seldom benefit general aviation 
users. Such facilities are an integral and indisi)ensable t>art of air transportation. 
Since passengers jmy a large .share of the user taxes, it does seem fair that they 
should receive something in direct return to make their travel more comfort- 
able and eiflcient. On the other hand, we hoix? that any such amendment is so 
carefully drawn that it will not result in tlie excesses that caused Congress to 
eliminate terminal building eligibility several years ago. 

Airport Vertiflcati<m.—The definition already contains a provision including 
costs of airix)rt certification. AOl'A recommends that this provision be deleted and 
that Section (il2 of the Federal Aviation Act of 1958 be repealed. 

At the time of the hearings on tlie Airport and Airway Development Act, this 
provision was not in any of the bills being considered. The idea of airport certifi- 
cation was not discussed to any significant extent or favored by any witnesses 
other than those for the airline pilots. Xor was the provision contained in the 
Senate enacted version of the legislation. Hence, we were disappointed to find 
It In the House version and in the final law. 

There is no evidence that justifies the cost and the red tape consequences of 
airport certification. The accident record clearly indicates that the incidence of 
injuries, fatalities, proi)erty damage and fires as a result of aircraft accidents 
on airports is not of sufficient magnitude or widespread occurrence to warrant a 
regulatory program of the character authorized by Section 612 of the Federal 
Aviation Act. Taking all of civil aviation together, it does not average one acci- 
dent on a public airport per year. And the average for accidents on airports in- 
volving either fatalities and/or injuries is but a small fraction of the above. 

From the record we can only conclude that the airjwrt certification program 
is unnecessary and i)laces a pointless burden on many airport.s. the taxpayers— 
both user and non-u.ser, and the Federal Government. We should not have to 
waste money and effort providing facilities and services at every ain'ort author- 
ized for u.se by air carriers to deal with situations which occur so seldom that 
their probability in the course of a year is remote or non-existent. Moreover, those 
few airports which had encountered a need for such facilities and services had 
already acquired them. 

ADAP Authorization and Ohligational Level*.—Present law (AADA Section 
14(a) and (b)) authorizes airport development of not less than $250 million for 
airline served airports and $30 million for other airports annually. Total obliga- 
tions are currently limited to $840 million (the three year multiple of $280 mil- 
lion ) for the combined programs. 

H.R. 26&5 would make no change in the annual authorizations but would In- 
crease the obligatlonal level by the existing annual amounts to $1,120 million and 
$1,400 million for FY 1074 and 1975 in successive increments. H.R. 4082 would In- 
crease the annual authorizations to $312.5 million for airline served airports and 
$37.5 million for other airports with corresponding adjustments in the obliga- 
tlonal levels for the .same years. S. 38 would Increase still further the annual 
authorizations to $375 million for airline served airports and $45 million for other 
airports with corresponding adjustments in the obligatlonal levels for the same 
years. 

AOPA recommends adoption of the provisions of S. 38 in this respect. The Trust 
Fund has and will continue to have sufl[lclent money to support the scale of pro- 
gram envisioned by the Senate bill. The money comes from taxes levied upon 
the users for that purixwe. Xo useful objective Is served by delaying or stretch- 
ing out the provision of the facilities for which the taxes were Imposed. Expendi- 
ture of these funds does not have any effect upon the real Federal budget deficit 
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since these monies do come from the Trust Fund. Finally, the basic purpose •f 
the AADA was to catch up as quickly as possible with current needs for airport 
and airway facilities. 

ADAP for U.S. Government Joint Use Airportn.—Present law (AADA Section 
10(c)(1)) does not permit either agencies of the Federal Government or non- 
Federal sponsors to receive ADAP fiinds for projects on Federal joint-use air- 
ports. Most cases of this kind Involve military airports, and the particular in- 
stance which gives rise to the issue is McCoy AFB nt Orlando, Florida. 

All of the bills cited contain a provision to permit the use of ADAP funds on 
U.S. Government joint-use airports. 

AOPA Is opposed to adoption of this provision unless the .sentence is further 
amended with the following proviso (both amendments italicized) : 

"No airport development project may be approved liy the Secretary with respect 
to any airport unless a public agency nr the Vuited States or any agency thereof 
holds good title, satisfactory to the Secretary, to the landing area of the airport 
or the site thereof, or gives assurance satisfactory to the Secretary that good 
title will be acquired; Provided, that any Federally owned airport for which a 
project has 6een so approved shall be available for use by all operators of civil 
aircraft." 

The purpose of the airport development program is to Improve the airport sys- 
tem so that it .ser\-es the needs of the nation and it.s users. AOPA Is stoutly opiK).sed 
to the use of ADAP funds on joint use airports which are not open to all civil 
users. McCoy Is an example; it accommodates airlines but prohibits general avia- 
tion use, even to deliver or pick up passengers or cargo using the airlines. AUAP 
funds, which are derived from taxes on all civil users, should not be invested on 
airports that are not available for use by all civil users. 

Federal Share of Project Costs.—l^resent law (AADA Section 17) provides 
that the Federal funding of allowable airport development pmject costs shall not 
exceed 82% for certain items related to landing aids. 75% or les.s for other Items 
In public land states and the territorial possessions, and 50% for other items 
elsewhere. 

All of the bills cited would amend these limitations with the following net 
results: 

82% for landing aid Items (no change), 
82% for .safety certification items (up 7-32% depending upon whether or not 

a public land state project), 
82% for security equipment Items (new), 
75% for other projects at aln>orts enplaning less than 1% of total enplaned 

airline passengers (up 25% to the maximum allowed now In public land states), 
50% for other projects at airports enplaning 1% or more of total enplaned 

airline passengers (no change although if the project lies in a public land state It 
could still go to 75% as previously). 

S. 38 would, in addition, allow 
50% for tennlnal building projects directly related to the handling of pa.s.sen- 

gers or their baggage. 
AOPA's views and recommendations on this net structure of Federal shares 

varies In each case. 
AOPA favors retention of 82% funding for landing aid items as do all of the 

bills cited. 
AOPA Is oppo.sed to 82% funding or funding nt any level for the airport safety 

certification program. The cost of this program cannot t)e justified in view of the 
very small numl>er of accidents, aircraft fires, fatalities and personal Injuries 
that occur on alrx)orts. Those few airports whioli could justify a need for the 
facilities and services requlre<l by this i)rogram had already acquired them. The 
others did not and do not need them. Neither they nor the Federal Government 
nor the users should be burdened with the cost of providing what is not needed. 
Therefore, AOPA recommends deletion of the provision for 82% funding for the 
purposes of airi>ort safety certification and here reaflHrm our previous recommen- 
dation that Section 612 of the Federal Aviation Act of 1958, as amended, be 
repealed. 

AOPA is opposed to 82% funding or funding at any level from the Aviation 
Trust Fund for security purposes as proposed by all the cited bills. As previously 
noted, the security program is essentially a police type program and should be 
funded by the same means and from the same sources as other police progrrams 
are. 
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AOPA strongly supports fnndlnR for eliRlhle projects other than landing aids 
at a level of 75% for airports enplaning less than 1% of total air carrier enplane- 
ments and 50% for those airports enplaning l^-^ or more. This adjustment would 
help reduce local pressures for inhibltive taxes and fees to produce matching 
funds. Small communities do need this increase in assistance. It will accelerate 
airport development where It is needed. Large airports have given abundant evi- 
dence that they are well al)le to meet their needs with the assistance available 
under present law. Therefore, AOPA recommends adoption of the provisions for 
75% and 50% .shares contained in ail the bills cited. 

AOPA has no objection to the funding of terminal building facilities for passsen- 
gers and baggage as proposed by S. 38. Projects of this kind are likely to be of no 
significant l)enefit to general aviation but we tlilnk that equity justifies this pro- 
vision since passengers are paying a great share of the u.ser taxes. As previously 
indicated, we hope that this kind of aid will not result in excessive "Taj Mahals" 
or "gold plated" equipments of tlie kind which cau.sed Congress to disallow all 
terminal buildings from any kind of aid. Some remarks to this effect in the com- 
mittee report on the l)ill would seem wise. 

Similarly, AOPA has no objection to the related consequential amendment of 
.(VADA Section 20(b) as proposed by S. 38. 

Planninff Period.—AOPA has no objection to the provision in all the cited bills 
to extend by one year the perio<l allowed for preparation of the National Airport 
System Plan (AADA Section 12(a)). This will merely legalize the failure to meet 
the due date last year. 

Impoundment.—S. 38 contains a "sense of Congress" provision that no authori- 
zations or appropriations for the purposes of the AADA .shall be Impounded. 
AOPA is in full .sympathy with the ol)jective of this provision and thinks it is 
particularly appropriate with respect to trust fund type appropriations of which 
the pre.sent case is one. Our only reservation is that a "sen.se of Congress" provi- 
sion may not iiave the force tlmt is required to accomplish the objective. We 
recommend a direct and conclusive prohibition. 

ADAP Criteria for Small Community Projects.—For many years small com- 
munities have encountered difficulties in securing assistance for airport develop- 
ment projects that are .scaled to the needs of the community. Projects co.sting 
less than $10,000 are discouraged and will not be considered. Sponsors are often 
persuaded to apply for projectJ? wherein the site preparation and pavement 
specifications envision eventual development as an air carrier airport even 
though the likelihood of air carrier service in the foreseeable future is remote 
or non-existent. Nor is there a simplified administrative procedure for dealing 
with projects of low cost. A letter which exemplifies the problem was received 
during the preparation of this statement and is attached as Exhibit 1. 

If economy in government is desirable, and we think it is, then local sponsors 
shonld not be discouraged from seeking assistance for projects that meet their 
needs and are not excessive to them. 

AOPA recognizes that this Is a difficult problem to solve legislatively and 
therefore recommends that language be placed In the committee report instruct- 
ing the Secretary of Transportation to alter administration of ADAP so that 
development of economical low cost airport development projects appropriate 
to the nature and size of the sponsoring community and its reasonably fore- 
seeable needs are encouraged and facilitated; and to report back to the com- 
mittee within six months the steps he has taken for this purpose. 

ConcJu«io«.—AOPA appreciates your consideration of these views and strongly 
urges favorable action on its recommendations. 

EXHIBIT I 
FiEST NATIONAL BANK, 

Plcasanton, Tex., February 26, 1913. 
Mr. MAX KARANT, 
Senior Yice President AOPA, 
Washington, B.C. 

DEAR MR. KARANT : When I joined AOPA several years ago and started receiv- 
ing the monthly Confidential Newsletter and read .some of the editorials in The 
AOPA Pilot, I felt that there was a lot of unnecessary criticism of the F.A.A. 
Bureaucracy—mainly because of my lack of awareness in this area. 

I have become particularly disturbed recently with some of the reports 
centered around the User Charge program being talked about by the Cost 
Allocation Study Group of DOT. Perhaps the F.A.A., If they were really cost 
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conscioiu, would do well by taking an inward look at some of the monumental 
bureaucratic "red-tape" whicb could l>e streamlined and save the government (as 
taxpayers) untold amounts of dollars. 

As an example, as Chairman of the Pleasanton Airport Advisory Board. I am 
somewhat familiar with part of their waste in connection with an application 
dated June 7, 1972, which we (City of Pleasanton, Texas) submitted for certain 
imi>rovements to the Pleasanton Municipal AiriKjrt under the Airport Develop- 
ment Aid Program. Our application requested a total of ^1,000.00 in ADAP 
funds for: 

(1) One-half  reimbursement  for land  ac-quisition  $3ao00-f-2=$19,000.   and 
(2) One-half of costs to purchase and install a non-directional beacon (for 

VPB homing and IFR approaches) $4.000-4^2=$2,000. 
This was, we felt, a very reasonable request. 
In first talking with F.A.A. officials, they advised us that we should not apply 

for less than $10,0(X) in fund.s. I asked why. They related that it costs an estimated 
$10,000 (probably more) to merely process an application and they did not like 
to make grants for less than the amount it costs them to process a request. 
Also, they indicated that processing time would take about sixty (60) days. It 
has l>een over seven (7) months and we still have not received a decision on 
onr request. 

They advised us, on several occasions, that they felt we were not requesting 
sufficient funds for the NDB. Each time, we as.sured them that we had priced 
installed systems from at least two manufacturers and we could obtain the 
complete system (including rejtair parts, etc.) for tlie $4,000 requested. 

It seems they (the Houston District Office) have approved only one such NDB 
and they managed to run the (irice up to $10,000 by requiring a paved road to 
the transmitter, a fence around it, engineering, etc. 

They have now deleted the NDB from our request (I wonder if their reason 
is we did not ask for enough) and will probably cut about $4,000 or $5,000 from 
our land reimbursement. 

I realize that our encounter is a small "drop in the bucket" compared to the 
whole picture, but my point is that: Why can't the F.A.A. delegate decisions on 
smaller recpiests, of say up to $50,(X)0 or $75,000 or even $100,000 to a committee 
of three or five knowledgeable, qualified iiersons who receive a recommendation 
from the F.A.A. District Airport Office Chief and let them act without the costly 
procedures now used. 

Granted, probably a small amount of money would be wasted from time to 
time under this method, but I feel that much more would be usefully spent than 
is now being done. Just think of .savings several thousand dollars ($4,000 to 
$8,000) on each request under ADAP funds—many airjwrts would benefit, not 
to mention saying the government  (us taxpayers) money. 

Also, the F.A.A. has several District Offices here in Texas, each performing 
parallel duties. Why can't F.A.A. (again taking that inward look) combine both 
of these offices Into one regional office preferably located in our State Capitol 
near our Texas Aeronautics Commission so tlieir joint efforts could be better 
coordinated. 

We have a fine Aeronautics Commission here in Texas—probably one of the 
best in the nation. As you probably know, they make matching fund grants to 
communities of less than 50,000 iwipulation to build and improve ain>orts. This 
is liow we built ours—with a $50,()00 local bond issue and almost that much in 
T.A.C. matching fund.s. Their appropriations come from unclaimed aviation gas 
tax refunds. 

I recently told Mr. W. O. Karpenko, the T.A.C. Chief Engineer, that I honestly 
felt that we would not have an airport in Pleasanton today if we had depended 
on the F.A.A. for assistance, due to their "red-tape," delays, etc. We completed 
our airport In 1971. 

If the federal government Is becoming so cost conscious (which is good as long 
as it is done with common .sense) why don't they economize on some of the 
giveaway  (waste) programs in the fields of agriculture, i)overty, etc. 

Enough of my "soapbox" comments for now. Keep up your good and informa- 
tive Confidential Newsletter—it really is beginning to make sense to me now. 

Sincerely, 
W. S. DEAN, 

PresMent. COitU, ASMELI, CFIAI, lOI. 
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STATEMENT OF JOHN J. O'DONNELL, PRESIDENT, AIB LINE PILOTS 
ASSOCIATION 

Mr. Chniminn: I nm J. .1. O'Donnell, President of the Air Line Pilots Associa- 
tion. In this capncity, I represent tlie profes-sional interests of 40,000 pilots 
and flight attendants of the nation's airlines. We appreciate the opportunity to 
give our views on the several bills before you designed to prohibit state- or 
locally-imposed u-se or service charges—commonly called "head taxes"—on airline 
passengers. 

We believe that tlie proliferation of head taxes in airports throughout the 
country will bring about—and, in fact, has already begun to bring about—an 
inequitable, inconvenient, and administratively chaotic burden of taxation on 
air travellers, with no accompanying improvement in airjiort security, safety, 
and development. 

As this Committee well knows from previous appearances before you, airline 
pilots and flight attendants are very safety and security con.scious. If we felt 
that a head tax would provide for greater airport security, safety and develop- 
ment, I am sure we would endorse such taxes wholeheartedly. However, we 
believe that head taxes have a disruptive and chaotic effect on air travel. Our 
meinljers serve hundreds of cities and counties in all .'lO states plus Washing- 
ton, D.C.. Puerto Rico, and I'.S. territories. We fly into more than 530 domestic 
airports, and any of the jurisdictions where these facilities are located are 
now free to impose head taxes of varying amounts on arriving and departing 
|)assengers. The head taxes already imposed have caused much confusion and 
frustration among passengers and the airlines. We believe timely action by the 
Congress is tirgently required to halt this double taxation of airline passengers. 

I u.se the tenn "double taxation." for the travelling public is already taxed 
through a u.ser charge added to the price of an airline ticket as authorized under 
the Airi)ort and Airways Act of 1970. The Air Line Pilots Association has been 
a strong supporter of this act. We have appeared previously before Congress ur- 
ging an increase in the federal share for airport/air\vuys improvements from .50 
percent to 75 percent. Our op|)o.sition to bead taxes in no way implies n lessened 
need for these additional finids. We feel that the iirgent requirement to improve 
airport safety and security can be met more equitably and effectively by increas- 
ing the federal share of funds than through additional use and service charges 
that are locally- or state-imposed. 

The Air Line Pilots As.sociation rigorously supports airport improvements that 
are in tlie interest of public safety. We also understand the financial difliculties 
facing local governments. At the same time we realize that such imj)rovements 
can best be obtained through the continued balanced and more equitable ap- 
proach of i)roviding funds for localities and states from the Airport Airways 
Trust Fund to which every air traveller now contributes when he buys his 
ticket. 

Therefore, we respectfully urge this Committee and the Congress to give 
favorable consideration to legislation prohibiting the imposition of head taxes 
on air travellers. At the same time, to best provide vitally needed funds to the 
states and localities for airport development and improvement, we urge that 
the federal share of the Airport Airways Trust Fund be increased from the 
present 50 iwreent to 75 percent with the states and localities providing the 
difference. 

STATEMENT or JAMES E. DUNNE, II, MANAGING DIRECTOR, AIRLINE 
PASSENGERS ASSOCIATION, INC., DALLAS, TEX. 

Airline Passengers Association Is a 13-year-old national association organized 
for the purpose of bettering airline passenger safety, convenience, comfort and 
economy. Its membership of 20,000 are primarily in the U.S., its territories and 
possessions. A.P.A., speaking on behalf of airline passengers, stated last year 
its opposition to the adoption of a proposed "head" tax ordinance in the City 
of Dallas. Located in Dallas. A.P.A. was able to generate significant media cover- 
age regarding the disadvantages of the "head" tax, and we feel our objections 
to the ordinance played a part in its defeat. The credit must go, however, to the 
Dallas City Council and Mayor Wes Wise, for their farsightedness and objectiv- 
ity in recognizing the pitfalls and repercussions of such an unfair and discrimina- 
tory tax. 

93-23« O - 79 - 24 
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While relatively convenient for us to speak out In Dallas, It has become 
Impossible for us and other concerned groups to tackle each situation around 
the nation. Now that the door Is open, states and municipalities by the numbers 
are looking at "head" taxes as a new license to enact their own versions at the 
expense of airline passengers everywhere. Approximately thirty-nine cities and 
one state have already adopted a head tax. Many others are considering it. 
Obviously, we can expect further proliferation of such proposals all across the 
country. 

At our appearance before the Dallas City Council, we stated the following 
reasons for our opposition to a "head" tax in Dallas or anywhere else: 

1. The tax is discriminatory since all enplaning or deplaning passengers will 
be charged the same "head" tax, regardless of the amount of the ticket. Further, 
persons aboard private aircraft and freight carriers using facilities will not be 
charged the tax. Commercial passengers, therefore, will carry the entire burden. 

2. The tax di.scourages air travel by increasing the ticket costs. It is an 
economic fact that when you Increase the price of any product or service, yoti 
eliminate a segment of potential customers. In some cases, municipalities are 
considering "head" taxes that would significantly increase ticket costs. 

3. The user (passengers), through the cost of their airline tickets which 
include the present 8 percent federal tax going into the Federal Trust Fund, 
already pay the greatest share of the cost and maintenance for the whole air 
transportation system, a system which benefits the entire nation—not just the 
users. 

4. The tax possesses elements of taxation without representation. If such a 
tax such as this can be levied by a City Council or state body for one dollar, it 
could be raised to two, three or four dollars without the ultimate consumer 
having any real voice or choice. 

There is a moral question. This complexion of today's airline passenger is 
changing. He is no longer only the aflluent busine.ssman. Statistics show that an 
ever increasing number (over 50%) of today's airline passengers are traveling 
for non-business puri'oses and are from a greater and broadening spectrum of the 
American population. 

The U.S. Supreme Court, in arriving at its affirmative decision regarding a 
siiecial "head" tax, did so to aid one small city and state to raise revenues 
necessary to maintain minimal standards for commercial service. We feel that 
the primary concern of the Supreme Court was to alleviate similar situations but 
was not intended as a license to metropolitan areas (or states) to establish taxes 
of this type which can be levied for airport use or, as in the ease of Philadelphia, 
Pennsylvania, for general fund ptiriw.ses. The twenty-two major hub airports 
(which include Dallas and Philadelphia) that account for more than 75% of all 
domestic air, generally are money making. Airline passengers will contribute 
over five hundred million dollars to the Federal Tni.st Fimd this fiscal year. 
The fund in turn is contributing, to a great degree, to the building and success 
of many new and improving facilities. 

Recent statements by congressional leaders make it clear that they, too, did 
not Intend that air travelers be subjected to local "head" taxes in addition to 
the 1970 Airport and Airways Development Act (Trust Fund). 

Shortly after the Supreme Court niling, H.R. 14847 was introduced. This 1)111 
would have amended the Federal Aviation Act of 1958 to prohibit state Cor local) 
taxation of the carriage of persons in air transportation, and we wholeheartedly 
favored its passage. However, the President saw fit to let the final legislation die 
by pocket veto. Now, we support S. 38, H.R. 4082 and similar legislation and urge 
quick adoption. 

We recognize, legitimate problems of .some municipalities who desperately need 
additional funds to increase and broaden their airiiort facilities. We also recog- 
nize the need for state governments to uncover new methods of raising money 
for tran.sportation related projects. But, we do not believe the answer is an 
unfair and discriminatory taxing vehicle that will create a burden of double 
taxation for the air traveler. If there were not a Fetlera! Trust Fund already 
being heavily supported by air travelers—a trust fund with ample dollars being 
generate<]—we would not be .so adament in our opposition of "head" taxes. The 
"Trust Fund is the answer. We stated last year that consideration be given to 
increasing the federal ratio for matching funds for airport grants, and to 
broadening the scope to include terminal facilities. By enacting legislation that 
would Increase federal contribution ratios, the government would also be able to 
have a greater voice in assuring a more uniform and more efficient and effective 
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airport design. The efficiencies achieved will enable airlines and municipalities 
to standardize procedures and effect economies; thus, helping to head off future 
increases in ticket prices as well as making airline travel safer, more convenient 
and more economical. We strongly oppose "head" taxes of any kind. Passage of 
this bill will protect the rights of our millions of airline passengers. 

We ask that proposed legislation be enacted soon and that Congress not take 
a "wait and see" position. 

STATEMENT OF DANIEL J. HANSON, EXECUTH'E VICE PBESIDENT, AMEBICAN ROAD 
BUILDERS' ASSOCIATION 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I appreciate the opportunity 
to present the views of the American Road Builders' A.ssociation with respect to 
pending legislation to amend the Airport and Airway Development Act of 1970. 

We are fully in support of the overall thrust of the several House bills which 
have been written along the general lines of the bill passed in the closing days of 
the {)2nd Congress (S. 3755), which was vetoed by the President, and the similar 
bill (S. 38), which was pas.sed by the Senate earlier this year. 

The 1972 Airport and Airway Act was one of the several bills which the 
President vetoed after the adjournment of Congress with the explanation that 
these bills did not conform to budgetary limitations. While it is quite true that 
the 1072 Airj)ort nnd Airway Act proposed an increase in Federal assistance to 
the airport program, it is aLso true that the proposed increase was well within 
the cai)ability of the Airport and Airway Trust Fimd. 

The Trust Fund was estnbli.she<l in 1970 as a means of providing adequate 
funding for the airport and airway program by assigning the Federal costs of 
the program to special taxes levied on the u.sers of the airways. 

The rationale of the President's action is vetoing this legislation is therefore 
difficult for us to comprehend. If the President believes that the special taxes 
are producing more revenue than is needed for an adequate program, he should 
ask Congress to reduce the taxes. 

One of the chief problems witli the Federally aided airport program, without 
question, is the existing inability of local airj>ort .spon.sors to raise sufficient 
money to match Federal aid. Existing law places these local sjjonsors at a dis- 
advantage vis-a-vis the agencies responsible for highway and urban public 
transportation projects. Tlie matching ratio for Federal-aid highways is 90-10 
in the case of Interstate jirojects and, effective July 1, 1973, 70-30 for other 
Federal-aid highway projects. For urban public transportation project.s, the 
existing matching ratio is % Federal—% local. Pending legislation would 
increase tlie Federal share payable for ma.ss transit projects. A Senate proposal, 
incorporated In the Senate-passed S. 502, the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1973, 
would Increase the Federal .share to 90 percent. A similar urban mass transit bill 
now iiending in the House Banking and Currency Committee would Increase the 
Federal share to 80 percent. The Administration has indicated that it favors an 
increase to 70 percent. 

It seems reasonable and consistent, therefore, to increase the Federal share 
payable of Federally aided ainiort projects to at least 70 percent. 

"The difficulties in which States and local governments find themselves with 
respect to matching Federal-aid funds have been reflected In the increase in the 
number of "head taxes" levied by State and local governments on enplaning 
and deplaning airline pas.sengers. These taxes are an undesirable restriction on 
interstate commerce and, of course, exceedingly unpopular. Thus, we believe, 
the quid pro quo solution devised by Congress last year is an admirable one; 
i.e., to i)rohibit the "head taxes" but to compensate by Increasing the Federal 
share i)ayable so the imposition of the "head taxes" will become unnecessary. 

We believe S. 38, as passed by the Senate, proposes a reasonable compromise 
to the long-standing controversy over providing Federal assistance for the 
construction or improvement of terminal buildings. For many years, ARBA took 
the position that Federal funds should be concentrated on air-field improvements 
directly related to the safe and efficient operation of aircraft, and that State and 
local governments .should accept full responsibility for terminal buildings. 

The compromise proposed in S. 38 is that Federal funds should be made avail- 
able for terminal improvements, but only with re8i)ect to those terminal facilities 
directly related to the movement of persons and their baggage, and then only on 
the basis of 50-50 matching. It should be recognized that terminal facilities 
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catering to large numbers of travelers are often operated at a profit, due to the 
popularity of restaurants, news stands, drug stores and other concessions In 
the terminal building. However, this is not always the case. In small terminals, 
particularly, the volume of traffic is not sufficient to make such concessions self- 
supporting. Nevertheless, tl>e air traveler must be kept "warm and dry." 

We therefore propose a further restriction on the use of Federal-aid funds for 
terminal improvements. We suggest that the Federal assistance applicable to 
terminal improvements at any one airport be limited to $600,000. This is a 
sum large enough to be very useful in the construction of an adequate terminal 
at a small airport, but not large enough to be of major significance in the 
development of terminal facilities at very large ain>orts. 

We strongly support proiHJsals to increase the Federal sliare payable for 
safety and security needs to at least 82 percent. Tliese improvements are abso- 
lutely es.sential. Tightened Federal requirements in the.se areas have put a 
sudden and serious financial burden on airport operators. They need priority 
assistance in finding a solution. 

We appreciate this opportunity to present the views of the American Road 
Builders' Association. 

STATEMENT" or THOMAS S. MILES, PBESIDE.VT AND CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER, 
NATIONAL AIR TRANSPORTATION CONFERENCES, INC. 

Mr. Chairman, I am'Thomas S. Miles, President and Chief Executive Officer 
of the National Air Transportation Conferences, Inc. which represents 376 air 
carriers offering scheduled and/or charter sen-ices (pa.ssenger, cargo and mall) 
in the .50 states, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, Guam, 
the District of Columbia, and the territories and possessions of the United 
States. 

On February 7, 1973 President Richard M. Nixon honored me with a very kind 
letter in which he stated : 

"Our Nation's pro.sperity has long been related to America's transportation 
capabilltie.s. Today, communities throughout the United States, at the rural 
outposts of our land and in mountains and plains areas alike, have access to air 
transportation through the services of the commuter air carriers, the air taxi 
and charter airlines, and the air cargo operators. These sen-ices comprise a new 
national asset, imi)ortant to our Nation as a whole and vital to the communities 
you serve. 

"You have ray best wishes for a successful convention, and my appreciation for 
what you are doing to make local air transportation a part of the American 
scene." 

It saddens NATO deeply to advise this committee that commuter airlines 
specializing in short-haul air transportation may not be able to remain on the 
American .scene unless a climate is created that will make is possible for small 
communities to afford the airport facilities and services that make it economi- 
cally feasible for commuter airlines to serve them. And the creation of that 
climate is not through the adoption of airport head taxes—taxes that contribute 
in some eases to total taxation (fetleral and local) in excess of 20% of the 
passenger's fare. 

For example, a roundtrip Allentown, Pa.-Philadelphia passenger pays the 
following: 
Round-trip  fare  $29. 64 
8-percent Federal ticket tax  2. 36 
Allentown  tax  2. 00 
Philadelphia  tax  3. 00 

Total     37.00 

' Unlike no many strong and tnflncntlnl orennUatlons In the Nntlon's capital, NATC must 
rely solel.v on this hearlni; to have Its small voice henril ns It does not have the staff to 
take the time to explain to each committee memlier and his aides the ixisltlon of the com- 
muter alrllne/alr taxi charter Industry on this Important subject: therefore, we beg the 
Indiilpence of each committee member to take a few minutes to read this statement for the 
purpose of arriving at an Independent Judgment based on the merits of the Issue. 
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Under this example, the tax of $7.36 is 24.8% of the fare. Is that fair? Is It 
reasonable? It Is this kind of taxation that could destroy short-haul air trans- 
portation. And that would be contrary to the public Interest. 

In the desire to maximize the commuter airline services which the President 
states "comprise a new national asset," and in the desire to make the nation's 
air transport system what we all want it to be—the best and safest in the 
world—at a price the "users" of the system and the public can afford in their 
own self interest . . . 

1. NATC supports legislation which would prohibit a state (or political sub- 
division thereof) from levying or collecting a tax, fee, head charge, or other 
charge, directly or indirectly, on persons traveling In air commerce or on the 
carriage of jjcrsons traveling in nlr commerce or on the sale of air transporta- 
tion or on the gross receipts derived therefrom; 

2. NATC supports legislation which would increase annual ADAP authoriza- 
tions to a le\-el that will enhance the growth and development of airporta 
throughout the nation in the public interest; 

3. NATC supports legislation which would change the federal funding for 
airport grants from the present 50-50% ratio to a more appropriate ratio accept- 
able to, and workable for, the cities, counties and states that are so dependent 
on air commerce; 

4. NATC supports legislation which would make public areas of terminal 
buildings eligible for Tru.st Fund assistance on a 75-25% ratio, or some other 
appropriate ratio, with separate accounts established for major hubs, medium 
hubs, small hubs, full service local community airports served by commuter 
airlines, and all other airports so as to preclude a few major terminals from 
eating up the available funds; 

5. NATC supports legislation which would make funding for Are and rescue 
equipment and the personnel required to man such equipment at scheduled air 
carrier airports an FAA responsibility on a 100% federal basis; 

6. NATC supports legislation which would provide 100%) federal funding of a 
security system the government has designed and ordered as being necessary 
in the national and public interests ; 

7. NATC supports Revenue Sharing legislation which would make airports 
and the public areas of terminal buildings eligible for funds returned by the 
federal government to the cities and the states; 

8. NATC supports legislation which would Increase revenue from the 8% 
ticket tax by 25% by increasing the tax on each passenger's fare from 8% to 
10% PROVIDED that the addition funds produced thereby will be needed to 
cover the costs associated with items #2, #3 and #4. 

In serving major airports as well as thousands of small airports scattered 
throughout tlie U.S.A., commuter airlines and air taxi charter operators are 
sympathetic to the problems which prompt cities, counties and states to look to 
a local head tax as a much needed source of revenue for funding their airport 
needs. But like so many others seeking the best possible solution to the problem, 
our member carriers are opposed to any federal policy which would permit any 
airport to establish and impose a head tax to cover its own revenue needs for 
airport development and Improvement. 

Inasmuch as a .system for collecting appropriate "User taxes" has already been 
established by the Congress, we ask: "Why change It? Why complicate things 
by placing a tax on top of a tax?" It doesn't make sense to us. It will not make 
sense to the air traveling public. And it is costly to administer. If additional 
funds are needed to "beef up" Aviation Trust Fund, then let's go about It In a 
business like way by increasing the ticket tax from 8% to 10%." But if it Is not 
necessary at this time to obtain additional funds to meet present and long-term 
needs, then let us keep the ticket tax at the 8% level with the understanding 
that Uie balance of the NATC program as suggested herein will be adopted. This 
Is the very least that can be done at this time if new and additional emphasis 
Is going to be placed on improving and expanding airports serving smalltown 
U.S.A.—airports that are playing, and shall play, an ever-increasing role in 
assuring the orderly growth and development of the nation aa industry and 

• An ncrossthp-bonrd iOVc ticket tnx for ITS. domestic travel would be more acceptable 
to air travelers than would local airport head taxes and wonld perhaps produce more net 
Income than would the present H% ticket tax plus a $1 hee'^ tax Imposed at each airport 
throughout the nation without plnclng an administrative ourdcn on the airlines (as would 
be the case of the airport head taxes). 
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pounlatlon are distributed throughout our great land to provide a better way of 
life for all Americans. And of this would be In tune with the challenge President 
Nixon Included In his State of tlie Union message on January 22, 1970 wherein 
he said: 

"For the past thirty years our population has also been growing and shifting. 
The result is exemplified in the vast areas of rural America emptying out of 
people and promise—a third of our counties lost population in the 1960'8. 

"What rural America needs most is a new kind of assistance. It needs to be 
dealt with, not as a separate nation, but as a part of an overall growth policy for 
America. We must create a new rural environment that will not only stem the 
migration to urban centers, but reverse it. If we seize our growth as a challenge, 
we can make the ISTO's an historic period when by conscious choice we trans- 
formed our land into what we want It to become." 

The objective of the President's "new rural environment" which will "reverse 
the migration of urban centers" cannot be achieved unless adequate air service 
is provided to communities throughout America through their own full service 
local airports—airports which receive appropriate support for both sides of the 
fence. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for giving XATC and its member air carriers the 
opportunity to participate in this important hearing. 

NATIONAL LEAOUE or CITIES, 
U.S. CONFERENCE OF MAYORS, 

Washington, B.C., March 29,1913. 

Hon. HARtEY O. STAOOEBS, 
Chairman, Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee, Rat/bum House Offlct 

Building, Washington, D.C. 
DEAR CHAIRMAN STAOOERS : On behalf of the National League of Cities and 

the U.S. Conference of Mayors, which Jointly represent almost 16,000 municipali- 
ties across the nation, we would like to communicate our views regarding the 
ain>ort legl.slatlon new pending before your Committee. 

With respect to airport security, we believe that skyjacking must be recognized 
an a national problem that can only be dealt with effectively at the Federal level. 
On November 80, 1972, during its 49th Annual Congress of Cities, the National 
I-eague of Cities passed an Independent Resolution on "National International 
Actions to Combat Skyjacking and Other Crimes Against Civil Aviation." In 
particular, it strongly recommended "that the Administration propose and the 
Congress prompt'y enact legislation to provide Federal law enforcement officials 
at active boarding gates to support and back-up the airline screening effort . . ." 
It opposes "current federal proposals to require local law enforcement personnel 
to enforce federal antl-hljacktng laws at public airports, as this function of pro- 
tecting passengers from terrorists and political refugees is uniquely a federal 
obligation and cannot effectively be delegated to local government." 

The U.S. Conference of Mayors passed a similar resolution at their annual 
meeting in June of 1972. It also urged full federal funding for those items 
required to establish an approved Airport Security Plan. 

We are enclosing the Independent Resolution on Skyjacking, adopted by the 
National League of Cities at its Annual Congress of Cities in November of 1972, 
and a resolution of the Ignited States Conference of Mayors, adopted at Its annual 
Conference In .Tune of 1972. 

We urge prompt and affirmative action by the Congress to assure that the Fed- 
eral Government will assume Its appropriate responsibility in providing a na- 
tional system of airport security. We therefore support affirmative action by your 
Committee on S. 39, as passed by the Senate. 

Related to this Is the Airport Development Act, which includes n provision that 
would prohibit the use of "head taxes." We feel that the decision to impose 
"head taxes" Is a local matter to be levied by local governments, consistent, of 
course, with the Supreme Court's EvansviUc decision. 

Head taxes or passenger user fees would allow direct reimbursement to cities 
and to airport operators for costs Incurred In Implementing Federal security 
regulations. For many cities, it may be the only equitable and speedy way to 
raise the money to meet these new requirements. Action by the Congress to pro- 
hibit "head taxes" may l)e. In effect, an Intimidation of local authorities in their 
attempts to negotiate security fees with airlines and the Federal Government 
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Should the Federal Government refuse to assume responsibility for airport 
security, local governments must have the option of Imposing a passenger user 
fee or "head tax" to cover the high costs associated with meeting the Federal 
airport security requirements. We also consider head taxes to be an equitable 
means for cities and airports to meet expenses of their airports not covered by 
ADAP funds or airline fees. 

We, therefore, respectfully urge that the Committee reconsider their position 
on tills matter. We are in agreement with the otlier provisions of the Airport 
l>evelopment Act. However, we urge that all airports receive a 78 percent Federal 
share for ADAP fund.s, not only non-large hub airports. 

We appreciate your consideration of the airport needs of the nation's cities and 
tlie Federal role in meeting these needs. 

Sincerely, 
ALLEN E. PRITCHABD, Jr., 

Eaiecutive Vice PreHdent, National League of Cities. 
JOHN J. GUNTHEB, 

Executive Director, U.S. Conference of Mayor a. 

28.  SKYJACKING 

Whereas, the aviation industry of the United States and the individuals who 
travel on our airlines are being endangered by the heinous crimes of skyjaclcing 
and extortion and all the dangers inherent thereto; and 

Whereas, the President of the United States has publicly directed that the proper 
federal, state and local agencies take all action possible to end these despicable 
crimes against the citizens of the United States and others who may be traveling 
on our public airlines; and 

Whereas, the Administrator of the Federal Aviation Administration has caused 
to be issued Federal Aviation Regulations Parts 107 and 121 whlcli make incum- 
bent upon all airport managers and airlines the immediate implementation and 
continuous promulgation of adequate security measures with considerable 
expense Incidental tliereto. 

Now, therefore, be it 
Rctolved, That the United States Conference of Mayors support before the 

U.S. Congress legislation designed to authorize full federal funding for those 
items required by F.A.R. Parts 107 and 121, as necessary, to establish an approved 
Airport Security Plan, including those items purchased prior to enabling legisla- 
tion ; and be it further 

Rcnolvcd, That the United States Conference of Mayors supports the position 
that those gtiilty of these crimes and who seek refiige in a foreign state be auto- 
matically extradited to the state In which the flight originated, and that all 
states of the world be urged to become signatories to the Convention for the 
Suppression of Unlawful Seizure of Aircraft (Hijacking Convention) as pro- 
mulgated at the Convention held at The Hague, December 16, 1970. 

XoTE.—Proposed Resolution Xo. 20 (on school bussing) was tabled by the 
New Orleans Resolutions Committee. 

INDEPENDENT RESOLUTION ON NATIONAL AND INTERNATIONAL ACTION To COMBAI 
SKYJACKING AND OTIIEB CRIMES AGAINST CIVIL AVIATION 

Whereas, In spite of evolving federal and aviation Industry programs, the threat 
to the nation's air travelers of skyjacking, extortion, sabotage and bomb threats 
continues largely unabated ; and 

Whereas, federal and international efforts will be required to effectively deter 
future criminal actions of this type and to assure the safety of the world's air 
passengers and its civil aviation system ; and 

Whereas, in the United States, the Federal Government has the responsibility 
for the protection of Its citizens In the air and on the ground while in Interstate 
and international commerce; and 

Whereas, the Federal Government must both make Its resources available to a 
prompt solution of the ))resent security crl.<<Is and exercise leadership in assuring 
compliance by the aviation Industry of federal pas.senger screening and Imggage 
examination regulations. Including the provision of fe<leral law enforcement offi- 
cers at U.S. public airports to back-up the airline screening process and to enforce 
the federal laws against hijacking, carrying of concealed weapons on board air- 
craft and bomb threats ; and 
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Whereas, the most effective and long-term solution to skyJacWng and nerlal 
terrorism lies in International actions to eliminate all "safe havens" for hijackers 
In all nations and to assure prompt criminal prosecution when such Incidents 
occur; Now, therefore, be It 

Resolved 6j/ the duly qualified voting delegatet to the Annual Congress of Cities 
of the National League of Cities, assemhled in the City of Indianapolis, State of 
Indiana, this SOth day of Novemhcr, 1972. That the National league of Cities: 

1. Express its abhorrence to the continuing incidents of skyjacking, extortion 
and other criminal acts of terror which are endangering the safety of the public 
and the stability of civil aviation ; 

2. Urges the Federal Government to intensify its efforts to assure that poten- 
tial hijackers are prevented access to aircraft by regulatory requirements on the 
nation's airlines to undertake 100% screening of all airline passengers and exami- 
ination of carry-on baggage at each boarding gate, with the aid of metal detecting 
devices; 

3. Strongly recommends that the Administration propose and the Congress 
promptly enact legislation to provide federal law enforcement officials at active 
boarding gates to support and bnck-up the airline screening effort, to enforce fed- 
eral criminal statutes against hijacking, carrying concealed weapons aboard air- 
craft, and to search and arrest potential hijackers ; 

4. Opposes current federal proposals to require local law enforcement personnel 
to enforce federal anti-hijacking laws at public airports, as this function of pro- 
tecting passengers from terrorists and political refugees is iiniquely a federal 
obligation and cannot effectively be delegated to local government; and 

5. Strongly urges action by the United States, by multilateral or bilateral nego- 
tiations with other nations, to develop and obtain ratification of international 
agreements to eliminate "safe havens" for hijackers around the world and to 
assure prompt criminal prosecution when such Incidents occur. 

Adopted by the Resolutions Committee. 

AMEBICAN AUTOMOBILE ASSOCIATION, 
Washington, B.C., April 6,1973. 

Re: H.R. 4082, H.R. 2695 and related bills on prohibition of airport headtaxes. 
Hon. JOHN .TABMAN, 
Chairman, Su'bcommittee on Transportation and Aeronautics, Committee on Inter- 

state and Foreign Commerce, Rayl)um House Office Building, Washington, 
B.C. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN .TABMAN : The purpose of this letter Is to make known to the 
Subcommittee the policy position of the American Automobile Association on the 
several bills being considered by the Subcommittee dealing with the prohibition 
of airport headtaxes. 

On September 13,1972, at its 70th Annual Meeting, AAA delegates unanimously 
adopted a new resolution which reads: 

AIR  PASSENGER   HEAD  TAX—STATE  AND  LOCAL 

"The American Automobile Association Is disturbed by the imposition of state 
and local 'headtaxes' on airline passengers. AAA feels that these tax levys repre- 
sent a dangerous precedent which could lead to increasing economic restrictions 
on the right to travel. AAA also believes that these taxes represent double taxa- 
tion on airline passengers since the passenger's domestic ticket price already 
Includes a Federal tax of eight percent. Since this Federal ticket-tax revenue is 
deposited in the Airport and Airways Trust Fund, established by Congress to 
assist local communities in expanding and developing airport facilities, AAA 
believes that additional taxation on airline passengers Is unnecessary and unjust. 

"The American Automobile Association therefore calls on Congress to amend 
the Airport and Airways Development Act of 1970 to prohibit payment of any 
Federal grant or money available under this act to any state or locality which 
imposes either an arrival or departure 'head tax' on airline pa8.sengers." 

AAA is greatly concerned about the potential effect on air travelers of the tre- 
mendous proliferation of airport headtaxes which has occurred within the past 
year. In less than a year the number of juri.sdictions which have enacted airiwrt 
headtaxes has jumped from eight to nearly fifty. This dramatic Increase within 
just a one-year period of time justifies the fears expressed by proponents of the 
legislation to prohibit headtaxes whlcli was enacted by the Congress last year. 
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We regret the fact that President Nixon felt It necessary to veto this Important 
piece of legislation. 

It is the position of AAA that air travel will be expedited and enhanced if the 
taxes necessarj- to support development of our air transportation system are 
assessed on a national basis, and channeled Into the Airport and Airways Devel- 
opment Trust Fund. This will result in a strong, well-planned system. We espe- 
cially deplore the concept of utilizing airport headtaxes as a source for raising 
general funds for communities In and around our airports. 

It Is requested that this letter be made a part of the printed hearings on the 
subject of airport head taxes. 

Sincerely yours, 
CORNELIUS R. GRAY, 

Director, Legal Department. 

TBANSFOBTATION ABSOCIATIOIT OF AUEBIOA, 
Washtngton, B.C., March IS, 197S. 

Hon. JOHN JARMAN, 
Chairman, Transportation and Aeronautics Subcommittee, V.S. House of 

Representatives, Washington, D.C. 
DEAR CHAIRMAN JARMAN : On behalf of the Board of Directors of the Trans- 

portation Association of America, I should like to express TAA's views on several 
of the provisions included in H.R. 26&5, H.R. 4082, and Senate-passed S. 88, 
which bills are scheduled for hearings before your Subcommittee this week. 
These provisions deal with state and local head taxes on air passengers, changes 
In Federal/state-local matching ratios for airport construction projects, and U.S. 
funding of airport safety and security equipment. 

STATE AND LOCAL HEAD TAXES 

TAA believes that the Imposition of head taxes at the state and local airport 
level should not be permitted, since the impact on commercial air carriers and 
their passengers will be a detrimental one. We say this primarily because such 
taxes tend to be discriminatory In nature, which Is clearly shown by the fact 
that different airports are now levying different head taxes. Also, at least one of 
them wants to use part of its head tax revenues for non-avlatlon purposes. TAA 
has long opposed discriminatory taxation of interstate carriers at the state and 
local levels, and it has objected to the use of interstate carriers as an easy means 
of collecting tax revenues. 

Since commercial air carriers and their users are already paying over 90 per- 
cent of the revenues going Into the Federal Airways/Airport Trust Fund (over 
$680 million in 1972 and an estimated $884 million by 1975), this added financial 
burden will simply Increase their already disproportionate share of the over-all 
aviation user-charge burden. 

TAA also believes that such aviation head taxes, if not prohibited by Federal 
law, will expand rapidly and soon create heavy administrative as well as finan- 
cial burden on commercial air carriers. This is indicated by the fact that at least 
85 airports are now levying such taxes, and others are undoubtedly seriously 
considering taking such a step. 

The three bills referred to above all make clear provision for state and local 
airport authorities to obtain needed financing from airport users through a 
variety of taxation techniques; so we are not talking about depriving them of 
their right to recover their costs, but simply prohibiting one method of doing It 

FEDERAL/STATE-LOCAL AIRPORT FUNDINO RATIO 

As members of your Subcommittee should recall, TAA was a .strong proponent 
of the Federal Airways/Airport Trust Fund, and it has expressed strong oppo- 
sition to attempts to u.se the revenues in this Fund for other than the purposes 
for which it was created. We also object to the impounding of the revenues in 
this Fimd so long as the facilities called for under its enabling statutes have not 
been built and the states and/or local airport authorities are In a position to pay 
their required portion. 

We recognize that in a number of instances it is quite difficult for these air- 
port authorities to raise these matching funds; and we thus do not object to an 
Increase in the Federal share to 75 percent for facilities at certain airports, as 
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called for In the three bills being discussed, provided the money comes out of 
revenues going into the Airways/Airport Trust Fund. The 25 i)ercent require- 
ment at the state and local levels should be sufficient to assure justification of 
the projects to be built. 

FUKDING FOB AIBPOBT SAFETY AND BECURITY EQUIPMENT 

TAA's support of the Airways/Airport Trust Fund Is Interpreted to cover the 
construction of facilities required for the safety and security of air passengers, 
and properly certified by Federal authorities as required. Therefore, we favor 
passage of the provisions calling for up to 82 percent of the total cost of such 
facilities to be paid from revenues in the Fund. 

We urge approval of your Subcommittee of the provisions in H.R. 2695, H.R. 
4082, and S. 38 referred to above, and request that this letter be made part of 
the official record of the hearings on these and related bills. 

Sincerely, 
HABOLD F. HAMMOND, 

President . 

NiAOABA FRONTIER TRANSPORTATION AUTHOBITY, 
Buffalo, AM'., February 28,1973. 

Mr. W. E. WILLIAMSON, 
Clerk, United States House of Representatives, 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
Washington, D.C. 

MR. W. E. WILLIAMSON : Through the American Association of Airport Execu- 
tives, the Niagara Frontier Transportation Authority has been advised that on 
March 6 & 7, 1973, the House of Representatives Subcommittee on transporta- 
tion and aeronautics will hold public hearings on Bills No. H.R. 4082, H.R. 2695, 
S. 38. and all similar bills. 

This Authority would like to go on record as endorsing Bill H.R. 4082 which 
provides 75 percent ADAP funding for presently eligible items except at the 
large hubs; 82 percent funding for certification and security items; Increases 
the annual authorization about 26 percent to $312.5 million through Fiscal Year 
1975; and prohibits the head tax. 

With the added responsibility and costs incurred by airport operators to meet 
the needs of the public and to comply with recent FAA regulations, it Is essen- 
tial that aid of the type recommended by Bill H.R. 4082 be provided at the earliest 
possible time. 

Sincerely yours, 

JOHN  C.  SEAL, 
Manager, Public Relations. 

CITY OF RIVERSIDE MUNICIPAL AIRPORT, 
Riverside, Calif., March 1,1913. 

Mr. W. E. WiLLiAsrsoN, 
Clerk,  U.S. House of Representatives, Committee on Interstate and Foreign 

Commerce, Washington. D.C. 
DEAR MR. WILLIAMSON : The City of Riverside is very much interested in 

hearings that we understand the Congressional Sub-Committee on Transporta- 
tion and Aeronautics will be holding March 6th and 7th to consider the Airport 
Development Aid Program and airport certification and .security items. We would 
appreciate your making this City's iwsltion a matter of record at these hearings 
as follows: 

"The City of Riverside strongly supports Congressman Staggers' bill H.R. 
4082, wherein It is proposed that Airport Development Aid Program funding 
be increased to 75% for presently eligible items except "at the Inrger hub air- 
ports ; 82% for certification and security items and Increases the anniial author- 
ization by approximately 25% to $312.5 million through fi.scal year 1975. 

"Riverside Municipal Aln>ort Is primarily a general aviation airport with 
commuter service to and from Los Angeles furnished by Golden We.st Airlines 
and we have no strong position one way or the other relative to prohibition of 
the head tax proposed under Congressman Staggers' bill. 
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"The City of Riverside finds it increasingly dlflBcult to operate and improve 

the Riverside Municipal Airport to meet growing demands and has simply been 
unable to fund needed projects within the time frame necessary because of capi- 
tal project demands throughout the City. Increased federal funding will greatly 
assist the City In meeting current and future demand at the Airport. 

"The City of Riverside respectfully requests favorable consideration of its 
position In this matter." 

Very truly yours, 
ROY E. BATLESS, 

Airport Director. 

U.S. CONSUMER EXPORTS, INC., 
8t. Thomas, Virgin Islands, March 5,197S. 

Re: H.R. No. 2695. 
Hon. HARLEY O. STAGGERS, 
Chairman, Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee, U.S. Bouse of Repre- 

sentatives, Raybum House Office Building, Washington, B.C. 
DEAR CONGRESSMAN : As you may know, we supported the prohibitions against 

airport "head taxes" and gross receipts taxes contained in H.R. 14847 and 
H.R. 2337, as well as S. 3755, of the 92nd Congress. 

We now support the prohibitions on airport "head taxes" as provided in 
H.R. 2695. We especially support the applicability of these prohibitions to the 
Territories of the United States. 

We have been advised that Mr. Jack Monsanto, Executive Director of the 
Virgin Islands Port Authority, plans to appeal to your committee for an amend- 
ment to H.R. 2695 which would exempt the U.S. Virgin Islands (and other 
territories) from the head tax and gross receipts tax prohibition. For this reason, 
we would like to acquaint you with a few facts relative to the airport on 
St. Thomas. 

The existing "airport use tax" is discriminatory in that it is levied only 
on "persons departing the Virgin Islands" and does not apply to other users 
(inter-Virgin Island traffic). 

There is. In addition, a $1.00 "service charge" for use of the customs pre- 
clearance facilities on St. Thomas and St. Croix; again, levied by the Port 
Authority only on those persons who are departing the Virgin Islands (not 
inter-island traffic). 

When the Navy submarine base on St. Thomas became surplus, it was given— 
at no charge—to the Virgin Islands Government. Thus, the Virgin Islands Port 
Authority was born. The gift included extensive acreage, barracks, shops, hangars 
and a rain catch which was converted Into Harry S. Truman Airport. 

Aside from adding a relatively small over-run apron to the runway (rain 
catch), the Virgin Islands Port Authority has made no substantial capital 
Improvements to the St. Thomas facility. The passenger terminal and pre-clear- 
ance facility are old Navy hangars which, anywhere else, would have been 
condemned long ago. 

There have been a series of feasibility studies on relocation of the airport, 
or improvement of the present facility. Study number sixteen is now being 
made! 

A gross receipts tax (2%) is levied In the Virgin Islands, and the administra- 
tion is currently proposing that this be Increased to four percent (4%). Revenues 
from this gross receipts tax Is covered Into the general treasury of the Virgin 
Islands, with little if any being appropriated for Port Authority maintenance 
or improvements. 

When the U.S. Navy transferred Its vast land holdings to the Virgin Islands 
Government, one of the conditions provided that net revenues from that property 
be used exclusively for Port Authority operations. Management of these prop- 
erties, other than the airport and dock areas, has been taken away from the 
Port Authority and net revenues have diminished to something In the area of 
$60,000 annually. 

As you can see, the Virgin Islands Port Authority enjoys many advantages 
over port authorities on the mainland, mainly in that It acquired all of its 
property and buildings at no cost. 



We can think of no rational reason why the Virgin Islands or the other 
territories of the United States should be exempted from the prohibitions of 
H.R. 2695. Moreover, we believe that the Congress would be well advised to 
request the Comptroller of the Virgin Islands to review the terms and conditions 
under which Navy lands were transferred to the Port Authority, and to deter- 
mine if those terms and conditions are being properly adhered to by the 
Government of the Virgin Islands. 

Sincerely, 
Ain>T J. PEREZ, 

Pretident. 

[From the Dally News, Feb. 21. 1973] 

FUND REVENUES USED FOB BTJDOET, NOT LOANS 

Governor Evans has proposed to partially fund the operating budget in fiscal 
1974 as he has in the past three fiscal years, by transfers from balances 
available in various funds. 

These are the Matching Fund, which is supposed to be used for capital 
Improvements, the Interest Revenue Fund, the Health Revolving Fund, and 
advance drawing from the Tax Exemption Fund for a total of some $16 million. 

According to Bruno Neumann of the office of the Budget Director, once these 
transfers have been made, the money is never paid back to the Fund Involved 
as it is not considered a loan. That is why, he said, such funds as the Govern- 
ment Employees Insurance Fund are not used for transfers into operating 
expenses, though It has been borrowed against for other purposes from time to 
time. In those cases the money is paid back with interest over a set period. 

"When money goes into operating expenses, it is gone forever," Neumann 
stated. 

In a comparison table, it Is indicated that 1968 was the first year In which 
the Matching Fund was tapped for a contribution to the General Fund. This 
was in the amount of $4.9 million. In 1971, $6 million was taken from this 
source, in 1972, $8.2 million, in the current year $7.9 million which includes 
a past due collection of $3.9 million, and for 1974, an estimated $4 million. 

The Health Revolving Fund was first utilized in 1971 for $997,840. For the 
current year some $2.1 million will come from this source and In 1974, $3.5 million. 

None of the others came into the picture until fiscal 1972, when the Interest 
Revenue Fund contributed $6.5 million and the Tax Exemption Fund $4.6 
million. The Health Revolving Fund in 1974 will make an estimated contribution 
of $3.6 million and the Tax Exemption Fund $6.5. million. 

FEDERAL FUNDS TOTAL $84 MILLION OF PROPOSED VIRGIN ISLANDS BUDGET 

Even If the Legislature goes along with Governor Evans' request to double 
the gross receipts tax, the bulk of funds for the administration's proposed 
$161.9 million budget for fiscal 1974 will still come from federal sources. 

Some $87.4 million, well over half the $154.7 million in revenues forecast 
for the coming fiscal year, will represent federal moneys. 

The bulk of this will be individual and corporate income taxes which are 
kept In the territorial treasury. These are expected to hit $61,250,000 of which 
$44,760,000 will be in personal Income taxes. The total represents 49.7 percent 
of the revenues for the general fund. 

The gross receipts tax, if doubled, is forecast to provide $20,550,000, or 18 
percent of the general fund revenues of $114.2 million. In the current year it 
Is expected to provide just 10.8 percent of these revenues. 

U.S. Customs dues returned to the V.I. treasury also go into the general 
fund. These are expected to total $6 million or 6.25 percent of that fund. 

The Matching Fund, federal taxes collected on V.I. rum sold on the mainland 
and returned to the territorial treasury, is predicted to reach $20.2 million 
In fiscal '74. While this is supposed to be used for capital expenditures only, 
the governor has proposed to divert $4 million to the general fund to cover 
current operating expenses. • 

After the gross receipts tax, the largest source of local tax revenue is the 
real property tax. This is expected to amount to $5,690,000, almost five percent 
of the general fund revenues. 
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Trade and excise taxes are expected to bring in another $4,430,000, or 3.86 
percent of the general fund revenues. 

In addition to the Matching Fund, contributions to the general fund are also 
proposed to be made from the the Interest Revenue Fund, Health Revolving 
Fund and Tax Exemption Fund. All told, contributions from the four funds will 
pay for 14 percent of the operating budget. 

HUNTSVIIXE,   AlA., 
February Z2, 1973. 

Subject: Opposition to Airport "Use Tax" 
Representative HABLEY STAGOEBS, 
Chairman, House Commerce Committee, 
U.S. House of Repregentativeg, Washington, D.O. 

DEAB REPRESENTATIVE STAGGERS : This letter is to urge the support of the bill 
which prohibits/eliminates the collection of a charge from enplaning passengers. 

Locally in Huntsville, Alabama, the Huntsville-Madison County Airport Au- 
thority (HMCAA) collects such a "use-tax" of enplaning pa-ssengers. This was 
imposed prior to the "skyjack" precaution efforts due to revenues which were 
found to be less than those originally envisioned for this ".self-sufficient opera- 
tion". The HMCAA operates under a chevalier attitude of extravagent fiscal 
policies which utilizes little or no self restraint. Therefore the "use-tax" collec- 
tion and other means have allowed extravagancies and postponement of reap- 
praisal of fiscal operational policies. 

The average man as an individual must forego frills and luxuries if his income 
Is insufficient to support them. This has not been true of the HMCAA however. 
The HMCAA provides the public: 

(a) A $10,000.00 reinforced concrete sign indicating the name of the Airport, 
and corporate users (though it is not visible from the highway servicing the 
airport). 

(6) It provides a .$3,500.00 glass-covered walkway from the airport building 
to the parking lot (however, I have found it to be locked during Inclement 
weather and while deplaning at night). This same glassed walkway has artificial 
plants to decorate it (to the tune of approximately $1,000.(X)). 

(c) At high traffic areas (ticket counters, concourse, etc.) in excess of 5,000 
sq. yds. of carpet are utilized for "appearance, etc." rather than more durable, 
maintenance-free, and permanent flooring material. (I shutter to anticipate the 
carpet replacement costs in the near future.) 

The above examples are indicative of the fiscal policies exhibited locally by 
HMCAA. The purpose of this letter is two-fold: 

(a) Opposition to to "use-tax" on enplaning passengers which was brought 
about by the wasteful and fiscal appetities of the HMCAA. 

(6) To force a reappraisal on the part of HMCAA (and the local Government) 
of their extravagent tastes in this time of austere incomes. 

If "ea.sy funding" is not available to the operating groups, then an optimistic 
hope for self restraint will be forced upon them or the local city/county govern- 
ing bodies will exercise vetos on what appear to be gluttonous fiscal appetities 
until such time as they can be afforded. 

After retrenchment in fiscal ambitions in attempts to accommodate obligations 
(anti-skyjacking procedures, etc.), then, if supplemental funds are mandatory, 
these can be pursued. 

I fly 25,000 to 30,000 miles a year and have compared the Huntsville airport 
with numerous others. HMCAA has a long way to go in order to give the public 
its due with the resources which are already available. 

It is recognized that legitimate obligations in technical and managerial "im- 
provements" effecting airjwrt oi>eratiou and safety are warranted. All of these 
re<iuire money. The priorities of exiwnditures within available resources need 
redirection, however. 

Please vote to remove the airport use-tax charge for enplaning passengers. 
Sincerely, 

HABOLD PEBKINS. 

[Whereupon, at 12:30 p.m. the subcommittee adjourned.] 
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