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SUMMARY OF SUBJECT MATTER

TO: Members, Subcommittee on Aviation
FROM: Staff, Subcommittee on Aviation
RE: Subcommittee Hearing on “Building a 21st Century Infrastructure for America:

State of American Airports™

Democratic Sff Divector

PURPOSE

The Subcommittee on Aviation will hold a series of hearings to receive testimony from
representatives of different segments of civil aviation in order to help prepare for the Federal
Aviation Administration (FAA) reauthorization bill. This memo will serve as the Summary of
Subject Matter for these hearings.

The Subcommittee will meet for the second hearing on Wednesday, March 1, 2017, at
11:00 a.m. in 2167 Rayburn House Office Building. The Subcommittee will hear about the
current state of commercial service and general aviation airports across the Nation and discuss
the challenges and opportunities associated with building a globally competitive 21st Century
aviation infrastructure. The Subcommittee will receive testimony from representatives of
Dallas/Fort Worth International Airport, Seattle-Tacoma International Airport, Pittsburgh
International Airport, Ashville Regional Airport, and the Ventura County Department of
Airports.

BACKGROUND

Federal Aviation Administration

The primary mission of the FAA is ensuring aviation safety, The FAA has the
responsibility to certify, monitor, and regulate the safety and operation of the civil aviation
sector. including airlines, general aviation, unmanned aircraft systems (UAS), airports,
commercial space transportation, repair stations, and aircraft manufacturers, as well as to
establish licensing and training requirements for pilots and other aviation-related professionals.
One of the most visible functions of the FAA is the operation of the air traffic control system.
The FAA provides air traffic control services in the continental United States airspace and also
vast areas of international airspace over the Gulf of Mexico, Atlantic Ocean, and Pacific Ocean.
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On February 14, 2012, President Obama signed into law the Federal Aviation
Administration Modernization and Reform Act of 2012 (FMRA) (P.L. 112-95). This law includes
significant changes to FAA programs and policies. It also provided nearly $16 billion annually
from fiscal year 2012 through fiscal year 20135 for FAA programs, projects, and operations.

On July 15, 2016, President Obama signed into law the FAd4 Extension, Safely, and
Security Act of 2016 (P.L. 114-190). This law extends expiring authorities and taxes included in
the FMRA through September 30, 2017. It also authorizes certain critical, time-sensitive safety
reforms.

Civil Aviation

The United States civil aviation industry is a major economic driver, contributing roughly
$1.6 trillion in total economic activity and supporting roughly 11 million jobs.? Our civil aviation
system accounts for more than five percent of the U.S. Gross Domestic Product.’ Air
transportation accounts for a significant part by safely and efficiently moving passengers and
cargo around the United States and connecting our country to the rest of the world.

This industry supports a diverse and essential aviation system comprised of commercial
aviation, general aviation, unmanned aircraft, airports, commercial space transportation, and
other users. Commercial and general aviation help transport millions of passengers and move
billions in revenue ton-miles of freight safely and securely all across the country. Impacts are
also seen state-by-state, where airports and air operators help connect large and small
communities, create jobs, and increase economic output.*

Manufacturing

Aviation manufacturing is the “seventh leading contributor to national productivity
growth.”® The United States is the home of several major aviation manufacturers. including one
of the two major global manufacturers of wide-body aircraft, and a number of the world’s major
general aviation manufacturers for business jets.® While the Nation experienced a severe
economic downturn in 2007, civil aviation manufacturing has recovered and has increased its
production over the past several years. In 2014, civil aircraft manufacturing’s total output was
roughly $147.7 billion, an increase from 2012’s total output of $122.7 billion. Further, in 2014,

' The FAA's authorities and taxes authorized in FMRA were extended through March 31,2016 in P.L. 114-55. and
again through July 13,2016 in P.L. H4-141.

* Federal Aviation Administration. *The Economic Impact of Civil Aviation on the U.S. Economy ™ November
2016. Pg. 3.

¥ Federal Aviation Administration. “The Economic Impact of Civil Aviation on the U.S. Economy.” November
2016, Pe. 30 hpss v dag eovaair rallic/publications maedia onemiv-impact-report VINAL pdi’

* Federal Aviation Administration. “General Aviation Airports Reports.™

hups wwa faacovairports planning capacits feastuds

* Federal Aviation Administration. “The Economic Impact of Civit Aviation on the U.S. Economy.” November
2016, Pg. 3. hupseovoww s vosZair_traffic’publicationsmedia 20 To-ceonomic-impact-report FINAL pdi

¢ United States International Trade Commission. “Business Jet Aircratt Industry: Structure and Factors Affecting
Competitiveness.” April 2012, httpu/wvw s usite.sovipress_ropan noss_release 201 2er03 306K 2 hun
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general aviation manufacturing’s total output was over $29 billion, which was roughly a nine
billion dollar increase from 2012.

While American aviation manufacturing has continued to grow, the industry has also
faced a number of global and domestic challenges. In the United States, the FAA is responsible
for developing certification standards to ensure the safety of design and production of aircraft,
aircraft components, and other avionics. To meet this responsibility, the FAA has a system of
processes and compliance reviews that certify the design and production of aircraft and aircraft
components to specific safety standards. However, these processes can often be lengthy and
costly for aviation manufacturers.® FMRA directed the FAA to find ways to improve and
streamline certification processes, reduce delays, and harmonize regulatory standards both
domestically and internationaily.® As a result of this mandate, working groups consisting of
industry, FAA, and labor representatives made a number of recommendations to streamline
aircraft certifications and address inconsistent regulatory interpretations across the Agency.

Airports

The United States has over 19,400 airports providing important services to our aviation
system, and in many communities, they are key economic drivers. The current National Plan of
Integrated Airport Systems (NPIAS) identifies 3,332 commercial service and general aviation
airports that are significant to national air transportation and thus eligible to receive federal
grants under the Airport Improvement Program (AIP). It also includes estimates of the amount of
funding needed to complete infrastructure development projects bringing these airports up to
current design standards and adding capacity at congested airports.'® The current NPIAS
estimates there are $32.5 billion in AlP-eligible projects between 2017 and 2021.

There are 382 airports in the NPIAS classified as primary airports because they support
scheduled commercial air service at a certain volume, and 2,950 non-primary airports supporting
low-level commercial service and general aviation operations.'!

Airport Revenue

To finance daily operations, airports generate and rely on both aeronautical and non-
aeronautical revenue. The primary sources of aeronautical (or airside) revenue are various fees
paid by airlines and other airport users for the lease of terminal space, landing fees, and use of
other airport facilities, such as jet bridges. Non-aeronautical (or landside) revenue sources
include airport terminal concessions, parking, rental car operations, and rental fees.

Airport Capital

7 Federal Aviation Administration. “The Economic Impact of Civil Aviation on the U.S. Economy.” November
2016.p. 28.

14 C.F.R Parts 21, 23, and 25.

Y Sections 312 and 313 of the F44 Modernization and Reform Act of 2012, (P.1.. 112-95.)

1 Federal Aviation Administration. “National Plan of Integrated Airport Systems (NPIAS)”

hupriwaww, taa.poviairports planning_cupacity npias!

Wid ad.
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To finance capital needs, airports use a combination of federal grants, federally-
authorized local airport charges, state and local grants, and airport revenues.'? The primary
Federal grant program funding for airport development and planning is the AIP. AIP funds are
primarily used for improvements related to enhancing airport safety, capacity, security, and
environmental concerns. Airport sponsors can also use AIP funds, in most cases, on airfield
capital improvements or repairs and, in some specific situations, for terminals and hangars. The
AP is currently authorized at $3.35 billion.

Because the AIP does not cover all airport capital needs, Congress has authorized airports
to collect a fee on passengers called the passenger facility charge (PFC). A PFC is approved by
the federal government, collected by the airlines, and paid directly to the airport without going
through the federal Treasury. The PFC is intended to supplement, not replace, AIP funds,
Airports can use PFCs to build critical infrastructure projects at their facilities. However, unlike
AIP funds, airports can use PFC revenue for gates, airline ticket areas, and debt service on bonds
that airports issue to finance airport infrastructure projects. In 2016, the FAA estimated that
airports collected approximately $3.1 billion from PFCs.

Civil Aviation Operators

Airlines and Charters

The air transportation industry includes major airlines, regional airlines, all-cargo
airlines, and charter operators that serve the widely varying needs of American consumers and
businesses.

In 2015, approximately 2 million passengers flew on domestic and international flights
operated by U.S. airlines each day.'® Foreign carriers serving the United States carried additional
passengers to and from the United States. The transportation of air freight is also substantial: in
2014, over 64 billion ton-miles of freight passed through U.S. airports." Charter operators are a
diverse group of approximately 2,000 companies operating over 10,000 aircraft of various sizes
and types serving the largest cities and also rural communities lacking scheduled service.' In
addition to direct economic impacts, air transportation enables substantial economic activity
outside of the transportation sector.

In recent years, the U.S. airline industry has shown sustained profitability. However, this
stability comes afler decades of financial volatility that resulted in mergers and acquisitions, the
disappearance of some airlines. and the emergence of others. Major U.S. passenger airlines often
partner with other airlines to complement their services. Domestically, they partner with regional
airlines operating smaller aircraft to fly routes or during times-of-day that cannot be

2 Tang. Rachel Y., Kirk. Robert S., “Financing Airports lmprovements”, Congressional Rescarch Service,
December 4, 2013,

'* Bureau of Transportation Statistics. *2015 U.S.-Based Airline Traftic Data.”

hitps wawa ritadol.gov/bls/press rele bis18 16

" ¥ederal Aviation Administration. “The Economic Impact of Civil Aviation on the U.S. Economy.” Pg. 4.
hitps/wway o gov/air trailicpublic ations/media/ 201 6-ceconomic-impuact-tepert. FINATL . pdt

* Study of Operators Regulated Under Part 135, April 2016. Available at:

hupsfnataacro/daty/ fles/siad036_00Lpd! (p. ES-2)
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economically served with other, larger aircraft. Internationally, they also form alliances with
foreign airlines to mutually expand their reach of their global networks. U.S. all-cargo airlines
are part of larger integrated logistics companies that operate hubs around the U.S. and the globe.

The FAA conducts comprehensive safety oversight of the airline industry. In 1978, the
Airline Deregulation Act of 1978 (ADA) eliminated most economic regulation of the industry in
favor of allowing market forces to determine domestic airfares, routes, and levels of service. The
legislation included the Essential Air Service program to protect ajr service in smaller
communities. Since enactment of the ADA, airfares have fallen dramatically in real terms.'¢ In
1992, the United States entered into its first “Open Skies” agreement which eliminated most
governmental limits on international services. Since that time, the United States has entered
Open Skies agreements with 100 countries around the world."”

General Aviation

The general aviation segment consists of flight activity for personal and business use.
This activity includes recreational aviation, flight training, and other private uses. Aircraft used
in general aviation range from helicopters and piston-engine aircraft to large transport aircraft
capable of intercontinental flight.

According to the FAA, *...the long term outlook for general aviation is favorable, led by
gains in turbine aircraft activity. While steady growth in both GDP and corporate profits results
in continued growth of the turbine and rotorcraft fleets, the largest segment of the fleet—fixed
wing piston aircraft—continues to shrink over the forecast.”'® In addition, FAA forecasts that
*...the number of active general aviation pilots (excluding ATPs) is projected to decrease about
5,000 {down 0.1 percent yearly)...” between 2016 - 2036.'

New Aviation Technologies and New Operators

Air Traffic Control Modernization or “*NextGen”

In order to meet anticipated growth in air traffic, Congress directed FAA to undertake a
series of initiatives to revamp the Nation’s Air Traffic Control System known as “NextGen”. The
goal of NextGen is to transition from ground-based navigation and surveillance systems to a
satellite-based system in order to increase the efficiency, capacity, and flexibility of our airspace.
Specifically, NextGen initiatives should reduce the required separation between aircraft, result in
more efficient routes, and decrease congestion. Together, these initiatives should provide a better
experience for the travelling public.”’ NextGen consists of specific programs to realize these
benefits, including Automatic Dependent Surveillance-Broadcast (ADS-B), System-Wide

1 Thompson, Derek. “How Airline Ticket Prices Fell 30% in 30 Years (and W hy Nobody Noticed).” The Atlantic.
Feb. 23, 2013, hupy/Awww theatlantic com/business/archive/201 3/02/how-airline-ticket-prices-fell-50-in-30-vears-
and-why-nobodyv-noticed/2 73306

7.8, Department of State. “Open Skies Agreements.” hips:/wwiw state.goy ie/eb/tra’atay

Braa Aerospace Forecast. 2016-2036, p. 2.

W id at23.

B GAG “Nexi Generation Air Transportation System: biformation on Expenditures. Schedule, and Cost Estimates,
Fiscal Years 2004-2030, " November 17,2016, p. 1.
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Information Management (SWIM), and Data Communications (Data Comm). The goal at the
inception of NextGen was to achieve transformation of our National Airspace System (NAS) by
20257

According to a Government Accountability Office (GAO) report, FAA has spent
approximately $7.4 billion on programs identified as NextGen.? In order to ensure timely
completion, FMRA established a Chief NextGen Officer within the FAA to oversee the
implementation and management of NextGen and created NextGen metrics. However, the
NextGen programs have been consistently fraught with delays and cost-overruns. According to a
November 2016 GAO report, six NextGen activities with completion dates in 2025 have been
delayed to 2030.2 According to Inspector General of the Department of Transportation (DOT
1G) Calvin Scovel during the February 5, 2014 hearing entitled “The FA4 Modernization and
Reform Act of 2012: Two Years Later”, the total expenditures of NextGen look to be two to three
times greater than the initial $40 billion estimate.®

Remote Air Traffic Control Towers

Technology could enable some airports to provide air traffic services remotely. Remote
air traffic contro! towers include cameras, microphones, meteorological sensors, and other
monitoring equipment installed at the airport. Controllers are located at facilities that receive
real-time data and video from these sensors and equipment. A controller at the remote location
operates traffic at the airport the same way he or she would in a normal tower. This technology
was tested at Leesburg Airport in Virginia in 2015. This technology could provide air traffic
services to airports located in rural and remote areas, thereby greatly improving safety and
increasing access to the NAS.

Unmanned Aivcraft Systems

UAS, or drones, are an important innovation in aviation technology. There is significant
demand for UAS in the United States. From 2005-2014, the number of countries using UAS for
commercial and military purposes nearly doubled.?” Since the early 1990s, UAS have operated in
the national airspace mostly in support of governmental functions, such as military and border
security operations.?® In recent years, the private sector has developed a sweeping range of uses
for UAS including aerial photography, surveying, agriculture, communications, environmental
monitoring, and infrastructure inspection.?” Certain companies have announced plans for smail
package delivery using UAS.

Vid a3

2 id. a2

d. at2

GAO “The FAA Modernization and Reform Act of 2012: Twe Years Later” Hearing before the Subcommittec on
Aviation — Hearing Transcript, February 3, 2014, p. 22.

B GAO “Key Issues: Unmanned Aerial Systems (Drones),” February 1, 2016

htp/Avwn eao.govikey issues/unmanned_aerial systems/issuesununary

2 pederal Aviation Administration. “Integration of Civil Unmanned Aircraft Systems (UAS) in the National
Airspace System (NAS) Roadmap™ hitpsifwww Taa coviuasimedia/UAS Roadmap 2013 pdt(p. 4)

Tld a6

P
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The emergence of UAS offers substantial opportunities and also raises important policy
issues such airspace rules, privacy concerns, and aviation safety. Since 2014, the FAA has
promulgated regulations authorizing use of small UAS on a routine basis, requiring registration
of certain UAS, and has also authorized use of certain advanced technologies through waivers
and other regulatory means.

Commercial Space Transportation

For decades, private industry, with the support of National Aeronautics and Space
Administration (NASA) and the FAA, have worked to develop new and innovative methods to
transport passengers and cargo safely and efficiently into space. Under the Commercial Space
Launch Act of 1984 and subsequent amendments, the Secretary of Transportation has the
responsibility and authority to facilitate, regulate, and promote the commercial space
transportation industry. This responsibility has been assigned to the FAA’s Office of
Commercial Space Transportation {AST). According to the FAA, the AST’s mission “is to
ensure protection of the public, property, and the national security and foreign policy interests of
the United States during commercial launch or reentry activities, and to encourage, facilitate, and
promote U.S. commercial space transportation.”

AST issues launch and reentry licenses for commercial space launches, permits for
experimental launches, and launch site licenses for commercial spaceports. AST licensed 11
commercial launches, permitted four experimental launches, and supervised 10 active spaceport
licenses in 2016. As the pace and complexity of commercial space transportation operations
continues to increase, AST’s role in regulating and facilitating the industry will continue to
evolve.

In addition to the issues discussed above, the hearings may also touch on the following
subjects:

s Safety Oversight: The U.S. commercial aviation system has an impressive safety record,
but accidents, including the crash of Colgan Flight 3407, the disappearance of Indonesia
AirAsia Flight 8501 and the intentional crashing of Germanwings Flight 9525, are stark
reminders to be ever vigilant. Aviation safety is reliant on excellent training, the sharing
of safety critical data and information, and strong oversight.

o Essential Air Service (EAS) program: The EAS program was created in 1978 to ensure
continuity of air service to small communities following enactment of the ADA. The
program provides subsidies to airlines to provide service to small communities where
there are not enough passengers to operate profitably. Recent Congresses have enacted
reforms limiting program participation and subsidy levels.

s FAA Contract Tower Program: Federal contractors provide air traffic control services at
visual flight rule airports. FAA oversees the safe operation of these towers. As of
February 2016, there are 252 contract towers in the NAS.
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o Cybersecurity: As aviation has evolved and newer technologies have been adopted and
integrated cybersecurity concerns have arisen. In July 2016, the President signed into law
the F44 Extension, Safety and Security Act of 2016 that directed the FAA fo implement a
strategic framework for cybersecurity.

WITNESSES

Mr. Sean Donohue
Chief Executive Officer
Dallas/Fort Worth International Airport

Mr. Lance Lyttle
Managing Director, Aviation Division
Port of Seattle

Ms. Christina Cassotis
Chief Executive Officer
Allegheny County Airport Authority

Mr. Lew Bleiweis
Executive Director
Greater Asheville Regional Airport Authority

Mr. Todd McNamee
Director of Airports
County of Ventura, California



BUILDING A 21ST-CENTURY INFRASTRUC-
TURE FOR AMERICA: STATE OF AMERICAN
AIRPORTS

WEDNESDAY, MARCH 1, 2017

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON AVIATION,
COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND INFRASTRUCTURE,
Washington, DC.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 11:02 a.m. in room
2167, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo
(Chairman of the subcommittee) presiding.

Mr. LoBIONDO. Good morning. The subcommittee will come to
order. I would like to thank you all for being here today. Today the
Aviation Subcommittee is holding the second of its hearings in the
115th Congress in preparation for FAA reauthorization.

As all of you know, the focus of the Transportation and Infra-
structure Committee this year is building a 21st-century infrastruc-
ture for America. Today we will be looking at the current state of
our Nation’s airports and their role in the 21st-century transpor-
tation network.

Airports are the most visible piece of physical infrastructure in
the air transportation system, and the place where all flights begin
and end. More than 800 million passengers pass through our Na-
tion’s 509 commercial service airports on U.S. air carriers each
year, a figure that is projected to grow to 1 billion within 10 years.

Our Nation is home to 3 of the 10 busiest airports in terms of
passengers, and 8 of the 10 busiest airports ranked by the number
of aircraft operations. Hartsfield-Jackson Atlanta International Air-
port tops both categories, earning the title of the world’s busiest
airport by any measure.

Our Nation’s airport infrastructure is not limited to just pas-
senger service airports.

It also includes small general aviation airports that are located
in every congressional district; I have five in my own district.
These airports may be small, but they play a vital role in con-
necting remote communities, providing emergency services, fos-
tering small business development, and teaching a new generation
how to fly. No other country supports its airport infrastructure to
the degree and scope that we do here, in the United States of
America.

In partnership with States and municipalities, the Federal Gov-
ernment supports airport infrastructure development in a number
of ways, including airport improvement program grants, passenger

o))
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facility charges, and favorable tax treatment of airport bonds. In-
creasingly, however, there is a perception that American airports
are falling behind their global competitors.

In a 2016 ranking by the Skytrax World Airport Awards, the best
performing American airport was Denver International, but only in
28th place. According to a 2015 FAA analysis, nine of the country’s
largest airports will be capacity constrained by 2030, even if all
planned improvements are implemented. At the other end of the
spectrum, available flights to smaller cities and rural communities
are declining, decreasing connectivity and leaving airports with
huge maintenance costs for oversized facilities.

Not only must Congress be mindful that our Nation’s airports
need to plan for and be capable of handling future passenger
growth, but we must remember the needs of smaller communities
and those impacted by declining air services.

Our panel today represents a broad range of airports in terms of
both size and geography. Each airport is also from a State or dis-
trict represented by the Aviation Subcommittee, and each witness
brings a unique perspective to the state of America’s airports. I
look forward to their testimony on how Congress can help facilitate
the building of a 21st-century aviation infrastructure.

Before recognizing Mr. Larsen for his remarks, I ask unanimous
consent that the record of today’s hearing remain open until such
time as our witnesses have provided answers to any questions that
may be submitted to them in writing, and unanimous consent that
the record remain open for 15 days for additional comments and in-
formation submitted by Members or witnesses to be included in the
record of today’s hearing.

Without objection, so ordered.

Now I would like to yield to Mr. Larsen.

Rick, it is all yours.

Mr. LARSEN. Thank you, Chairman LoBiondo, for calling today’s
hearing on the state of U.S. airports. As we confront the FAA reau-
thorization this year, this hearing provides an opportunity for us
to better understand how Congress can help airports satisfy their
growing capital needs and keep pace with progress abroad.

First and foremost, I want to welcome a fellow Washingtonian as
part of today’s panel of witnesses. Mr. Lance Lyttle is managing di-
rector of Sea-Tac, Seattle-Tacoma International Airport, which
many of my constituents, as well as tens of millions of others each
year, rely on for air travel. I look forward to hearing from him
today, in particular about the needs and challenges Sea-Tac faces
as it undergoes its own long-term capital improvement plan to
modernize facilities to alleviate congestion, which I know is a seri-
ous issue at Sea-Tac, as well as to improve the customer experi-
ence.

Each year, nearly 800 million passengers board aircraft in the
United States, with approximately 70,000 commercial and GA [gen-
eral aviation] flights taking off daily. FAA’s most recent forecast
projects the number of commercial enplanements in the U.S. alone
will reach more than 1 billion a year by 2036. So it should come
as no surprise, then, that the U.S. is home to 4 of the world’s 10
busiest airports, and, in total, the U.S. has over 19,000 airports,
ranging from the world’s busiest to small general aviation airfields
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across the country. And forecasts of increasing air travel may seem
encouraging for the U.S. economy, but without adequate invest-
ment in airports, passengers will experience congestion, delays, and
the U.S. will miss out on economic opportunities.

The Nation’s top airports will continue reaching higher levels of
congestion, unless airports add new capacity and manage over-
crowding. For many years, Chairman LoBiondo and I have called
for the modernization of the air transportation system. This in-
cludes encouraging immediate implementation of NextGen prior-
ities: improved surface operations to reduce time spent taxiing be-
tween gate and runway, and improved flight routes and procedures
are just two of the priorities, along with added capacity, that will
be critical as air travel increases.

But, as the airport manager in Arthur Hailey’s 1968 novel “Air-
port” remarked—a book I am sure we have all read—“We have bro-
ken the sound barrier, but not the ground barrier.” That was true
in 1968; it is true today. Congress has long recognized a Federal
role with respect to investing in our aviation infrastructure, includ-
ing the airport improvement program and authorizing passenger
facility charges.

Unfortunately, airport capital needs significantly exceed avail-
able funding through these two mechanisms. The FAA estimates
that, over the next 5 years, airports will need $32.5 billion for AIP-
eligible [Airport Improvement Program] airport capital projects
alone, amounting to about $6 billion per year. These numbers are
even more startling when we add in the non-AIP-eligible projects.
The leading airport association estimates the airports will need
more than %100 billion over the next 5 years for all airport capital
projects. The math says it is about $20 billion a year.

Congress is falling short, providing $3.35 billion in AIP funding
annually, and the current PFC [passenger facility charge] currently
capped at $4.50 generates only about $3 billion per year. So, even
with airports’ ability to raise revenues through PFCs, there is still
a significant gap between available funding and the investment
needed for critical safety and capacity projects. We need to make
headway on these funding shortfalls in order to make U.S. airports
more efficient and more competitive.

So, what I expect to glean from today’s hearing is that this com-
mittee must encourage investment at airports, large and small, and
keep airport funding in mind in the development of a long-term,
comprehensive FAA reauthorization bill this year. I look forward to
hearing from all of our witnesses, but especially the one from Sea-
Tac, about the status of our airport infrastructure and ideas for
continued investment now and into the future.

Thank you. I yield back.

Mr. LoBioNDO. All right. Thank you, Mr. Larsen.

Chairman Shuster?

Mr. SHUSTER. I thank Chairman LoBiondo, Ranking Member
Larsen. Thanks for having this hearing today. Welcome to all of
our witnesses.

We talked about a lot of big airports, but nobody has mentioned
the most important airport in the country, and that is the Altoona-
Blair County Airport.

[Laughter.]
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Mr. SHUSTER. So for those of you that don’t know it, it is a great
little airport. And I mention that because it is my favorite airport,
number one. But, number two, it is a small, rural airport. So some
of you may have heard I want to do some reforming of the FAA.
I would call it transformation. But I want to make sure everybody
knows that I am not going to forget about small airports and me-
dium-sized airports, all the airports. They are important to the sys-
tem, and are an important piece of infrastructure that we have got
to pay attention to.

Now, the second most important airport is here today, rep-
resented by Christina Cassotis. I have been practicing. Christina
hasn’t been on the job long—2 years—but just—I guess it was—
was it last month? Yes, last month Pittsburgh was named the Air-
port of the Year by the Air Transport World magazine. So it is a
great airport—number two in my heart, but still in my heart.

I appreciate the fact that we are holding these hearings because
aviation is so vital to this country. And I, for one, believe the FAA
needs to be reformed significantly, not only from the air traffic con-
trol system, but the certification process that is so important to
manufacturing in this country. But having these hearings, bringing
people from around the country together to talk about their piece
of the infrastructure is incredibly important.

I can’t be more pleased than coming off last night’s speech by the
President. He talked about a lot of things that I agree with, but
he talked about infrastructure. As I have mentioned before, it is
the first President that I can look back into history that used the
word “infrastructure” in his inaugural address. And, as you know,
he flies around in an airplane. Now he has got a Government air-
plane, Government-issue, which I think might be a step down for
him, but he uses the airspace, he knows about the airspace. And
I have talked to him on a number of occasions about the need to
transform aviation—again, across the spectrum.

But it is important we have these hearings to educate the Mem-
bers. We have got a couple of new members on the committee, but
some come to us with a lot of experience in the air. A couple of
them own their own planes, or fly their own planes, or do some-
thing with their own planes. So again, I really appreciate the op-
portunity to have you folks here in front of us to talk about, again,
a critical piece of infrastructure, and look forward to working with
each and every one of you, and all the committee members, as we
move forward.

Thank you, and I yield back.

Mr. LoBionDo. Thank you, Mr. Shuster. And now I would like
to recognize Mr. DeFazio.

Peter, it is all yours.

Mr. DEFAzZI10. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for holding this hear-
ing. I was the—you know, I am vitally interested in the needs of
the airports, particularly their unmet needs, their projections into
the future to provide a better travel experience for all Americans,
shortened security lines with redesign to accommodate new secu-
rity measures, et cetera.

But in the numerous conversations I have had, a lot of airports
are bonded out, they are tapped out, they need a way to finance
bonds for the investment they need to make. So I am pleased today
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to announce that, along with our colleague, Mr. Massie, we have
introduced a bill to lift the cap on the passenger facility charge.

I have a long history with this. I was the original Democratic
sponsor here in the committee. We fenced it, so that the abuses of
the previous PFC, which had—Congress had repealed couldn’t hap-
pen, which was generating revenues for off-airport activities that
didn’t go directly to benefit those who used the system. And there
have been no scandals, and it is a good system. Those who don’t
fly, they don’t have to pay, it is not coming out of the general fund.
Those who do fly benefit from the improvements, and they pay a
little bit for a better experience.

Now, I know that already I can hear the screams from A4A [Air-
lines for America] downtown about how this will cause people to
just—no one will ever get on an airplane again if you raise the PFC
$2. Now, it is interesting. My staff did a little math. Last year,
with bag fees—and you average out among every person who
flew—$8.50 per passenger for everybody who flew last year in bag
fees. But that doesn’t deter anybody from flying.

Fifty bucks to put your bag in the overhead? Oh, thank you very
much. I love the experience. What they are really worried about is
that you might build more gates and expand your terminals and
we might have some more competition. That is what they are really
worried about. And it is time to get past this and get real and
allow the airports to fund. You know, the President has said he
wants to rebuild our airports, they are horrible. They are, in many
cases. I talked in particular about LaGuardia. But he also had res-
ervations about fees. But what is better than a user fee for the
users of the system to pay?

So, I am not going to go into great depths. Already my colleague
from Washington State has mentioned it. But, you know, we can
do everything—you know, the chairman and I have some agree-
ment over reforms that need to be made. Not the form of the re-
forms, but—at the FAA. But as former Administrator Randy Bab-
bitt said, let’s do everything we can with NextGen.

But if you look at LaGuardia, you can’t land more than one plane
on a single runway every 54 seconds. So unless we do things to ac-
tually enhance the ground capacity of the system to move people
through the airports, and a better experience more quickly to pro-
vide more gates at airports, to provide more runways, it doesn’t
matter what you do with putting planes any way you want in the
sky. They have got to go someplace.

I mean, gee, you get there and, oh, there is the Greyhound bus
station that I am going to stumble through. You know, it is not a
comprehensive way of approaching the problem.

So, yes, let’s do what we need to do to make the FAA better with
procurement, personnel, and other issues. But let’s also allow the
critical component of the system to grow into a 21st-century form
to accommodate current and future needs of passengers.

With that, I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. LoBionDo. Thank you, Mr. DeFazio. At this time I would
like to recognize Congresswoman Johnson to introduce one of our
guests.

Ms. JOHNSON OF TEXAS. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman,
and thanks to you for calling the hearing.
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As we convene this morning to discuss the state of American air-
ports, I can think of no better witness to testify than Mr. Sean
Donohue, the chief executive officer at DFW Airport—that is Dallas
Fort Worth International Airport.

Mr. Donohue is a great partner, and I am very appreciative of
his willingness to testify before the committee today. He brings
with him more than three decades of experience in the airline in-
dustry. He has previously served as the chief operating officer of
Virgin Australia Airlines. And prior to that he climbed the ranks
of a 25-year career at United Airlines, first as an accounting clerk
and ending as a senior vice president of operations.

Today we are extremely fortunate to have Mr. Donohue oversee
all the operations of the greatest airport in the country, Dallas Fort
Worth International Airport, as CEO. The airport—and, you know,
Texas always—we should know, we have the best.

The airport itself is a massive complex, sprawled over nearly 30
square miles and five terminals. DFW ranks as the 10th-busiest
airport in the world by passenger traffic, and the 3d-busiest airport
in the world by aircraft movement. Last year alone, DFW Airport
achieved another record by serving more than 65 million pas-
sengers. We are extremely fortunate to have Mr. Donohue at the
helm to continue DFW’s legacy as a premier large-hub airport.

With that, I am proud to introduce Mr. Sean Donohue to the
committee, with full confidence in his testimony insight today.

I yield back the balance of my time. But before I do I want to
say that I truly support the passenger facility fee. We can use it.
Thank you.

Mr. LoBioNDO. Thank you, Ms. Johnson.

Our next witnesses are Mr. Lance Lyttle, managing director of
Seattle-Tacoma International Airport; Ms. Christina Cassotis, who
is the chief executive officer of the Allegheny County Airport Au-
thority; and Mr. Lew Bleiweis, who is the executive director of the
Greater Asheville Regional Airport Authority.

And now I would like to recognize Ms. Brownley to introduce one
of our guests.

Ms. BROWNLEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. As the proud rep-
resentative of Ventura County, California, I am very, very pleased
to introduce my constituent, Todd McNamee. Todd currently serves
as director of airports for Ventura County, where he oversees oper-
ations at the Camarillo and Oxnard Airports, two of the greatest
airports in the country.

Todd is also a pilot. Todd was elected as secretary-treasurer of
the American Association of Airport Executives for 2016 through
2017. He is also past president of the Southwest chapter of AAAE.
Early in his career, Todd worked on unmanned aircraft systems for
several private-sector companies. Since I came to Congress, Todd
has been an invaluable resource for me, not only on local issues im-
pacting the general aviation community, but also on national pol-
icy, including unmanned aerial systems, airport financing, and
FAA policy.

Todd really understands aviation issues inside and out, and I ap-
preciate that he is joining us here today. I am very proud to rep-
resent him and to introduce him. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. LoBioNDO. Thank you, Ms. Brownley.
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I would like to remind all of our witnesses to please try to limit
their opening remarks to no more than 5 minutes.
Mr. Donohue, you are recognized for your opening statement.

TESTIMONY OF SEAN DONOHUE, CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER,
DALLAS FORT WORTH INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT; LANCE
LYTTLE, MANAGING DIRECTOR, SEATTLE-TACOMA INTER-
NATIONAL AIRPORT; CHRISTINA CASSOTIS, CHIEF EXECU-
TIVE OFFICER, ALLEGHENY COUNTY AIRPORT AUTHORITY;
LEW BLEIWEIS, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, GREATER ASHE-
VILLE REGIONAL AIRPORT AUTHORITY; AND TODD
MCNAMEE, A.A.E., C.ALE., DIRECTOR OF AIRPORTS, COUNTY
OF VENTURA DEPARTMENT OF AIRPORTS

Mr. DoNOHUE. Thank you, and, Congresswoman Johnson, I just
want to say thank you for the longstanding support and partner-
ship with DFW. We are most grateful.

Chairman LoBiondo, Chairman Shuster, Ranking Members
Larsen and DeFazio, and distinguished members of the sub-
committee, good morning. I would like to also recognize another
friend of DFW Airport, Congressman Blake Farenthold, who is a
great supporter, as well.

On behalf of the nearly 2,000 employees who work for DFW Air-
port, and the more than 50,000 men and women who work for an
airline, a business, or operational partner, it is my pleasure to be
here today to testify before you on the state of American airports,
specifically the large hubs that are at the heart of our industry.
This hearing is an important step in shaping the way forward for
our Nation’s airports, airlines, and, most importantly, passengers.

There is a saying in our industry: If you have seen one airport,
you have seen one airport. Each airport is a unique entity with its
own benefits, challenges, and characteristics. As you consider to-
day’s testimony, and potentially develop plans for greater invest-
ment in airports, please keep our needs in mind. While some air-
ports need new runways, others need new towers or terminals.
There is not a one-size-fits-all approach to addressing aviation in-
frastructure.

As Congresswoman Johnson mentioned, DFW is the third-largest
airport in the world, in terms of operations, number 10 in terms
of passengers. But probably most importantly to the region, we de-
liver $37 billion in annual economic activity to the north Texas re-
gion. We connect Dallas Fort Worth International Airport to 150
cities in the United States and nearly 60 business centers around
the world. Aviation has truly made the world a smaller place. In
the 9 hours it takes to drive from DFW to El Paso, you can fly
across the Atlantic to London with time to spare.

Large-hub airports like DFW, which account for 73 percent of
total customer traffic in the country, have needs that are truly
supersized. For example, building and improving terminals, a ne-
cessity for the long-term success of an airport, are not just simple
construction projects. They are multiyear ventures entailing bil-
lions of dollars of costs.

Airport financing remains the most significant issue we are fac-
ing today. Airports owned by State or local governments are re-
quired to be as self-sustaining as possible, and receive little or no
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taxpayer support. To that end, we must operate like a business,
funding operations from revenue and strategically planning fund-
ing for major improvement projects which are, to say the least, in-
credibly expensive.

Airports, capital markets, the airlines, and passengers provide
funds to help pay for these long-term projects. Utilizing a combina-
tion of airline fees, the passenger facility charge, airport improve-
ment program grants, critical municipal bonds, and commercial
revenues, airports must cobble together enough funding to build
the massive infrastructure needed to keep our industry moving at
peak efficiency.

But even the healthiest of airports have found their revenues
stretched to keep up with the ever-growing needs of the traveling
public in aviation industry. Indeed, as Congressman Larsen men-
tioned, we are looking at about $100 billion in the next 4 or 5 years
in infrastructure needs throughout the United States. These are
not cosmetic projects designed to put a new shiny look on our air-
ports, but the necessary developments required to keep up with an
ever-growing and changing aviation industry.

Finally, I would be remiss if I did not mention the fundamental
priority airports place on safety and security when it comes to in-
frastructure. DFW operates on 17,000 acres, an area roughly the
size of Manhattan. Any new building, runway, or even a parking
garage can only move ahead when proper security investments are
made. It is a significant part of any discussion in an equally signifi-
cant investment.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify today, and I look for-
ward to answering any questions you may have.

Mr. LoBioNDO. Thank you, Mr. Donohue. Mr. Lyttle, you are rec-
ognized for your statement.

Mr. LYTTLE. Thank you, subcommittee Chairman LoBiondo, sub-
committee Ranking Member Larsen, Chairman Shuster, and Rank-
ing Member DeFazio, and members of the subcommittee, for your
leadership, and for inviting me to testify today. It is an honor to
be here. I would like to specifically recognize and thank Represent-
ative Larsen for his leadership and support of Washington State.

My name is Lance Lyttle. I am the managing director, Seattle-
Tacoma International Airport. My remarks this morning are fo-
cused on the challenge that we face at Sea-Tac in creating the
needed facilities to support our rapid growth.

Two thousand sixteen marked the sixth year in a row of record
growth at Sea-Tac. We serve 45 million passengers and we are now
the ninth busiest airport in the U.S. At Sea-Tac we are proud of
our growth, because it reflects the increasing economic vitality and
global relevance of the Puget Sound region and Washington State.

Our essential mission as an airport is to avoid being a choke
point. To achieve this, Sea-Tac is currently investing more than
$3.2 billion over the next 8 years. Concurrently we are updating
our 20-year master plan with a forecast that indicates Sea-Tac will
serve 66 million annual passengers by 2034. At this point we an-
ticipate our capital expenditures to accommodate this growth will
cost at least $10 billion, in addition to our current capital plan.
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I would like to share with the subcommittee how we approach
this massive investment challenge, and how we evaluate the four
available revenue options.

First is airport net operating income. Per FAA guidelines, aero-
nautical revenues are set to recover cost. And so, effectively, all net
operating income at Sea-Tac is generated from nonaeronautical
sources. While this is a critical source of revenue, it is not sufficient
to meet our capital needs.

Second is the Federal Airport Improvement Program. While I am
sure all of today’s panelists would welcome as much direct Federal
investment as possible, the reality is that few of these scarce dol-
lars are available, and they are limited to uses that do not include
some of our biggest terminal investment needs.

Third, the Port of Seattle has limited property taxing authority,
but it would be highly inequitable to require King County tax-
payers, including the majority that never use the airport, to pay for
facilities used by travelers from all over the world.

The fourth option is the passenger facility charge. The decision
about whether to charge a PFC user fee is truly a local decision,
and impacts only those passengers that utilize the airport facilities.
This allows airport governing bodies to encourage competition
amongst carriers, secure capacity increases, and support economic
growth through passengers’ direct investment in local airport infra-
structure.

As public institutions accountable to local voters, airports bal-
ance the very real need to keep costs low, while ensuring that avia-
tion-specific infrastructure meets regional demand.

Unfortunately, the outdated Federal cap on the PFC prevents
airports like Sea-Tac from setting a rate that makes the most sense
for our airport. Because our existing capital plan will essentially
use all Sea-Tac’s anticipated PFC collections through 2035, and
most PFC collections through 2047, there will be little available
PFC capacity to pay for the billions in projects identified in our
master plan.

Without additional PFC authority, our debt service on the bonds
to fund master plan projects will flow directly into the airline rate
base, likely driving costs to airlines at Sea-Tac to the highest in the
Nation. This would make Sea-Tac less competitive as a gateway,
and put airline service at risk. While an uncapped PFC would give
us the authority to raise the fee, that decision would have to be
balanced with the need to keep our costs competitive with other
U.?. airports, and subject to the approval of our local elected offi-
cials.

I should mention that increased investment flexibility also allows
us to address the greatest challenge facing U.S. airports: security.
Airports have increasingly become targets, and infrastructure de-
velopment is a key part of the solution.

Our commissioners and our staff are committed to being the
most efficient and customer service-focused airport in the country,
while being a leader in growing responsibly and helping our resi-
dents benefit from our growth.

In closing, Sea-Tac International Airport sees the Federal Gov-
ernment and Congress as essential partners. By granting us local
authority on PFCs, greater tools and flexibility on addressing com-
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munity impact, and greater investment in security, you will help
us once again make America’s airports the envy of the world.

Finally, I would like to thank Representatives DeFazio and
Massie for introducing legislation to uncap the PFC. Your leader-
ship is appreciated and essential.

Thank you for the opportunity to be here today.

Mr. LoBioNDO. Thank you, Mr. Lyttle, for your testimony.

Ms. Cassotis, you are recognized for your statement.

Ms. CassoTtis. Thank you, Chairman LoBiondo, Ranking Member
Larsen, Chairman Shuster, Ranking Member DeFazio, and mem-
bers of the committee. It is a pleasure to be here today; thank you
for inviting me to provide infrastructure needs about the medium-
sized airports, and the funding challenges that we face.

The way the airline industry serves Pittsburgh and many other
medium-sized communities in the U.S. has gone through a major
transformation. Pittsburgh, Cleveland, Cincinnati, Saint Louis, Ra-
leigh-Durham, Nashville, Memphis, and Milwaukee are among the
airports that used to carry millions of passengers a year. And many
of those passengers are now gone, because the hubs are gone. But
our infrastructure remains.

None of us got to declare bankruptcy. We have been paying down
the debt on these facilities for more than a decade, and our current
carriers are stuck paying for oversized space. The Pittsburgh ter-
minal, which was designed in size to accommodate 32 million pas-
sengers a year, now accommodates just over 8 million. We have
been good stewards of public money, prudently managing finances
to prioritize debt repayment, and we have done everything we can
to stay competitive in a global market.

And yet each of us is left with a large number of capital projects
that we have had to defer, and infrastructure needs totaling bil-
lions. At Pittsburgh International, just in deferred maintenance we
have over $74 million worth of projects. Saint Louis has $87 mil-
lion, and Cincinnati $80 million. Our cost structures have radically
changed over the past two decades, but Federal funding mecha-
nisms remain unchanged.

Medium-sized airports are getting hammered in the current
funding framework. Small airports are funded at the highest AIP
levels, large-hub airports get the least, because what they don’t get
in AIP they make up for in PFCs. But we should be in the middle,
and we are not. We are funded at the same discounted levels as
the large-hub airports. In order to address infrastructure needs at
many medium-sized airports, we need to modernize and upgrade
costly, inefficient, oversized, and out-of-date facilities, none of
which is a priority in the current funding rules.

We see five areas that need to be addressed.

First, the significant contribution requirement should be elimi-
nated from PFC funding criteria for medium-sized airports. That
requirement prioritizes capacity enhancement, air safety and secu-
rity, increasing carrier competition, and reducing congestion or
noise. These are not our issues. It has been challenging, if not elu-
sive, for large and medium-hub airports, even with airline support,
to convince the FAA that preserving capacity and infrastructure
makes a significant contribution.
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Second, medium-sized airports should not be required to take the
same AIP haircut as large airports do. Medium-sized airports must
be grouped differently, because our reality is different. In 17 years
of Pittsburgh’s PFC program, we have foregone $95 million in AIP
entitlement grants.

Third, the PFC, which I am happy to hear today, must be raised
or uncapped. It has not kept pace with inflation, leaving us finan-
cially challenged. For Pittsburgh, due to the legacy airline debt
from the abandoned hub, the authority has dedicated most of its
PFC revenue to reduce debt since 2001.

Fourth, the FAA must discontinue its arbitrary restriction on
AIP and PFC-eligible projects. The types of programs that qualify
for funding should be expanded.

And lastly, we would like to see regulations reduced. Current
regulations seek a 30-percent design completion in order to lever-
age Federal money, which is an unnecessary and onerous under-
taking for cash-strapped medium-sized airports. Airports of our size
have come a long way on our own, cutting costs and sweating our
assets by increasing nonaeronautical revenue in creative and inno-
vative ways. But we need your help to move the needle further.

Investing our fair share of Federal resources back into medium-
sized communities is a game-changer for our airports, the country’s
aviation system. Otherwise, we stay stuck in the catch-22 we are
in today. We need to invest in our facilities to keep them cost-com-
petitive, to attract the type of air service that allows our commu-
nities to grow. But because we don’t meet the capacity enhance-
ment requirement, our airports don’t get funded, and our airline
partners and we end up paying to maintain old, oversized, and un-
derutilized space.

We have had a lot of recent success in Pittsburgh. But Pitts-
burgh, and airports like us, can do more and must do more for our
regional economies. By focusing on streamlining processes, the Fed-
eral Government can ensure that we, as medium-sized airports,
can streamline our footprints, stay competitive, and the commu-
nities we serve can prosper.

Thank you for your time.

Mr. LoBioNDpo. Well, thank you very much. Now we will turn to
Mr. Bleiweis.

Is your microphone on?

Mr. BLEIWEIS. Thank you, Chairman LoBiondo and Ranking
Member Larsen, and the members of the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure Subcommittee on Aviation. Thank you for
inviting me to participate in this important hearing.

I am Lew Bleiweis, executive director of the Asheville Regional
Airport in western North Carolina. We served just over 826,000
passengers in 2016, which makes it the third straight year of
record-setting numbers. I am here today representing the small
and nonhub classifications of the country’s commercial service air-
ports, including Asheville Regional Airport.

While the small and nonhub airports only account for 11.8 per-
cent of the national passenger traffic, we make up 89 percent of the
commercial service airports in this country. I will briefly touch on
items that have an overwhelming impact on the smaller airports.
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Based on the Airports Council International, North America’s bi-
annual infrastructure needs survey that will be officially released
next week, airports’ infrastructure needs for 2017 through 2021,
adjusted for inflation, is nearly $100 billion. Small and nonhub air-
ports account for approximately 14 percent of this total number.
Funding for small and nonhub airports is critical and, at the same
time, limited because AIP entitlement grants and PFC user rev-
enue is based on passenger enplanements. The smaller the
enplanement numbers, the lower AIP and PFC funds.

We all know that the expense of a capital project does not vary
because of the size of an airport. Let me briefly tell you about the
major airfield project going on in Asheville. The airport consists of
a single runway 8,000 feet in length, and serving both commercial
and general aviation aircraft. The original airfield was—is over 50
years old, and it is coming to the end of its useful life.

We had two safety deficiencies that were out of compliance with
current FAA policies and standards. We presented the redevelop-
ment project to the FAA 8 years ago, and it took 5 years to pro-
gram and fund the project. Even with that, the FAA required us
to phase the approximate $79 million project over 4 years.

Capital projects for small airports under AIP are traditionally
funded at 90 percent, with a 10-percent local match. Currently, our
project is only funded at approximately 77 percent, leaving Ashe-
ville to fund approximately ng million. We have been able to in-
crease our fund balance over several years to cover the project, but
it has been at the expense of deferring other capital aviation
projects.

During this same time our parking availability reached capacity,
and we had to move forward several years earlier than anticipated,
with the construction of a $21 million parking garage. Due to the
lack of full funding on the airfield redevelopment project, the air-
port was forced to go into debt for the parking garage. A modern-
ized PFC would allow us to recoup our costs for the airfield project
sooner, and would have provided us with more of our own funds
to apply towards the garage.

The airlines will tell you they will just pay for it. That is not the
case at small and nonhub airports like Asheville. I am fighting to
keep my costs low to maintain service. And if I raise my rates too
high to cover capital projects like my airport airfield project, they
will just move to other airports with lower costs.

My story is not dissimilar from the stories of my colleagues’
small communities across the country. The choices we make, in
terms of capital projects and the funding available, do impact our
abilities to truly meet our overall infrastructure needs.

Congress and the industry must work together to find the sus-
tainable funding solution for the future. That is why our leading
airport funding issues this year are removing the outdated Federal
cap on PFCs and enhancing the AIP.

Small and nonhub airports have difficulties attracting and main-
taining air service for the communities. Carriers decide which com-
munities to serve, leaving many communities with little or no air
service. In fact, over the past couple of years, approximately 50
small communities have lost commercial service—air service.
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During a speech late last month, a recently retired airline CEO
explained that larger airplanes reduced the fuel cost per seat,
meaning that smaller planes servicing smaller airports are becom-
ing harder to justify the economic feasibility, which questions the
viability of the smaller airports. All communities, but not specifi-
cally smaller communities, benefit economically from a viable air-
port.

In an analysis recently conducted, based on FAA’s economic im-
pact study on commercial aviation in the United States, small and
nonhub airports contributed $121 billion economic output, sup-
porting 1.1 million jobs. Locally in Asheville, the Asheville regional
airport provides 1,700 direct, indirect, and induced jobs, while pro-
viding $556 million of economic output. The industry must find a
way to keep air service inexpensive and available to the majority
of the country.

Lastly, small and nonhub airports, as with all airports, are re-
quired by the FAA to be as self-sufficient as possible. And yet, the
FAA overregulates any airport development on any parcel of land.
These onerous requirements not actually found in Federal law trig-
ger extensive Federal environmental analysis which unduly delays
projects and often causes developers to look elsewhere to build
their projects. This deprives airports of the ability to compete for
development opportunities to generate nonaeronautical revenues,
bogs down FAA staff in unnecessary review analysis of project
planning, and generates inefficiencies without benefits.

We believe the Federal Government should only impose restric-
tions based on safety concerns, and ensure that fair-market value
is received for nonaeronautical use of the land. The FAA bureauc-
racy does not need to get involved in every local use decision at an
airport. Congress should encourage and mandate the FAA to limit
the statutory requirements, so the FAA has a role only with respect
to issues affecting the safety, efficiency, or utility of the airport for
Federal facilities.

Thank you for your leadership on these important issues. I look
forward to working with you all and this subcommittee to move our
airports to the 21st century. Thank you.

Mr. LoBioNDO. Thank you for your statement, Mr. Bleiweis.

Now we will turn to Mr. McNamee for your statement.

Mr. McNAMEE. First I would like to thank Congresswoman
Brownley for the kind introduction. And also, thank you for your
great work for the country and also for Ventura County.

Good morning, Chairman LoBiondo, Ranking Member Larsen,
Chairman Shuster, and Ranking Member DeFazio, and members of
the subcommittee. Thank you for inviting me to participate in to-
day’s hearing. It is an honor for me to be with you today.

Ventura County operates two airports, Camarillo and Oxnard.
Camarillo is a general aviation reliever airport that has between
150,000 and 200,000 takeoffs and landings per year. Oxnard is
classified as a nonhub commercial service airport. However, after
losing commercial air service in 2010, it functions as a general
aviation airport today.

Investing in general aviation airports and promoting the general
aviation industry pays big dividends. The Camarillo and Oxnard
Airports provide $244 million annually in positive economic benefit
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to the local community, and supports over 1,400 jobs. Overall, gen-
eral aviation contributes $219 billion in total economic activity, and
supports 1.1 million jobs. Our facilities are critical links for our
communities to regional and national economies.

This committee can help general aviation and commercial service
airports build a 21st-century infrastructure by providing them with
the resources they need to repair aging facilities and advance crit-
ical safety, security, and capacity projects.

As you prepare to consider an FAA reauthorization bill, I urge
you to take two steps that would improve the state of America’s
airports.

First, increase Federal funding through the airport improvement
program. AIP is a key source of revenue for all sizes of airports.
Today airports only receive enough Federal funds to cover half of
their eligible projects. An AIP increase would help airports like
ours in Ventura County, where we are planning to use Federal
funds to rehabilitate and reconstruct runways and taxiways at both
airports, with an estimated cost of $30 million.

Second, and as my colleagues have mentioned, eliminate the out-
dated Federal cap on local passenger facility charges. Eliminating
the PFC cap is the easiest way to build critical airport infrastruc-
ture projects at commercial service airports without putting a
heavy burden on the Federal budget, and is aligned with the ad-
ministration’s plan for infrastructure spending.

I want to thank Ranking Member DeFazio and Congressman
Massie for introducing legislation earlier today to eliminate the cap
on local PFCs. We look forward to working with you and the com-
mittee in support of this important measure.

Although general aviation airports don’t collect PFCs, we benefit
from commercial service airports that do. As mentioned, large air-
ports that collect PFCs get back a large share of their AIP entitle-
ments. The FAA then distributes a vast majority of those funds to
general aviation and small commercial service airports like those
in Ventura County. Eliminating the PFC cap could open the door
to focus limited AIP funds on smaller airports that need Federal
assistance the most.

This committee also has a strong track record of supporting the
contract tower program. I urge you to continue to protect this valu-
able program, which allows Oxnard and 252 other airports to have
cost-effective air traffic control services and enhance aviation safe-
ty, while saving the FAA approximately $200 million per year.

Finally, I would like to thank this committee for addressing the
challenges related to unmanned aircraft systems. Safely inte-
grating UAS into the National Airspace System will be a key com-
ponent of a 21st-century aviation system.

In Ventura County we operate a small UAS on behalf of the air-
port under the recently enacted FAA part 1 of 7 regulations. We
hope to be a model example for the rest of the country on how to
safely integrate and operate small UAS on and around the airport.

Thank you again for inviting me to participate in today’s hearing.
I look forward to answering any questions you may have.

Mr. LoBionDO. Thank you very much. We will now turn to
Chairman Shuster for any questions he may have.
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Mr. SHUSTER. Thank you. My line of—I don’t think there is any
debate that we need more investment in our infrastructure. The
President put an exclamation point on that last night, and aviation
is no different.

One of the things, though, sometimes I think we lack in this dis-
cussion about funding is how do we reform the system. How do we
make it better so we can build bridges and roads faster, so we can
deploy those dollars when it comes to rebuilding our airports and
expanding them?

I look at the wall there, and there are five people up there in the
last 30 years that have been involved in reforming the FAA. And
I don’t want to be too critical, because I know one may charge the
door and take me on, and another one may call me, so I got to be
careful.

So I would rather turn it to you folks at the tables there today
to tell me what—dealing with the FAA—and, Mr. Bleiweis, you ad-
dressed it directly, so I will let you sit out this one. But dealing
with the FAA, how do we reform them so that, when you are doing
those projects, you can get it done faster?

And I have got—there are billions of dollars out there right now
in airports, but pipelines, railroad projects that we got a Govern-
ment agency up here that is making it extremely difficult to move
these projects forward. So can you address—let’s start first with
Dallas Fort Worth International Airport, and then we will go to my
second-favorite airport, Pittsburgh International Airport.

So tell me what we can do to make the FAA more responsive to
you, get these projects done. To save you money, I would assume.

Mr. DoONOHUE. OK. Thank you, Chairman Shuster. When it
comes to the FAA, DFW supports reform and modernization. But
before I comment on that, I think it is critical to talk about the
safety aspect. And sometimes that does not get enough attention as
we talk about the FAA. And from all perspectives, airports, air-
lines, the FAA, the controllers, the NTSB, everybody involved in
the safe operation of the FAA does a great job, and we never want
to take our eye off that ball. And I know we all agree on that.

In terms of modernization, anything we can do as an aviation in-
dustry to drive more efficiency, to drive more funding certainty
DFW would support. And as discussions move forward, I think it
is just critical that airports are at the table. And we can offer a
perspective, I think we can offer a lot of value. And we would wel-
come that opportunity.

Mr. SHUSTER. And, Ms. Cassotis, can you respond to one thing
in particular about certainty? How important is certainty to your
projects?

Ms. CassorTis. It is as important as certainty is to the airlines
in the rates and charges. The last thing that the airlines want from
us is any volatility in their rates and charges from one year to the
next. And, for us, in funding, certainty is that critical, because we
can make plans about what we need to do in order to better posi-
tion ourselves to do what we are supposed to do for these commu-
nities.

And listening to Sean talking about reform and modernization,
you know, we are not one of the airport categories that would nec-
essarily be the most obvious beneficiaries, but we are the spokes
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in the hub-and-spoke systems. And when the hubs get backed up,
we are the ones who suffer. So we are all in favor of the FAA con-
tinuing to do what it does well, which is safety oversight, and hav-
ing the rest of the FAA focus on a more streamlined approach to
getting work done.

So, yes, incredibly important, thank you.

Mr. SHUSTER. And, Mr. McNamee, general aviation airport.
Again, you have to deal with the FAA when you are doing any sort
of projects. Is that accurate?

Mr. MCNAMEE. We do.

Mr. SHUSTER. And in your experience, has it been difficult?
Easy?

Mr. McNAMEE. So, you know, in our local region, in the Los An-
geles Airport District Office we have wonderful staff there. But,
you know, whether you are doing a project at a general aviation
airport or at a large hub airport, the time it takes, the resources,
the manpower, and, in some cases, even the funding, it is the same
at my airport that it might be at DFW.

And so, streamlining some of those processes when it comes to
grant funding would certainly be helpful. A bigger picture moving
forward with the implementation of NextGen—one thing for gen-
eral aviation airports and smaller commercial service airports—or,
I guess, nonprimary entitlements—at $150,000 you really can’t get
that much done. And if you look at some of our projects, most of
those are in the millions.

And so, frequently, when we are competing for dollars, the lim-
ited dollars within the FAA, we are having to just basically roll
over that $150,000 until we can fit in to that limited funding to
fully fund a much-needed project for us.

Mr. SHUSTER. Thank you. My time is almost about to expire. 1
just want to—my mother used to tell me when I point my finger
at somebody to blame them, if I point at the FAA there are three
pointing back at me.

So Congress, I believe, is part of the problem, and it is the uncer-
tainty that we—you know, whether it is sequestration, whether it
is Government shutdowns, whether we do short-term extensions—
so Congress has to look at itself. And like I said, I got five former
chairmen up there on the walls looking at me, and they were all
part of bills that tried to reform FAA, just nipped around the
edges. As far as I can tell, didn’t do anything significant.

So—and I think a big part of that is making sure that, when you
deploy your dollars, you have a process that is steady with cer-
tainty. So again, I appreciate you being here, and I appreciate you
answering our questions and educating us.

Thanks. I yield back.

Mr. LoBIoNDO. Thank you, Mr. Shuster.

Mr. DeFazio?

Mr. DEFAzIO. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Just to get to the core,
I think we have some substantial agreement here on allowing an
enhanced PFC and the needs it would address. But we do need to
address—you know, I did study economics, but it would be useful
to have other people counter the argument of Airlines for America,
which is that there is absolute price elasticity. Two dollars, three
dollars PFC, no one is going to fly any more. Two hundred dollar
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ticket change, no problem. Twenty-five bucks for a bag, no problem.
Fifty bucks for a bag in the overhead, no problem. Two dollars
PFC, no one will fly any more.

Anybody want to kind of address that, refute that? Yes?

Ms. CassoTis. So I think we—there was a GAO study that said
that that is really not going to be an issue. And I would concur
with your comments, that it won’t depress demand.

I don’t find that the airlines object to raising the PFC as much
as they object to not having any control over what we use it for.
And I think that, in order to move the conversation forward, it
would be helpful to involve them in some sort of consultative proc-
ess about what we are going to use our money for.

Most of the airlines that I talk to, who walk right out of our air-
port, are desperate to have infrastructure more efficient and make
more sense. And I am confident that as many people would fly out
of Pittsburgh in the future as they do today, if not more, if we had
a better airport with more air service that would be possible, be-
cause of the locally imposed PFC.

Mr. DEFAZIO. And, of course, you identified, in particular, which
the chairman was pointing to in a larger sense, the FAA that—the
requirements for you to increase your PFC are—just don’t work for
you, for your needs, I mean, because they are a criteria

Ms. CassoTis. Well, not as it is defined today, correct.

Mr. DEFAZIO. Yes.

Mg CASSOTIS. The—what we can use it for, we need that to ex-
pand.

Mr. DEFAZI1O. Right.

Ms. CassoTis. Because we have enough capacity for a whole lot
of years. That is not our issue. What we don’t have is the right ca-
pacity.

Mr. DEFAZIO. Right.

Ms. CassoTis. And we don’t have efficient capacity.

b 11}/11‘. DEeFAz10. Right. Mr. Massie and I accommodated that in our
ill.

Ms. Cassoris. Thank you.

Mr. DEFAZ10. We moved that criteria. Anybody else want to com-
ment on this?

Mr. LYTTLE. Yes.

Mr. DEFAz10. I did try—I did go to A4A and say, “How about if
we tier it and they have to show a higher level of need to go to
a higher PFC, or extraordinary need,” and the answer was no.
They just won’t talk about it.

So I would like to think that they would be willing to talk about
something where they could have a little more input. But I think
that some of their members are afraid of the potential for more
competition at certain airports.

Mr. Lyttle?

Mr. LYTTLE. I think one way that we can view it is that the air-
lines have found a way to offset the cost associated with baggage
or the other change fees that they have, and so they have found
a way to offset it.

So the other way we can look at it is that the airports need to
do the same thing. So we need to find a way to offset the cost asso-
ciated with the infrastructure that we need to keep pace with the
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growth that’s taking place in the industry. And that means our
method of getting that done is through a PFC, uncapping the PFC.
So I think that is one way of doing it, as well.

Mr. DEFAZI10. Does anybody—yes, Mr. Donohue?

Mr. DONOHUE. The other perspective I would offer—I mean DFW
supports a PFC increase for all the reasons my colleagues men-
tioned. But when I look selfishly at DFW—we just finished—we are
about to finish a $3 billion capital program, and we probably have
another $5 to $10 billion in capital requirements, infrastructure re-
quirements, moving forward—and the PFC is critical to help us,
but it is not the silver bullet. I mean it is a balanced solution.

As an airport, we have got to perform better to generate more
revenues that we put back into the airport. Infrastructure—I mean
I am delighted to hear the infrastructure discussion going on. Prob-
ably I am more excited—and when I hear it, I finally hear airports
mentioned. And previously, when I heard “infrastructure,” I didn’t
hear airports. And obviously, I think the airports can add value in
that discussion, moving forward.

P3s are an important vehicle. Obviously, we are going to con-
tinue to hit the bond market. And obviously, the airlines are going
to continue to participate. So we support the increase in the PFCs.
We appreciate the bill. But for an airport like DFW, it is bigger
than just PFCs.

Mr. DEFAZIO. Sure.

Mr. DONOHUE. We have got to look at a really balanced solution.

Mr. DEFAZI0. No, I get that, and that is like people who say P3s
or private money will solve all our infrastructure problems. No,
there is—a lot of this is public infrastructure that cannot generate
surplus revenues, and needs Federal investment. And we will con-
tinue the AIP program with a slight reduction under the plan we
introduce.

And I am not aware of any other alternative to help people do
additional bonding. I mean, you know, the President has admitted
that, you know, like LaGuardia and other places really need the in-
vestment. But he said he doesn’t like fees. Well, I don’t know what
the alternative is. Someone has got to pay for it. I mean, if anyone
has an alternative, let me know.

So—but thank you for the—at least the comprehensive overlay.

Mr. LoBioNDO. Thank you, Mr. DeFazio. Is Mr. Rokita here? No?
Then we go to Mr. Massie.

Mr. MassIE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Just one—Mr. Donohue,
one quick clarification. This is just semantics. We are not increas-
ing the PFC. We are giving you the freedom to set—that is our in-
tent, to set whatever PFC you want. You can lower it, if you like.

But anyways, what are some of the—I mean we are using gen-
eral terms, “infrastructure.” What are some of the specific projects?
And I would ask Mr. Lyttle and Ms. Cassotis that, as well. What
are some specific projects that you would be doing if you could fi-
nance them that aren’t being done? And what is the implication or
impact on customers and airlines?

Go with you first.

Mr. DONOHUE. Well, again, I recognize DFW, given our size, we
are in a position where we will find a way, one way or the other,
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to fund our infrastructure projects. And again, we would prefer a
more balanced solution than we have today.

But when I look at our 45-year-old airport and the fact that we
have terminals that are that age, and we have a couple of runways
that are that age, and roads and bridges within the airport, I mean
we will have to do those projects. We will find a way to do those
projects. But I think we can do it in a more balanced approach
than we have in the past.

Mr. MASSIE. So roads, bridges, terminals?

Mr. DONOHUE. Runways.

Mr. MASSIE. Runways.

Mr. DONOHUE. Airfield operations. Correct. But again, I—to an-
swer your specific question, it is not an issue at DFW that we won’t
do them.

Mr. MAssIE. Understood.

Mr. DONOHUE. We will find a way of doing them.

Mr. MAssIE. Understood.

Mr. Lyttle?

Mr. LYTTLE. So specific projects: international arrival facility,
$660 million; north satellite facility expansion, $550 million; bag-
gage handling system, $320 million; satellite renovation, yet to be
determined. And that is just the current capital development pro-
gram.

In addition, we are doing a master plan. We have not finalized
that master plan, as yet. But the master plan is pointing to the
need for an additional 34 gates. And so we are looking at an addi-
tional, potentially, $10 billion to complete that master plan. It
could be higher, it could be lower. We haven’t finalized it, as yet.

Now, unlike maybe DFW, we have—I agree that PFC is not the
end all. However, we have less flexibility because of the footprint
that we have, in terms of generating nonaeronautical revenues.
And so the PFC—flexibility, as you said, with the PFC is extremely
important to us so we can—you know, we can use the PFC at
whatever level we think is reasonable for the projects.

Mr. MASSIE. And why aren’t you funding all that stuff right now,
with AIP?

Mr. LyTTLE. Pardon?

Mr. MAsSIE. Why aren’t you funding all that right now with AIP?

Mr. LYTTLE. So the—most of the——

Mr. MASSIE. I suspect I know the answer.

Mr. LYTTLE [continuing]. Eligible are our runways and taxiways
and, you know, projects. Most of the projects that we have in the
future are actually gates and terminals. And not all of those
projects are AIP-eligible. And that is one of the major challenges
that we have.

Mr. MASSIE. Got you.

Mr. LYTTLE. We have finished all of our runway projects for the
foreseeable future.

Mr. MASSIE. Ms. Cassotis?

Ms. CassoTtis. Yes. So we—first of all, I have gates, if you need
a couple. We are happy to ship them over.

[Laughter.]

Ms. Cassoris. Yes, can I—can you pay me for them?
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Mr. MAssIE. We have got some spare ones at CVG [Cincinnati/
Northern Kentucky International Airport], too.

Ms. CassoTis. Yes, we are going to work out a deal. We—right
away, we have a deicing pad that needs to be upgraded. That is
$13 million. We have got snow removal equipment that is 25 years
old that needs to be replaced. We have got escalators, moving walk-
ways, a rehab that needs $16 million worth of work.

But in the long term, what a PFC would allow us to do as part
of a mix, as my colleagues have said, would—an increase in the
PFC would allow us to right-size and modernize our facility, to be
an origin and destination airport. We were built as a large con-
necting hub. So we have an X design. It is beautiful, it is brilliant,
and I think it is the only one outside of Abu Dhabi that is as smart
as it is.

So that means that, when passengers come off an international
flight and they clear customs, most of those passengers usually just
go to their gate. Well, if you were coming home, you had to go
through TSA because you were airside, you were on the secure
side. So when we became an O&D airport, origin and destination,
and everybody was coming back into just Pittsburgh, they would
line up at TSA to take off their belts and their shoes to go to the
garage. That doesn’t make sense.

We have an inadequate Federal inspection services facility that
needs a major upgrade. Our security checkpoint is too small, so we
have two—so we have a major renovation that has to take place.

Mr. MASSIE. So, very quickly, I know you wanted more flexibility.
Probably flexibility for all of the programs.

Ms. CAssoTIs. All of them.

Mr. MASSIE. But which gives you more flexibility, PFCs or AIP?

Ms. CassoTis. Neither. We need——

Mr. MAssIE. OK.

Ms. CassoTis. We need reforms to both. I need reforms to both,
please.

Mr. MASSIE. I bet.

Ms. Cassoris. Our projects aren’t—we are not capacity-enhanc-
ing projects.

Mr. MASsIE. My goal was to ask everybody, but I am out of time,
so I will yield back. Thank you.

Mr. LoB1onDo. OK, thank you. I recognize Mr. Larsen.

Mr. LARSEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Lyttle, can you talk—you talked about—in your testimony
about the four revenue options. You didn’t discussion—and don’t go
into detail—about how airports negotiate with airlines to con-
tribute to the capital facilities.

But do you have estimates? Since every airport is different, are
there estimates of what airlines provide in this mix? Say for Sea-
Tac, as an example.

Mr. LYTTLE. Yes. So we have actually done a financial forecast,
just based on the preliminary numbers that we have for the master
plan. Again, we have not selected the preferred alternative, as yet.
But when we look at the alternative, that would be in about the
$10 billion range.

At a $4.50 PFC, if we do not have an increase in the PFC by
2034, the cost per enplanement to the airlines would increase from
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approximately $10.15 today to $49, $50. And we think that would
be unacceptable. I know I have heard that the airlines will pay, but
I don’t think they will be willing to pay that much at any airport.

Mr. LARSEN. So from $10 estimated to $49 to $50.

Mr. LYTTLE. Yes.

Mr. LARSEN. Under your current capital plan. OK. And so the al-
ternative, it is either out of the airline, who presumably puts that
into their fare

Mr. LYTTLE. So if we

Mr. LARSEN. If they increase their fare——

Mr. LYTTLE. Yes. If we do not have additional PFCs, and if we
use bond, for example, go to the bond market, all of that goes into
the rates and charges for the airlines.

Mr. LARSEN. Yes, yes, OK. So can you talk a little bit about—
and Mr. Donohue, as well, and Mr. Lyttle—Mr. Donohue, you
have—American is largely the big dog at the—at DFW, where at
Sea-Tac you have Delta and Alaska and United, and others, as
well. But largely, Alaska and Delta, so some—multiple carriers,
let’s call it. Can you two just briefly talk about what that means
for operations, and how you have to plan at the airport?

OK, Mr. Lyttle, you go first.

Mr. LyrTLE. OK. It is very interesting, because I think in the
last—using these negotiations, the primary airline that was nego-
tiated with was Alaska Airlines. Now Delta has grown significantly
at airports. So we are actually currently using this agreement—
what we call the SLOA agreement—which expires at the end of
this year. So we are in negotiations right now with multiple air-
lines. But, of course, the big players are Alaska and Delta.

It is very challenging, because we have a gate allocation method-
ology that basically favors an airline that is actually growing at the
airport. So it favors one airline over the other. And the problem is
we are constrained. We just do not have enough gates. During peak
time we cannot accommodate all the airlines at the airport. In fact,
we are now doing hardstand operation, and, as we try to get these
CIP [capital improvement plan] projects that I just mentioned,
which will add additional gates, during that time we will have to
continue doing hardstand operations.

So, gates are our biggest issue, and that is the biggest challenge
that we have negotiation with, not just Alaska and Delta, but
American, Southwest, all the other airlines that we have at the air-
port.

Mr. LARSEN. Yes. Mr. Donohue?

Mr. DONOHUE. We are actually in discussions with American on
the future master plan of the airport, and adding a terminal, and
adding gates. And because American dominates DFW-—probably
shouldn’t use the word “dominate”—it is the largest airline at
DFW, they tend to invest in DFW, because it is so important to
them.

But I would agree with Mr. Lyttle’s point. As we look at these
infrastructure needs in the future, we are not supportive, nor do
we want to see the cost per enplanement for passengers double or
triple as we do these programs, because the only solution is the
bond market. Because I feel that, then, makes us uncompetitive, as
a hub, versus other major hubs in the U.S.
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So that is why I think it is important that we continue to work
with the airlines to find the right solution. As I said, to find a bal-
anced solution, so that we make the proper investments, but we
have to pay just critical, critical attention to making sure our costs
don’t get so out of whack that it is uncompetitive, either in the U.S.
or globally. Because, as you know, this is becoming more of a global
aviation industry.

Mr. LARSEN. Thank you. Thanks. I yield back.

Mr. LoBionDo. Mr. Rokita?

Mr. ROKITA. Thank you, Chairman. I appreciate you having this
hearing. I appreciate listening to everyone’s testimony.

Unfortunately, the electronics here at the committee room aren’t
working. The IT is not working well today. I had two pictures, Mr.
Chairman, I wanted to submit for the record. The first one was a
picture of the work of my 6-year-old, who has turned our basement
into airport building. And he found a way to take my iPad and go
on Google Maps and pick a different airport every week and build
it in our basement. And just like some of the challenges you have,
he is running out of space and is acquiring more land.

[Laughter.]

Mr. ROKITA. So I wanted to get that in the record. I know he is
only 6, but I would like to get him some work when he is able, so
putting it in early.

One of the issues that has come across my desk recently—per-
haps a little bit off the target of this hearing—is this idea about
general aviation access to airports. Of course, general aviation pays
a gas tax fee, and it—in my opinion, it certainly pays for what we
use of the system. Of course, airports are part of the system.

I guess first to Mr. Lyttle and Mr. Donohue, do you believe gen-
eral aviation has a right to use your particular airports? Yes or no?

Mr. DONOHUE. Yes, and they do currently.

Mr. ROKITA. Yes. And Mr. Lyttle, for the record?

Mr. LYTTLE. Yes, but we have limited GA services at the airport.
But the answer is

Mr. ROKITA. Yes, I saw that. Let me go there. You have at Sea-
Tac something called Aircraft Service International Group, which
is now Signature.

Mr. LYTTLE. Yes.

Mr. ROKITA. And I just checked, and they have something for
what would be my general aviation airplane—a small, light twin—
a $15 fee that goes to you, and a $50 FBO [fixed-base operator] fee
that is waived if I buy 30 gallons. And that is—the FBO charges
that, and I imagine that FBO Signature pays you a lease or a rent
or something for the space.

Mr. LYTTLE. Mm-hmm.

Mr. ROKITA. Is that correct?

Mr. LYTTLE. Yes.

Mr. ROKITA. So they charge me $50. But if I buy 30 gallons, that
fee gets waived. But the 100 low-lead fee at Sea-Tac right now is
$8.43 a gallon, which is more than double—or at least double what
Ms. Cassotis’s airport charges, and what Mr. McNamee’s airport
charges.

So, my question, I guess, you acknowledge that there is a right
for GA to use the airport. Is there any way to avoid these fees at
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Sea-Tac? More like a public park, where if you paid an admission
fee to get in, you can go tie down somewhere and not be charged
$50, $15, or $8.43 a gallon.

Mr. LyrTLE. That is something I will have to look into. One of
the big challenges we have at Sea-Tac Airport is—it is not just only
on the terminal side, but on the air side, as well. Unlike——

Mr. RokiTA. What did you say, space? I am sorry.

Mr. LYTTLE. Yes, yes, space. We are really constrained,
spacewise. Unlike DFW.

Mr. ROKITA. But you acknowledge we have a right to use the
space.

Mr. LYTTLE. Yes.

Mr. ROKITA. Right? Because we pay into the system. OK.

Mr. Donohue, same set of questions to you. Let’s see, with DFW
you only charge $5 a gallon, which I find incredible, until there is
a $75 nonwaivable fee. I don’t know if that goes to the corporate
FBO you have. I don’t know, do you have a—is that a Government-
run thing, or is that a private entity? What is that?

Mr. DONOHUE. We run our own corporate aviation

Mr. ROKITA. Got you, got you. So that probably explains a lower
fuel per gallon fee, but $75 nonwaivable, and then something for
a landing fee, as well.

Same question to you, then. Is there any way that I could go to
DFW and waive these fees, or tie down and not use the FBO or
anything like that, or have any kind of access that doesn’t require
these fees?

Mr. DONOHUE. Well, corporate aviation is a service we provide,
Congressman, and it is not a priority for us, because there are so
many GA airports in the surrounding region. And

Mr. ROKITA. But hold on. I just premised this whole discussion
by asking you an initial question, asking you if I had a right—GA
had a right to use your airport, and you said yes

Mr. DONOHUE. Correct, correct. So

Mr. RokiTA. OK. So me using another airport isn’t the question.
I have a right to use your airport.

Mr. DONOHUE. Correct.

Mr. ROKITA. But not unless we pay all these fees, correct? Even
though we pay the gas tax.

Mr. DONOHUE. That is correct.

Mr. RoKITA. Got you.

Mr. DONOHUE. Those are our market—those are the market
rates, in our opinion.

Mr. RokITA. That is the market rate? Market assumes competi-
tion. You don’t have two FBOs on the airport, do you?

Mr. DONOHUE. Well, when I say competition, I am referring to
the other general aviation airports in our region.

Mr. RokiTA. Oh, what—OK. But at your airport—I mean a lot
of airports have more than one FBO, so the record understands
that, and the other Members understand. You don’t, and the one
FBO you have you, in fact, own. You run for——

Mr. DONOHUE. Right.

Mr. ROKITA [continuing]. As part of the entity, or the Govern-
ment. Right?
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So, in the 15 seconds I have remaining, I don’t know if Mr.
McNamee or—wants to respond to this, but a lot of your customers
are general aviation.

Mr. McNAMEE. All of our customers are general aviation. We ac-
tually have four FBOs at Camarillo alone, and two at Oxnard.

Mr. ROKITA. Do you believe general aviation, your customers,
have a right to go to the big airports?

Mr. McNAMEE. They do. But, as you know, airports like
Camarillo, they are specifically designated as reliever airports, to
help minimize the congestion at those larger airports.

Mr. ROKITA. Yes.

Mr. MCNAMEE. And

Mr. ROKITA. But this isn’t a congestion question, it is not a safety
question. We acknowledge that, I mean, there is a space issue, and
t}lllerﬁ is an issue of not having so much gallonage and flowage, and
all that.

Mr. McNAMEE. So, as a general aviation pilot, I enjoy when I
sometimes fly into those larger airports and are greeted with open
arms, yes.

Mr. ROKITA. Great, thank you. Thank you, Chairman.

Mr. LoBioNDO. Thank you. I would like to recognize Mr. Larsen
for a unanimous consent request.

Mr. LARSEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I would ask unanimous
consent to enter into the record a letter from the American Associa-
tion of Airport Executives, indicating support for the DeFazio-
Massie bill, and a letter from U.S. Travel Association indicating
support for the DeFazio-Massie bill.

Mr. LoBioNDO. Without objection, so ordered.

[The letters referenced by Congressman Larsen are on pages 101-104.]

Mr. LoBioNDO. Now we would like to go to Mrs. Bustos.

Mrs. Bustos. Thank you, Chairman LoBiondo and Ranking
Member Larsen. I appreciate the opportunity to ask a few ques-
tions here.

My congressional district in the northwest part of the State of Il-
linois has three international airports, and more than a dozen gen-
eral aviation facilities. So I certainly appreciate all the witnesses
here today spending time with us and answering some of our ques-
tions. I am going to start with Mr. Bleiweis.

You mentioned the economic impact of airports on smaller com-
munities. If you could go into a little more detail on that, that
would be helpful.

Mr. BLEIWEIS. Thank you, I am happy to. Airports or commu-
nities have to generate economic vitality. And one way that most
companies look for to build up communities is with air service, or
by being able to bring companies in to those communities to gen-
erate jobs. So, in Asheville, for example, again, 1,700 jobs are based
not necessarily at the airport—the airport only has 450, 460-some-
odd jobs—but it is the influence of everything else that seeps in to
the community by doing so.

We have been told a number of times when businesses are look-
ing to expand or move to western North Carolina, one of the first
questions they ask is, “What kind of air service do you have?” and
“What is the ability to get in new air service from the airlines?”
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The unfortunate part that we have to deal with, as smaller com-
munities and smaller airports, is, again, there is limited air service.
There are four legacy carriers carrying almost 85 percent of the
traffic in this country. They are looking at more of the bigger hubs,
they are looking at airports as feeders, but they also don’t provide
a lot of good service to those feeders or for those hubs. So it is a
limited amount of how much capacity an airport will take.

The growth that we have had in Asheville has to do with the
ultra-low-cost carriers. They are the ones that are bringing our
travelers to our communities, but those are also the type of airlines
that businesses are not looking to use when they are growing the
community employment base.

Mrs. BusToS. So, just as a followup to that—and maybe this is
probably broad, and maybe I am—get myself in trouble for asking
it this broadly, but what additional resources can Congress provide
to help smaller airports flourish?

Mr. BLEIWEIS. I think, again, looking at the uncapped PFC helps
the dollars flow from the larger airports down to smaller airports
to expand their facilities. But also, again, as touched on, some of
my things with the regulation of FAA, there are ways for airports
to incentivize airlines to come into the communities. But the way
that the FAA is looking at those rules and procedures limits what
we can do.

There is no reason why an airport shouldn’t—if there is—if they
are an economic vitality to that community, they—there is no rea-
son why they should not be able to put some of their revenue dol-
lars into incentivizing all airlines that want to serve and then
bring in additional service to those communities. And right now we
can’t do that.

There are limiting factors when even in our chambers or our eco-
nomic development communities or partners in our small commu-
nities want to attract airlines. Technically, right now, we are not
even allowed to sit in on those conversations and guide our commu-
nities to what service that airport needs or what service the com-
munity needs. Those are some of the restrictions that the FAA
should loosen up on, and let us do our business as a private enter-
prise.

Mrs. BusTos. All right. Thank you very much.

Mr. BLEIWEIS. Thank you.

Mrs. BusTos. Mr. McNamee, I was in your county with Con-
gresswoman Brownley last summer, and it is lovely there. I want
to ask you. You mentioned the Small Community Air Service De-
velopment Program. In addition to the infrastructure needs our air-
ports face, attracting and maintaining commercial air service can
be a real challenge.

Can you talk a little bit more about how communities use the
program, and what additional flexibility you would like to see?

Mr. McNAMEE. Additional flexibility. So we are—currently we
have in hand a Small Community Air Service Development Grant
in the amount of $500,000 at Oxnard Airport. We lost air service
in 2010. That really was the airlines increasing the fares to the
point where the Navy—we have a large Navy base there in Ven-
tura County, which made up about one-third of our customers—
stopped using the service. And then, from there, the fares got even
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higher for the local businesses, and the business community trav-
eling, and it basically killed the service.

And so, we have been trying to restore air service ever since.
Even with that grant package in hand, and great local community
support, including funding—we have got about a $1 million pack-
age—that has not been enough to incentivize some of those re-
gional carriers. We don’t have historical data to our strongest mar-
ket, which would be the Bay Area. We have derived data based on
traveling passengers: zip codes, things like that. So we know who
is traveling out of LAX in Burbank.

The program is a very good program. You know, it used to be
funded at a much higher level. I think it is currently at $6 million
a year. More funding would be nice to have for those small commu-
nities. They can definitely take advantage of it.

In terms of flexibility, as Lew, my colleague next door here, men-
tioned, you know, we are often—our hands are tied in how we can
exercise those programs. And so, for instance, we have a relatively
strong reserve fund in our enterprise fund at the airport, but we
are not allowed to spend airport money as part of that package for
the grant. We have to go out and find it from outside sources,
which, fortunately, we are able to do. But not all airports are in
that position.

Mrs. Bustos. All right. Thank you, Mr. McNamee. I have ex-
hausted my time. Thanks.

Mr. LoB1oNDO. Thank you.

Mr. Davis?

Mr. Davis. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you to our panel-
ists.

One of the issues that has been brought to my attention by vir-
tually all of the regional airports in and around my district relates
to ensuring continued access to air service. And in smaller commu-
nities, that actually means access to pilots. Regional airports in the
communities I serve, like Bloomington-Normal, Champaign-Ur-
bana, and Springfield, Illinois, enable them to connect globally and
have significant importance to the businesses and institutions in
those regions.

But, unfortunately, according to the U.S. Travel Association, two-
thirds of States like Illinois have seen declines in both the number
of flights and the number of routes since 2007. And since 2013,
nearly 40 small airports across the country have lost commercial
service all together.

And since I am not going to massacre your last name, I am going
to call you Mr. Lew. So, Mr. Lew, as an executive director of a re-
gional airport, what ideas and suggestions do you have—quickly,
because I only have a limited amount of time and more questions—
what can you do, what are your ideas to halt this trend?

Mr. BLEIWEIS. I think looking at the regional carriers on what
they are trying to base—you know, as the small airplanes are being
phased out of manufacturing and use, they are becoming larger air-
planes, which makes it difficult to support a small community with
a 70-, 90-, or a 100-seat airplane, when it is really meant for a 35-
to a 50-seat airplane.

We were subject to that this summer. We have a—one of our leg-
acy carriers decided to stop flying one of our early morning routes
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out of our airport, and it was blamed on pilot shortage. We have
no facts, whether that was accurate or not. The flight came back
in September, and we haven’t had an issue yet. But it is a serious
issue for airports all around the country, of whether airlines are
really—you know, really have that issue, whether it is a pilot
shortage, whether it is a pay situation, union situation, whatever.

So we just don’t have all the facts and know where it is going.

Mr. DAvis. All right. Any ideas? What can we do to ensure that
we don’t lose service, then?

Mr. BLEIWEIS. Trying—and again, being able to work with your
communities, trying to work with airlines to bring in different
types of services, different airlines—there are smaller airlines that
are coming into play. The legacies don’t necessarily want to do it,
but there are other types of carriers out there to do that. So it is
just a matter of, again, having FAA loosen up some of the abilities
for us to use incentive dollars or other type of marketing dollars
to be able to, you know, be able to work with airlines and bring
them in to your communities.

Mr. Davis. All right. My next question is going to be like a “Jeop-
ardy” game. Whoever hits the button first can get to answer this.

Language in the FAA Authorization Act of 1994 sought to limit
the diversion of revenues generated at airports. Unfortunately, a
loophole in that law has been used to get around our congressional
intent. So, last Congress, during the debate of the AIRR Act, I co-
sponsored an amendment that would have ensured that that rev-
enue raised at an airport remain at the airport and is used for air-
port purposes.

I will open it up. Do you believe ensuring that these taxes re-
main at the airport is fair? And would it help you do a better job
of investing in your aviation infrastructure if that were the case?

Ms. CASSOTIS. Yes.

Mr. McCNAMEE. Yes.

Mr. Davis. Ms. Cassotis?

Mr. BLEIWEIS. Yes.

Mr. DAvis. Yeses?

Mr. DONOHUE. Definitely, yes.

Mr. DAvis. Anybody want to care to explain why?

Ms. CAssorTis. We are already struggling to take care of the in-
frastructure needs that we have. If there were any revenue diver-
sion—and we are one of the three airports in the United States,
along with DFW and Denver, where we have an agreement with—
the ability to pull gas out of the ground. Right? We sit on a large
tract of land, and we have the ability for revenue that a lot of other
airports don’t have. And we are putting all of it towards debt re-
payment and infrastructure. That is where it goes.

Mr. Davis. So what are some of the expenses that this revenue
is used for, rather than reinvesting in airport infrastructure?

Ms. Cassoris. Oh, for me, it is about paying down the debt.

Mr. Davis. OK.

Ms. CassorTis. That is it.

Mr. Davis. All right.

Mr. DONOHUE. And at DFW we reinvest everything back into in-
frastructure at the airport.
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Mr. Davis. OK. Are there any of you that service municipalities
that maybe take that money and use it for other purposes?

[No response.]

Mr. Davis. All right. I yield back the balance of my time. Thank
you all.

Mr. LoBioNDO. Ms. Norton? You are recognized.

Ms. NORTON. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, and I appre-
ciate this series of hearings you have been holding. I am a new co-
chair of something called the Quiet Skies Caucus. That name may
convey the self-evident understanding that airplane noise has be-
come a national issue. And it is a bipartisan issue here in the Con-
gress. Of course, my own airport is Reagan National Airport.

I also am aware that there are a number of contributing factors.
For example, we had manufacturers here, and they discussed
quieter planes just—I believe it was—last week. And, of course,
there is the controversy over NextGen, or the new flight proce-
dures. And then there is early morning and late night planes. I
would call those the three major causes of the concern of Members,
from coast to coast, I must tell you, about airplane noise.

I wonder, Mr. Donohue, because I read in your testimony—and
I commend you, because there is a line in your testimony that says
outboard runways are typically closed from 11 p.m. to 6 a.m. That
is a much more reasonable hour than, for example, we have at
Reagan National, where as late as 1 a.m. planes can go, and before
5 a.m., because you can imagine what that must mean in some
neighborhoods.

Did you only—when did you go to 11 p.m. and 6 am.? And
have—has that timeframe had any negative effects on airplane op-
erations? Was the FAA involved, how you decided to go to those
hours?

Mr. DoNOHUE. OK. Thank you, Congresswoman, for the ques-
tion.

Just to clarify, we do not have a curfew at DFW Airport. What
we have is the luxury of seven runways. So the fact

Ms. NORTON. You don’t have a curfew. So 11 p.m. and 6 a.m. is
because of what?

Mr. DONOHUE. That is just an operational decision we have
made, because——

Ms. NORTON. You have always had that?

Mr. DONOHUE. I will have to let you know. I have only been at
DFW 3 years, but——

Ms. NORTON. I wish you would.

Mr. DONOHUE. I will let you know. But we have the flexibility,
because of seven runways, to use our inboard runways for over-
night operations, and we just think that is the right thing to do,
from a community perspective

Ms. NORTON. Well, does that mean that you do have late-night
flights?

Mr. DONOHUE. Absolutely.

Ms. NORTON. And you don’t have complaints from your commu-
nity?

Mr. DONOHUE. Because we are on a footprint that is about
17,000 acres, we have about 800,000 operations a year at DFW.




29

And I think we had maybe 400 to 500 noise complaints. So we av-
erage less

Ms. NORTON. So it is the size of the airport that helps you.

Mr. DONOHUE. It does. It does. The size and the flexibility we
have with the runways.

Ms. NORTON. Of course this is a major airport that you represent.

I have one more question on the so-called DBE program, and
that is the inclusion of minorities and women in the construction
of and renovation of airports. I think this is for—probably best for
Mr. Donohue and Mr. Lyttle. This committee has only recently re-
affirmed in its reauthorization of the FAA its commitment to the
inclusion of minorities and women in this work.

Now, the inspector general, in his report, cited the bundling of
major construction and concession contracts to a single contractor
as a barrier to women and minorities becoming a part of airport
construction. So I would like to ask you if you have had any experi-
ence with this approach. That is to say bundling. Do you under-
stand how that would almost, per se, automatically exclude small
business and minority and women-owned business? And what do
you think can be done about it?

Mr. DONOHUE. We do not bundle, Congresswoman, at DFW. And
we have a very, very strong commitment to our minority and
women-owned partners in the community. Last year, on the ex-
penditure or construction side, we had about $200 million to minor-
ity and women-owned businesses. And on the concessions, or rev-
enue side, we had about $150 million.

So, we have a very strong program, we are committed to it, we
work with our partners in the community, and we will continue to
focus on those programs.

Ms. NORTON. Thank you. My goodness.

Mr. Lyttle?

Mr. LYTTLE. Yes, I think one of the things that we have been dis-
cussing with—because we have specific challenges in Washington
State, with [-200——

Ms. NORTON. You have specific challenges?

Mr. LYTTLE. Challenges with I-200——

Ms. NorTON. With DBEs, in particular?

Mr. LyrTLE. Well, if the—if we have a project that has grants as-
sociated with it, then we can set DBE goals. If not, we can’t, based
on State laws.

But one of the things we have——

Ms. NORTON. I am sorry, you will have to explain that.

Mr. LYTTLE. There is a State law that we have in Washington
State called 1-200, which prevents us from setting those goals. It
is specific to the State of Washington.

Ms. NORTON. Could he just complete his answer, Mr. Chairman?

Mr. LoBioNDo. Have you completed your answer?

Mr. LYTTLE. No, I am not finished.

Mr. LoBionDo. OK. Try to wrap it up, please.

Mr. LyrTLE. OK. I will stop there.

Mr. LoB1onDoO. Thank you.

Mr. Lewis?

Mr. LEwis. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I would concur with the
ranking member, Mr. Larsen, that Arthur Hailey’s “Airport,” a
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1968 novel, was a great read. But the movie in 1970 filmed at Min-
neapolis-St. Paul was even better. So if you don’t know by now, I
represent Minnesota.

And MSP, which is a great airport, like many of yours, does have
capital infrastructure needs. They estimate $1.7 billion needed over
the next 7 years to keep up with operational needs. The fees they
have collected over the past 4 years—$80 million from PFCs, $4
million only in Federal grants—obviously, they have other revenue
streams. But you start to see the task ahead for MSP and the coun-
try, and what is needed on infrastructure in our airports.

So, my question on the PFCs—and we will start with Mr.
Donohue here—so we have raised the cap. Obviously, we are going
to get more revenue. But one justification has been it will promote
more competition. Can you tell me, or get more specific on how it
would, as opposed to the airlines currently serving your cities just
getting a bigger market share?

Mr. DONOHUE. Well, again, while we support the increase in
PFCs, we have a situation at DFW similar to Minneapolis, Con-
gressman, that you have a carrier that probably has—at DFW,
American has 80 percent-plus of our traffic.

So, to argue from a DFW perspective that a PFC increase would
drive more competition at DFW would be difficult to make that ar-
gument, given just the market situation at our airport.

Mr. LEwIS. Mr. Lyttle?

Mr. LYTTLE. Yes. I think it—well, I know it definitely will. We
are extremely gate-constrained. We are out of gates. We have no
more gates. And during peak we just cannot accommodate, whether
it is domestic or international airlines that wants to operate at the
airport.

And so, with the additional funding sources from an increase in
the PFC, we can build these additional gates, both domestic gates
and international gates.

Mr. LEWIS. You think it would go to newer

Mr. LyTTLE. Oh, definitely, without a doubt. We have airlines
that would like to come to the airport now, but the time that they
would want to come to the airport they can’t, because there are no
gates available.

Mr. LEwIs. And what about Pittsburgh?

Ms. CassoTis. We have plenty of gates available, and we would
welcome anybody who can serve our community. That is not our
issue. I mean, if anything, it is—we have got 75 gates, and 25 of
them on any given day are sitting idle. That is 25 gates that we
are not using that are going to be obsolete soon and would have
to go through—I mean even if we wanted to preserve that infra-
structure, it wouldn’t be useful by the time the airlines wanted to
use it.

Mr. LEwWIS. There does seem to be unanimity of opinion—and cer-
tainly my view—that—I am kind of a user fee guy anyway, so I
like this idea, to some degree. But, clearly, more revenue is needed
for infrastructure. That is why we are here, that is why we are
holding these hearings.

But I am wondering if there are other methods of getting at some
of the revenue. And this one is near and dear to my heart. There
is a study that shows that the ticket tax, obviously, does not apply
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to baggage now. So, naturally, the flights are just more fun than
ever. Such fees, if you went back to the old model, where it is em-
bedded in the ticket, might raise about $264 million, nationwide.

Now, you know, given our needs, that isn’t much. But is it worth
considering? Anybody?

Yes, Mr. Bleiweis?

Mr. BLEIWEIS. Congressman, I think all funding sources are im-
portant, depending on where they come from. Increase of the PFC
does multiple things. But you have got to remember that airports,
just like airlines, somewhat are limited to competition.

I know when you get a little further out West you have further
distances between airports. But on the east coast there are choices
that passengers can make. So by—uncapping a PFC provides op-
portunities for airports to have infrastructure dollars. We have to
be careful of what we do with those PFC dollars, because we can’t
set those at a rate that would drive our—you know, our community
to other airports to use those to save money.

Mr. LEwis. Well, what about the ticket tax on ancillary charges?

Mr. BLEIWEIS. And I think, you know, since the airlines have
unbundled, I think any way to put money into the trust fund, in-
cluding those, is just additional funding opportunities to help sup-
port the infrastructure needs to the airports in this country.

Mr. LEwis. Thank you very much. I yield back my time.

Mr. LoBionDo. OK. Ms. Brownley?

Ms. BROWNLEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I wanted to shift the
conversation a little bit towards UAS integration. And obviously,
UAS integration into our national airspace has become a major
issue over the last decade.

I know, Mr. McNamee, in our county we have been—you have
been undertaking a lot in this area. And if you could, just talk a
little bit about what you are doing and the progress you are mak-
ing.

Mr. McNAMEE. Yes. So it is a dilemma that the FAA has been
wrestling with, proliferation of UAS. The technology is so good and
it is so inexpensive, that just about everybody and anybody owns
a small drone nowadays. And so the concern, of course, is operating
those around airports, in particular for this panel here.

And so, the FAA has stood up what is called the Drone Advisory
Committee that is a working committee. They have met twice now,
and they have some subcommittees working primarily on estab-
lishing responsible yet reasonable regulations and policies.

And then also trying to define the responsibilities of the different
levels of Government. For instance, you may not be able to expect
local law enforcement to enforce a Federal aviation regulation. So
those are some of the things we are dealing with. We have been
involved in that conversation in Ventura County for a long time.

Our sheriff operates a UAS to supplement their other aviation
assets. And out at the airport, again, we want to be a model on
how to safely integrate those around airports. And we have been
now, for 6 months or so, operating a small UAS simultaneously
with general aviation traffic—we are not closing the Class Delta
airspace to do it—and it is working very well.

Ms. BROWNLEY. Is that with the county sheriffs, or——
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Mr. McNAMEE. No, that is on behalf of the airport. We are using
a small UAS now to increase our efficiencies on the ground, in
terms of facility inspection, perimeter security, wildlife monitoring,
things like that.

Ms. BROWNLEY. Very good. Thank you very much. And last year,
you know, our committee spent a great deal of time considering leg-
islation that would have created a private corporation to manage
our air traffic control system. So could you talk a little bit about
what you think privatization would have on our contract tower pro-
gram and also on general aviation airports?

Mr. McNAMEE. Certainly there is a concern for small airports.
The concern would be that if it is a Government corporation, that
there may be profit motive, and that smaller airports might be in
jeopardy, particularly their towers, representation on the board,
making sure that an airport has a seat on the board.

But really, what is the concern, is that the airlines would have
a much larger say in how the air transportation system works, the
network in the sky, and it potentially jeopardizes small airports.

The drafts I have seen seem to provide some good protections for
small airports, which I very much appreciate.

Ms. BROWNLEY. Very good, thank you. And one last question is
do you know the average pilot pay for regional airline pilots, na-
tionwide and locally? Do you believe that paying entry-level pilots
more would or could mitigate the pilot shortage?

Mr. McNAMEE. It will certainly help. I think what you have
found—and this is what we have experienced at Oxnard Airport,
and it was mentioned by one of my colleagues, but the reduction
in fleet at the regional-size aircraft, and then workforce develop-
ment to generate the number of pilots that we need going into the
future. You have a large wave of retirements coming, based on that
mandatory, 65-year age retirement for pilots.

And so, we do a lot of workforce development locally there, in
Ventura County. Our flight schools have partnerships with some of
the regional carriers, to help develop pilots and feed that line.

But certainly pay seems to be one of those issues where you nor-
mally or traditionally have a feeder system going through the
regionals into the mainlines. Pilots that now qualify to fly for ei-
ther tend to jump that regional feeder and go right to the main-
lines, because they can be paid more there.

Ms. BROWNLEY. Any other solutions that you have for——

Mr. McCNAMEE. Again, we facilitate and collaborate with our local
partners in Ventura County. We are now teaching high school kids
on operating UAS and providing ground school as—the office of
education there at the airport is doing. So workforce development
efforts to try and increase that number of pilots for the future of
aviation is something that we hold dear to our heart.

Ms. BROWNLEY. Thank you very much. I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. LoB1oNDO. Thank you.

Mr. Perry?

. Mr. PERRY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thanks, panel, for being
ere.

So I am a little interested in the conversation you all were hav-
ing with Mr. Davis next to me here, in the context of PFCs and
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AIP. Now, each of you, from the looks of it, or sounds of it—I am
just looking at where you each represent. I am thinking—certainly,
Mr. Donohue, you have a very different experience. I have been to
your airport, but I am from around south-central Pennsylvania,
and we have got Harrisburg International, which struggles, and
probably—I am thinking we could probably fit maybe 6 or 10 of
them in your terminal footprint, I am not sure, and it includes the
runway.

But that having been said, you know, this conversation about
PFCs, AIP, and how we fund some of the projects and the infra-
structure, maintenance, et cetera, that we have, and potential
changes, I think, you know, our local airport there struggles, obvi-
ously, to bring in carriers and maintain them. Yet people that live
in the area don’t want to have to travel to this area to fly.

And I am wondering, especially Mr.—is it Bleiweis? Is that how
you pronounce that? And maybe Mr.—probably Ventura County is
probably fairly large, too, but maybe—well, Allegheny, that is—and
Sea-Tac, that is like—that is out of the program for us, too. But
I am looking for some perspective on a smaller airport, how these
changes—if you can kind of envision that. And maybe it is asking
you to stick up for your competition, right, to a certain extent, but
how they would affect—how changes would affect some of our
smaller airports and their ability to stay in business and provide
that service.

I am trying to get out of the perspective where we continually
subsidize and fund them, and—which also draws money away from
the bigger airports that need it, as well. So just give me some
thoughts on that.

Mr. BLEIWEIS. Great question, Congressman. I think allowing
airports, again, to look at their nonaeronautical land, looking at
being able to develop and bring in other types of businesses that
will fund revenue into the airport, will help relieve some of the
lacking of AIP or the current PFC levels. It is just a matter of how
much land an airport has. But again

Mr. PERRY. Are there currently prohibitions?

Mr. BLEIWEIS. No, but there are a lot of hurdles, so to speak, to
be able to develop land at an airport. Whether it is federally obli-
gated, or not, you still have to go through the FAA process to be
able to develop that land and get the permission:

Mr. PERRY. And that has nothing to do with, like, the clear zone,
or anything like that.

Mr. BLEIWEIS. Not at all.

Mr. PERRY. That is just an airport

Mr. BLEIWEIS. Not at all. I recently in the last few years put a
gas station/convenience store on my property. It is bringing rev-
enue to the airport. And I had to go through the FAA to get per-
mission to do that before I could even have a conversation with
them about moving the lease forward.

So just—again, it is not federally obligated land, but yet they
still dictate how we control it. Understand the safety aspects,
and

Mr. PERRY. Sure.

Mr. BLEIWEIS [continuing]. They are very important. But some of
the properties that are not near the airfield or not near, you know,
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anything that has an aeronautical purpose should be left up to the
airport to run the business like a private business, and be able to
generate revenue, as we are required to do to be self-sufficient as
possible.

Mr. PERRY. And I would concur, and maybe we could look at that
in any modifications we do.

Ms. Cassotis, do you have any——

Ms. CassoTis. We have about 3,800 acres of land to be developed,
and fortunately we have a great relationship with Harrisburg, with
the ADO. And so we move our projects through quickly, but it does
take time. And there is quite a bit of work to be done to dem-
onstrate that you are at fair market value, and that the use is,
frankly, concurrent with something that the FAA would approve
for the land. So anything we can do to streamline that process
helps.

Mr. PERRY. I mean just skipping around here a little bit to a dif-
ferent topic, with a little bit of time left—and Ms. Brownley
brought it up—I am trying to do some work on the UAS industry.
We are worried—or maybe “concerned” is a better word—that,
without some of the infrastructure in place, that the development
and manufacturing of that keeps on being pushed out of the coun-
try because we are just not up to speed.

Now, this is probably more an issue for the people doing the fly-
ing, the traffic management system. But from your perspective—
she asked you your concerns as facilities managers. And, Mr.
McNamee, you talked about that a little bit. But I would suspect
you would support some type of an integrated system for all UAS
variants? Because, you know, everybody wants to fly them, but
they want to be the only one doing it, and don’t let anybody else
do it, right?

But I just wanted to get—if there is any other perspective I am
missing from a facilities standpoint that you guys would have.

Mr. McNAMEE. So I will field that one. So, really, you do have
the Drone Advisory Committee working closely with the FAA, and
I believe they are going to help provide some solutions. You have
other great minds in NASA looking to implement unmanned traffic
management systems. And so you do have UAS of all sizes.

Honestly, now, most of the large UAS, they fly very much like
a manned aircraft. They file an IFR flight plan, an instrument
flight plan, and go off and do their work. And there just aren’t that
many of them. It is the proliferation of the small guys at low alti-
tude, especially around airports where aircraft are arriving and de-
parting, that is of most concern to us. And you have got some great
minds working to find ways to, through policy, create safe zones
around airports and technology coming online to help with that,
with the detect and avoid, and things like that.

Mr. PERRY. Thanks, Mr. Chairman. I yield back.

Mr. LoBioNDO. Mr. Payne?

Mr. PAYNE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Let me see.

To the panel, I am sure, you know, history, and a long history,
of discrimination in contracting at airports has been obvious, espe-
cially in construction and the concessions. Airports are asking, you
know, Congress to raise the PFC. But these funds are not required
to meet DOT’s DBE requirements.
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Since the PFC funds don’t have this requirement, how are we to
be sure that DBE businesses will have a fair shot at the lucrative
contracts that will likely spring up from our raising of the PFC?
Mr. Donohue?

Mr. DONOHUE. Well, from a DFW Airport perspective, we have
policies in place that dictate and provide what we are going to do
to continue to support our minority and women-owned businesses.
We set goals every year that our board of directors have to ap-
prove. We report out to our board of directors on a frequent basis
on how we are doing in terms of minority and women-owned par-
ticipation. And, as I said before, we have a very strong program,
and we want to continue to strengthen it.

But the biggest issue—or, I think, to answer your question, it is
the oversight of our board of directors.

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Lyttle?

Mr. LYTTLE. So we are setting more and more aggressive DBE
small business targets. But to answer the question directly, if you
look at the trend and what we are asking for, more of the dollars
associated with construction projects, if we are successful in getting
the PFC cap raised, will be associated with PFC versus AIP.

And you are correct, currently there are no DBE requirements
associated with the PFC, because it is not Federal dollars, it is
local dollars that is being collected. And I think that is something
we should take a look at.

Mr. PAYNE. Thank you.

Ms. CAssoTIS. So we, like DFW, our board of directors every year
approves our DBE, WBE, and MBE plans. And we monitor that,
we do a lot of work in diversity outreach to our community in order
to get more participation.

But we have aggressive goals. And on every single project we
monitor and often exceed them.

Mr. BLEIWEIS. Congressman, we also approve and look at our
goals every year. But with smaller airports, the PFC is basically—
is combined with Federal AIP dollars. So we are pretty much—even
though we are not—most of our PFC dollars are put into projects
that we have used with Federal grants, so we would still be obli-
gated to the DBE requirements because it is a combination of fund-
ing, not just using PFC dollars for stand-alone projects.

Mr. PAYNE. Let’s see. Newark Liberty International Airport is in
my district, and has some of the highest average ticket prices in
the country. No doubt this is due in part to the constraints on fa-
cilities. That is a lack of gates or slots, I guess they are called.

Can the panel speak to how the lack of slots translates to higher
ticket prices, those of you that have the issue? Would you say that
raising the PFC could possibly lead to decreases in ticket prices,
due to more competition?

Mr. DONOHUE. From a DFW perspective, we do not have any slot
constraints. The other competitive dynamic we have at DFW is
Love Field. And the Wright amendment was just repealed about 2
years ago, which has created more competition, which has also cre-
ated lower fares. So, from the DFW region perspective, we don’t
have that issue, in terms of slot constraints and what they could
do to pricing.
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Mr. LYTTLE. As I said, one of our major challenges that we have
at Sea-Tac is gates. And so we have airlines that would like to pro-
vide service at our airport, but we just can’t accommodate them, es-
pecially during peak, because we do not have the gates.

And so, the answer to your question is yes. I think there is a pos-
sibility that if we can add these additional gates and we have addi-
tional airlines, then the prices may very well go down.

Mr. PAYNE. OK. Well, I guess my time is up, and I yield back.

Mr. LoBioNDo. I would like to recognize that—we are going to
go to Mr. Sanford. But before we do that, Mr. Larsen for a unani-
mous consent request.

Mr. LARSEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I ask unanimous consent
to enter into the record a letter from Airports Council International
representing its support for the DeFazio-Massie bill.

Mr. LoBioNDoO. Without objection, so ordered.

[The letter referenced by Congressman Larsen is on page 105.]

Mr. LoBioNDO. And you have a couple of questions for the
record?

Mr. LARSEN. And second, yes, I will be entering two questions for
the record, one on NextGen for DFW and one for Sea-Tac regarding
the work it has done on its environmental footprint. But I will
enter those into the record and expect answers back. Thank you.

Mr. LoBioNDO. Mr. Sanford?

Mr. SANFORD. I thank the chairman. And I will be brief in def-
erence to my colleague from California. I had come in late and, un-
fortunately, I had another hearing I had to attend. So I apologize
I wasn’t here for the bulk of your testimony. I appreciate you all’s
time.

You know, I would probably be, at least by way of philosophy,
on the dissenting view on increasing any tax fee or other. And I
would just like to explore, just for a little bit—for instance, at Dal-
las Fort Worth International Airport, if you look at your alter-
natives—let’s say the fee wasn’t raised. What would you then do?
What would be the next step, in terms of where you would look,
in terms of capital markets or other in supplanting those needs?

Mr. DONOHUE. Sure. In terms of DFW, Congressman, if the PFC
was not raised, as we look at future infrastructure needs, the air-
lines would wind up paying the majority of it through our bond
issuances, and the airlines pay the debt on those bond issuances.

Now, again, from an airport perspective, we are fortunate that
nonaeronautical revenues are a strong

Mr. SANFORD. Can I respectfully—what I would argue is ulti-
mately airlines don’t pay it. I mean, at the end of the day, it is the
consumer that pays all this stuff, because the cost is not borne by
the airline, and it is not borne by the local municipality. It is ulti-
mately passed on to the consumer. So—but I hear you. Keep going,
I am sorry.

Mr. DONOHUE. And I understand what you are saying.

Mr. SANFORD. Yes, yes, sure.

Mr. DONOHUE. I am just saying the mechanism within the air-
port is they would pay higher fees.

In terms of our performance from a nonaeronautical perspective,
where we gain revenues not from the airlines but other sources, we
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would have to step up our performance there, because all of those
revenues we invest back into the airport.

As we discussed earlier, I think any discussions around infra-
structure and any type of opportunities there would afford us an
opportunity. P3s——

Mr. SANFORD. I guess, again, in just a couple minutes that I
have, maybe somebody else has an illumination on this front. I
mean there is no closed system that doesn’t have inefficiency built
into it. And I would guess, what, it is less than 20 percent of your
revenue source? Probably much less than that. What is PFC right
now for you all?

Mr. DoNOHUE. PFC at DFW is about $130 million a year.

Mr. SANFORD. And percentage of total would be what?

Mr. DONOHUE. Out of $900 million in revenues.

Mr. SANFORD. So it is—brain dead at this point in the day—so
5 percent, is that right? One hundred—no, no

Mr. DONOHUE. No, it would be——

Mr. SANFORD. Twenty percent.

Mr. DONOHUE [continuing]. Ten to fifteen percent.

Mr. SANFORD. Yes. So it is shy of the 20-percent number.

So, somehow you are able to navigate the other—for the other 80
percent. Again, what are other alternatives to raising that fee that
might be viable? Maybe something that has been done in another
country, where they have looked at some other creative alternative
financing vehicle to getting at the needs that you are after without
ultimately raising the—you know, yet another tax on airlines that
is borne by the consumer.

Is there anybody else out there that has, hey, yes, I heard of this,
they do this in Australia, or they do this in Canada, or they do this
in Europe? Is there something else out there?

Mr. DoNOHUE. Well, from a global perspective, Congressman,
certainly there are examples of other countries who, from a Gov-
ernment perspective, support their aviation industry. I don’t think
you are going down that path, but that happens, clearly happens
in other parts of the world.

And again, I think infrastructure, whatever happens from an in-
frastructure perspective moving forward, I think offers us an oppor-
tunity and—but I am not aware of any other examples that U.S.
airports have not——

Mr. SANFORD. I guess what I am getting at is doesn’t it always—
I mean it just strikes me that, you know, different—to your point,
in Pittsburgh different local areas will choose enhancements or
growth or to be a hub. They will go about competition for that.
And—because it plays to that local region or that local area’s ad-
vantage. We want to add all kinds of different bells and whistles,
but we want to pass it on to the general flying public though, you
know, they may or may not go in and out of that airport.

I mean—and some of this is—it is local development borne by the
general traveling public. Is that not the case, or you would take ex-
ception to that?

Ms. Cassortis. I would take exception to that. I would say that
the——

Mr. SANFORD. I am sure you would.
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Ms. CassoTiS. Yes, because the people that are paying that PFC
or contributing to the program are people coming into and out of
Pittsburgh. They are not connecting. We don’t have a choice. The
airlines made that choice. And it was the right choice for their
business model.

But, you know, I think that the people who——

Mr. SANFORD. I will be rude and cut you off, just because I don’t
want to—or could she finish the question?

Mr. LoBionDo. Well, I don’t want to cut off in the middle, but
we——

Mr. SANFORD. Yes. In fairness to my colleague——

Mr. LoB1oNDO. The gentleman

Mr. SANFORD. Thank you very much for your time.

Mr. LoB1oNDO. The gentleman from California is recognized.

Mr. LAMALFA. Well, thank you, Mr. Chairman. My apologies for
another committee commitment earlier, too. So I am pleased to be
able to take part.

Mr. McNamee, I am from the northern part of the State. We
have—two of our main hub airports are Chico and Redding, and so
we probably face similar circumstances to smaller to mid-sized air-
ports with keeping passenger service, as well. So Redding has been
doing OK. They have managed to maintain lately. Chico has been
without commercial service since August of 2014, even though they
had 16,000 boardings in that most recent year.

So, I guess what I am getting at is what more—you know, you
have worked with Oxnard there with trying to get that back in
place, as well. And so, with the access to the small community air
surface grant program, the commercial service has still eluded you
in Oxnard. So what kind of strategies could—do you apply to trying
to get that service back? I mean is all the—is it really the way the
airport operates, the improvements to the airport, or does it just
flat come down to the economics and passenger convenience? Do
passengers want to buy the tickets there

Mr. McNAMEE. No, it is

Mr. LAMALFA. What kind of things are really the most helpful
to get that back in place?

Mr. McNAMEE. Thank you, Congressman. So at Oxnard we are
uniquely situated, just under 60 miles from LAX and from Burbank
and from Santa Barbara to the north.

Mr. LAMALFA. How far is Santa Barbara?

Mr. McNAMEE. About 50 miles, 46 miles, I think, from Oxnard.
Ventura County is a county of approximately 1 million people. I
would say about 600,000 of those folks should be using Oxnard Air-
port. It is a smaller runway, it is 5,500 feet for landing, and only
100 feet wide. So we are not looking to bring mainline carrier-size
aircraft. So we are really focused on the regional fleet. And the re-
gional fleet is retiring more aircraft than they are bringing in new
aircraft.

And so, it is difficult to find an airline with aircraft that are
available to serve new routes, particularly ones that are not prov-
en—such as Oxnard—to the Bay Area, which, based on data, on
market data, shows to be our strongest market if you combine San
Jose, Oakland, and San Francisco.
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Mr. LAMALFA. Let me ask on that. Is it the newer type of com-
muter jets are having a bigger challenge than, say, the turbo props
from before? Is that an aspect that you were just

Mr. McNAMEE. Most of your regional carriers are now retiring
the twin engine turbo props, which are what used to serve Oxnard.
And the 50-seat regional jets are less efficient. So, as fuel prices
go up, they tend to use those less.

And, frankly, when you are feeding in to a major hub airport—
say, San Francisco—when you have to occupy a gate with a 50-pas-
senger jet versus a 200-passenger jet, it just doesn’t work as well
for that airport. And so Oxnard is open for 70- and 90-seat-sized
aircraft. We could accommodate that. But again, the airlines are
risk averse, and so they are very careful where they put the limited
number of aircraft they have available into which markets. So it
has been a real challenge for us.

Mr. LAMALFA. OK. So that—without that service, you must be
having a very difficult time maintaining the facilities at a position
to

Mr. McNAMEE. So, luckily, we operate a system of two airports
in Ventura County, and so we are able to move funds from
Camarillo Airport, where we have a large business park, as well—
and the business park alone generates about 35 percent of our rev-
enue for the two airports. And so we do have the money to meet
local match on Federal grants for those infrastructure projects
needed at both airports.

And then we do have money in the bank when we do those
projects that are noneligible to enhance the facility.

Mr. LAMALFA. The airport improvement program can be quite
helpful for smaller airports like that. But the $150,000-per-year
cap, how much of a hindrance is that, especially if there is more
revenue available to spread around? How important is that cap in
hindering what you might do to become more

Mr. McNAMEE. So, if you were to look at some of the documents
I submitted, and in particular to the grants that have been award-
ed to Ventura County, we have rolled over that $150,000 for 2
years at Camarillo and at least 1 year at Oxnard, and probably an-
other year coming. Because, frankly, it is just not enough money
to do a meaningful project. And

Mr. LAMALFA. They at least allow you to roll it over and accrue
it, then, though.

Mr. McNAMEE. We do. And the biggest problem is competing
with other airports in the region for the limited AIP funding that
is there. So we actually stagger some of our projects to fit in—you
know, we had a big push with the FAA and the runway safety
areas in 2015. That gobbled up tens of millions of dollars in our
region. And so those turned out to be rather lean years for
Camarillo and Oxnard.

As we get past that now, we have a substantial project this year
with some new underground infrastructure and taxi lanes, but then
we have got major runway rehabilitations coming for both airports.
And I think that is something you are going to see at a lot of air-
ports that—our older facilities, where it is just that cycle. The run-
ways are at the end of their useful life. So I think in small general
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aviation and small commercial service airports you are going to see
more and more runway reconstruction coming in the near years.

Mr. LAMALFA. So the cap is an issue. Yes or no?

Mr. MCNAMEE. It is.

Mr. LAMALFA. OK.

Mr. MCNAMEE. Short answer is yes, it is an issue.

Mr. LAMALFA. OK, thank you. Time is up. Thank you, Mr. Chair-
man.

Mr. LoBioNDO. Thank you. I have one question for anyone on the
panel.

Many airport safety research programs are conducted at the
FAA’s flagship technical center, which is in my district. Are there
any safety issues at our airports or in the National Airspace Sys-
tem that you can think of that the committee should be aware of?
And, if so, how are they being addressed by the aviation commu-
nity and the FAA?

This is for anybody who may choose to take it.

[No response.]

Mr. LoBIoNDoO. They are all jumping up at once.

Mr. BLEIWEIS. Chairman, I think the FAA does a tremendous job
with the safety side of aviation. And I am not aware of any safety
issues that are not being addressed appropriately.

Mr. LoB1oNDO. Everybody else feels—yes, sir?

Mr. McNAMEE. Certainly on the general aviation side of things,
I think you are finding the certification process for general aviation
aircraft, avionics, things like that, streamlining that process while
still maintaining a level of safety, I think, is very important for
general aviation and its future.

Mr. LoBIoNDO. Yes, that is high up on our list to address with
this reauthorization.

Mr. DONOHUE. I would just say, Chairman, that the FAA con-
tinues to do an excellent job, from a safety perspective. I—you
know, having worked overseas, we do have the safest aviation sys-
tem in the world. No doubt about it. But, most importantly, I think
we all agree that we are not complacent about that, and we know
we can continue to do better, and invest in better use of technology.

But they are a very good partner, from a safety perspective.

Mr. LoBioNDo. OK. I would like to thank our witnesses very
much. I think this was very helpful for us. We appreciate your time
and energy and your contribution to our effort here. And the sub-
committee stands adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 1:05 p.m., the subcommittee was adjourned.]
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Representative Sam Graves
Statement for the Record
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March 7, 2017

Mr. Chairman, thank you for holding this important hearing to examine the state-of our nation’s
airports. In my district, we have numerous general aviation and reliever airports, a regional airportin
Kirksville, Missouri and Kansas City International. As such, | am familiar with the unique challenges
airports face. One issue Congress has sought to address in the past, which affects airport funding, is
revenue diversion from airports. The basic pillar of this policy is that any revenues generated on
airports should be used for airport-related projects.

The Congressional history of revenue diversion policy started in 1982 when Congress passed aviation
legistation requiring “all revenues generated by the airport, if it is a public airport, will be expended
for the capital or operating costs of the airport, the local airport system, or other local facilities which
are owned or operated by the owner or operator of the airport and directly related to the actual
transportation of passengers or property.” In 1987, Congress extended that policy to include any local
taxes on aviation fuel. It is also important to note that in 1994 Congress took steps to clarify
acceptable uses for utilizing revenues collected on airports. Finally, in 1996 Congress applied the
revenue diversion policy to private airports which receive federal assistance.

In 2016 during consideration of the Aviation Innovation, Reform and Reauthorization (AIRR) Act,
Representatives Rodney Davis (R-1L) and Steve Cohen (D-TN} introduced a bipartisan amendment to
clarify existing state and local taxation prohibitions enacted as part of the 1994 FAA Reauthorization.
Specifically, the amendment adds to existing state taxation prohibitions under Title 49
(Transportation Title} by prohibiting the levying or collecting of a tax, fee or other charge at a
commercial airport unless it already existed prior to date of enactment, is a generally imposed sales
tax, or the tax is used solely for the airport or aeronautical purposes. The amendment was
prospective, and did not repeal existing taxes.

What we are seeing in Kansas City and other areas of the country are local fees and taxes imposed on
businesses operating at our airports to finance various non-airport projects such as convention
centers or sports stadiums. It is clearly within Congress’ purview to address policies that negatively
affect interstate commerce.

During last year’s committee debate on the AIRR Act, a couple of questions were raised about how
airport revenue could be spent and for examples of eligible projects. While | understand Members’
interest in projects that support the airport both directly and indirectly, the Davis-Cohen amendment
did not make any changes to long-standing FAA policy on eligible projects established as part of the
1994 reauthorization of aviation programs and policy. It simply reaffirmed current airport revenue
diversion policy for any fees that would be grandfathered in under the amendment. In addition, it
prevents future discriminatory taxes on specific airport businesses.
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Subcommittee Chairman LoBiondo and Chairman Shuster, Ranking Member Larsen and
Ranking Member DeFazio, and distinguished members of the committee, good morning. I'd
also like to acknowledge a long-time partner of DFW Airport that sits on this
Subcommittee, Congresswoman Eddie Bernice johnson. Thank you for your continued
support. I'd like to briefly recognize another friend of DFW Airport, Congressman Blake
Farenthold.

On behalf of the nearly 2,000 employees that work for Dallas / Fort Worth International
Airport and the more than 50,000 men and women who work for our airlines and other
partners, it is my pleasure to be here today to testify before you on the state of American
airports, specifically the large hubs that are at the heart of our industry. This hearing is an
important step in shaping the way forward for our nation’s airports, airlines, and
passengers.

There is a saying in our industry "if you've seen one airport, you've seen one airport”. This
is mostly true. Each airport is a unique entity with its own benefits, challenges and
characteristics.

As you consider today’s testimony and potentially develop plans for greater investment in
airports, please keep our unique needs in mind. While some airports may need new
runways, others need new towers or terminals. There is not a one size fits all approach to
addressing airports’ infrastructures,

The evolution of aviation has meant the world has gotten smaller. More Americans can
travel the world affordably and in less time than ever, and airports today need to grow and
evolve with the aviation industry. We need to think about airports beyond just runways,
taxiways, and terminals. There are real infrastructure and facility challenges in today's
airport environment.

DFW is ranked 3 in the world in airport operations and 10% in terms of passengers and
contributes over $37 billion in economic activity across North Texas. DFW has non-stop
flights to 217 destinations around the world- 55 international and 162 domestic. In fact,
you can fly from DFW to London in the same time it takes to drive from DFW to El Paso, TX.
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Large hubs airports like DFW, with 73% of total customer traffic in the country, have needs
that are truly “supersized”. For example, building and improving terminals, a necessity for
the long-term success of an airport, are not just simple construction projects. They are
multi-year ventures entailing billions of dollars in costs.

Airport financing remains the most significant issue we are facing today. U.S. airports
owned by state or local governments are required by the federal government to be as self-
sustaining as possible and receive little or no taxpayer support. To that end we must
operate like a business, funding operations from revenue, and strategically planning
funding for major improvement projects, which are, to say the least, incredibly expensive.
Additionally, the ever-increasing security needs of airports go beyond law enforcement
resources, and now extend into rethinking the very infrastructure of our airports.

Airports, capital markets, the airlines and their passengers provide funds to help pay for
these long-term projects. Utilizing a combination of airline fees, Airport Improvement
Program grants, the Passenger Facility Charge, critical municipal bonds and commercial
revenues, airports must cobble together enough funding to build the massive infrastructure
needed to keep our industry moving at peak efficiency.

But even the healthiest of airports have found their revenues stretched to keep up with the
ever-growing needs of the traveling public and aviation industry. Indeed, recent studies
have found airports’ infrastructure needs for 2017 through 2021, adjusted for inflation, are
almost $100 billion, or nearly $20 billion annualized. These are not cosmetic projects
designed to put a shiny new look on airports, but the necessary developments required to
keep up with an ever growing and changing aviation industry.

Airport Financing Options
Bonds

Airports frequently turn to the capital markets to finance long-term construction projects. Bond
proceeds are the largest sources of funds for airport capital needs, accounting for approximately
54% of the total funds historically. Airports utilize numerous types of municipal bonds to finance
airport capital projects.

The Passenger Facility Charge

We also rely on the Passenger Facility Charge (PFC) program. The PFC program allows the
collection of fees up to $4.50 for every enplaned passenger at commercial airports controllied by
public agencies, with a maximum of two PFCs charged on a one-way trip or four PFCs on a round
trip, for a maximum of $18 total. Airports use these fees to fund FAA-approved projects that
enhance safety, security, or capacity; reduce noise or increase air carrier competition. Revenues
from PFCs are local funds, not federal, and are collected by the airlines and remitted to the airports
monthly. Airlines retain 11% of the amount collected to reimburse them for collection costs.

At DFW, we have filed ten PFC applications since the program was implemented. Nine applications
have been closed and DFW is currently collecting funds under Application #10 at $4.50. All of
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DFW'’s PFC revenues are programed to pay the debt service of the approved projects. In FY16, DFW
collected $127 million in PFC and used $130 million for eligible debt service which helped reduce
airlines costs

The FAA is still authorized to approve all PFC applications and projects even though PFC funds do
not emanate from the federal government. PFC projects that are eligible are generally the same as
projects eligible for AIP funding. Areas of DFW that are excluded are specific projects or terminal
areas that generate revenue, or are related to repairs and maintenance. For example, our SkyLink’s
Maintenance Facility was deemed ineligible for PFC funding while terminals are typically partially
eligible. Congress should consider increasing the categories of projects that are eligible for PFC’s.

The PFC program was originally designed to be similar to the AIP program, where airports will
submit projects for FAA approval and be authorized to collect funds for pay-go construction.
Around 2000, airports began to leverage PFCs for large projects by either issuing bonds backed
solely by PFC revenues, or as DFW currently does, pledge PFC's as part of gross airport revenues to
cover a share of the debt service for eligible projects. This new approach extended applications
from a few years for pay-as-go projects to applications extending 30 years over the life of the bonds
that were issued.

Our primary problem remains that PFC funds are local funds, not federal funds, but the federal
government (FAA) still has authority over how PFC funds are allocated. Airports know best which
projects would provide the greatest benefit to the traveling public, and the airport should be
allowed to use PFC funds for any project that benefits our customers.

Airport Improvement Program

The Airport Improvement Program (AIP) program is a federal grant provided by the FAA
on an annual basis. Funds for these grants are provided by a federal tax on airline tickets,
and approximately $3 billion in AIP grants are available nationwide. AIP funds are allocated
by region, with the regional FAA office given the authority to award available funding
through grants.

Prior to the selection process, each airport receives a calculated entitlement amount that is
predicated on passenger and cargo totals. These entitlement payments are paid first from
available grant funds. If an airport is utilizing PFC funding, the airport’s entitlement
payments are reduced. The $4.50 PFC typically reduces an airport’s entitlement by 75%.
After entitlements grants are awarded, any remaining funds are awarded through
discretionary grants, with Letters of Intent awarded first. Any remaining discretionary
funds are awarded at the discretion of the regional office, based on a ranking system, which
evaluates projects offered by the airports within the region. VALE grants are for
environmental projects and can also become available to regular discretionary funding.
Large hub airports do not receive a proportional amount of funding relative to the amount
of taxes collected

DFW’s 25% entitlement funds total roughly $9 million annually, while FAA’s regional office
informed DFW to anticipate $15 million per year as DFW’s share of discretionary funds
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In FY16, DFW received $40 million {$9 million of entitlement funds, $28 million of
discretionary funds and $3 from a VALE grant). In FY 2015, the Airport received $23
million and in FY 2014 $24 million. DFW's Treasury Management team estimated that
approximately 9% of the Aviation Trust fund was collected at DFW, yet DFW receives only
1% of the available grants

Carrier Fees

Airports are primarily supported by user fees, because of this we are true partners with air
carriers. Landing fees, terminal usage fees and other air carrier associated fees are the main
source of revenue for DFW.

Security Infrastructure

AT DFW, it is our hope that we can modernize funding policies and enable airports to
utilize all financing methods available to meet security infrastructure needs. Security
infrastructure is becoming a larger and larger challenge for airports. No US airport was
designed with today’s security footprint in mind- all pre-date the heightened security
checks that are now common.

Noise

We also continue to address the always present noise issues inevitable in the aviation
sector and we have worked for years to develop a proactive plan to mitigate noise
complaints.

FAA and ICAOQ regulations continue to be updated to keep pace with new developments in
air travel. Constant advances in airframe and engine technology have resulted in quieter
planes.

At DFW, we continually monitor sound from aircraft operations and local community
activities.

Our Noise Compatibility Office monitors aircraft flight tracks, via FAA radar data feeds to
continually understand our impact on our surrounding community. And NextGen efficiency
improvements are enabling FAA to guide and track aircraft more precisely on direct routes,
reducing congestion, delays, fuel burn emissions and noise.

Airports are responsible and liable for aviation noise despite the fact that they do not
control airline schedules (airlines) or flight paths {(FAA). Airports are also responsible for
protecting its environment by ensuring compatible land use development even if it doesn’t
control the land {per Grant Assurances).

Departing flights at DFW generally use runways closest to the terminal which maximize the
distance between takeoff noise and local communities. Outboard runways are typically
closed from 11pm - 6am- this action consolidates night operations to DFW’s main runways,
reducing overflights of local communities affected.
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DFW staff actively monitors aircraft noise levels through 26 permanently mounted noise
monitors located in nine cities and three counties to ensure actual aircraft noise levels are
consistent with predicted noise levels.

DFW staff also actively monitors aircraft flight paths over local communities to ensure
flight paths are compliant with agreed commitments with local communities

DFW continually engages with local communities on noise, operational changes and FAA
NextGen and focuses on two-way education, engagement and advocacy. DFW also notifies
local communities in advance of any changes to normal operations such as weekend or
extended runway closures.

As a result of our ongoing Community Engagement initiatives,, DFW has more than 1,800
operations and less than two noise complaints each day.

In addition, DFW has made significant investments to reach its sustainability objectives.
I'm proud to share with you that DFW is the first domestic and largest airport globally to
achieve carbon neutral status.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify today, and I look forward to answering any
questions you may have.
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Sean Donchue, Chief Executive Officer, Dallas Fort Worth International Airport,
Responses to Questions for the Record issued by Hon. Mark Meadows,
a Representative in Congress from the State of North Carolina

Questions for the Record submitted by Hon. Mark Meadows:

1. Canyou elaborate on the types of commercial surface transportation options operating at or
serving your airport? Is your airport also served by public transportation operators, if so, please
describe the service. How do you ensure surface transportation operators, both public and
private, are afforded fair and equitable access to airport curbsides?

ANSWERS:
1.  Commercial surface transportation options: as of March 25, 2017
Type Number of Companies Number of Vehicles
o Taxis 34 1,234
s Shared-Ride 3 145
»  Limousines 255 1,007
»  Transp Network Company (TNC) 3 7,316
«  Courtesy Van 94 245
&  Charter Bus 45 529

2. Public transportation operators:

Dallas Area Rapid Transit (DART}
»  Rail station is located at Terminal A, Lower Level Curb, Entry A-10.
¢ Bus Route 408 Airport Service serves DFW Remote South parking lot.
Trinity Railway Express (TRE).
*  Cooperative service provided by the Fort Worth Transportation Authority (The T} and Dalias Area Rapid
Transit (DART). DFW Airport Board bus service from/to Airport and TRE CentrePorte/DFW Airport Station.

3. Curbside accessibility:

All surface transportation operators will enter and exit the Airport Central Terminal Area using one of the Control
Plazas located at North or South end of the Airport or by using a crossover gate. Rates are based on time inside the
Central Terminal Areas. Commercial operators have fixed access rate for first two (2) hours, additional time is public
parkers rate.

«  Curbside zoning is designated by the following criteria:
»  Safe environment for pedestrians and motorists
*  Customer expectations/Terminal access
*  Adequate spacing
*  Ability to control and enforce
e Revenues received from each class of service
«  Competition among ground transportation operators

Curbside zone priority order, from highest to lowest, for the upper level roadway at DFW are as follows: Terminal Link
shuttle, taxicab, pre-arranged limo, shared ride, passenger pick-up, based on close proximity to baggage claim areas.
The lower level roadways at DFW are as follows: Rental Cars shuttle, Express Parking shuttle, Remote Parking shuttle,
Employee shuttle, courtesy vans {hotel and off-property parking), passenger drop-offs in private vehicles based on
airlines sky cap service, Dart Rail Station (Terminal A Only}, concession deliveries and charter buses. Terminal Link,
Rental Cars, Express Parking, Remote Parking, Employee shuttles are airport operated courtesy products.
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Questions for the Record from Hon. Rick Larsen, a Representative in Congress from the State of
Washington, to Sean Donohue, CEO, Dallas Fort Worth international Airport

Question for the Record from Representative Larsen:

Mr. Donohue, in your written testimony, you describe how NextGen improvements are
enabling the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) to guide and track aircraft more
precisely, reducing congestion, delays, fuel burn emissions, and noise. Could you please
describe any NextGen benefits that DFW has experienced?

Benefits DFW Airport Receives from NextGen

Thank you for the opportunity to discuss how DFW Airport has profited from NextGen implementations in
the North Texas Metroplex. DFW Airport has benefitted primarily from two significant NextGen initiatives:
» Area Navigation (RNAV) in 2005.
= Metroplex - North Texas in 2014.

RNAV Departures (September 2005)

FAA implemented RNAV off the Ground (jet departures) at DFW
Airport in September 2005. Utilizing RNAV allows us to use satellite
navigation instead of ground-based navigation, facilitating improved
direct routing, consistent flight paths and enhanced departure
throughput.

Other Benefits of RNAV Departures

« Increased plane departures (Approximately 15 to 20 percent
increase per hour).

* More efficient and improved pilot-to-controfler verbal communications (40 percent improvement) and
less miscommunication risks.

« Reduced area population noise level exposure (DNL noise level by 22 percent).

+ Reduced fuel costs for airlines.
EX: American Airlines saves $10-812 million in annual fuel costs using RNAV off the ground.

Belore and After RNAY ~ Track Density
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Questions for the Record from Hon. Rick Larsen, a Representative in Congress from the State of
Washington, to Sean Donchue, CEO, Dallas/Fort Worth International Airport

METROPLEX — North Texas (September 2014)

Dallas Fort Worth Airport and the local North Texas airspace have realized several significant and
beneficial changes since implementing performance-based navigation and the Metropiex — North Texas
initiative. The airport has specifically targeted and realized improved efficiencies in moving aircraft on
and off the airfield and into the overhead stream.

DFW Airport and Love Field Airport are both large and active hub airports (Located eight miles apart).
The Metroplex initiative has provided more direct and efficient path routing and helped both airports
operate independently and without interruption.

Data Comm digital communications between air traffic controllers and pilots has helped the Airport
provide faster and safer rerouting of planes (especially important to our area which experiences extreme
thunderstorms), have fewer airplane travel delays (important since DFW Airport has about 900 departures
daily} and increased accuracy and efficiency in airport and airline operations.

with Nexttian P

Post Metrop‘ X
Y .
!

i

i

Other Benefits of Metroplex — North Texas:

s More precise and efficient use of airspace through satellite guidance navigation and enhanced
collaboration with stakeholders.

+ Reduced carbon emissions (Approximately 22,400 metric tons annually) and reduction of
approximately 300 to 500 pounds of fuel per flight.

« Enabled aircraft (through Optimized Profile Descents - OFPD) to descend at near idle power, avoiding
the tradition stair-step descent, reducing fuel burn,
emissions and noise on approaches.

s Estimated environmental benefits ($4.5 o $6.5
million in fuel savings annually resulting in more
than $10 million aircraft operator savings).

s Faster aircraft departures and arrivals.

s Less aircraft flying miles.

el

Benefit EX: The North Texas Metroplex made history in Sept. 2014 by turning on 80 new procedures in a
single day.

If you have any questions or need more information, please contact Robert Horton, V.P. Environmental
Affairs at rhorton@dfwairport.com.
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Hon. Daniel Lipinski, a Representative in Congress from the State of Illinois
Questions for the Record to Sean Donohue, Chief Executive Officer,
Dallas Fort Worth International Airport

1. Airport Vehicles & Zero Emissions Technology
The Voluntary Airport Low Emission (VALE) Program was originally created “to reduce all

sources of airport ground emission and help airport sponsors meet their state-related air
quality responsibilities under the Clean Air Act.” Several airports have used VALE funds for
projects like gate electrification, ground support equipment and central PCA systems
including Seattle-Tacoma, which replaced 73 gates through the VALE program.

However, zero emission vehicles are not being pursued by airports, but are becoming
commonplace on American roads. Consumer sales are at an all-time high and other sectors,
such as transit and delivery services, are deploying zero-emission vehicles as part of daily
operations. Mr. Donohue, as your airport has used the VALE program—can you describe
your experience with pursuing VALE funds and if there are limitations preventing you from
doing more? Do you have airport shuttles and would you use VALE to replace those
vehicles?

2. Federal Acquisition Regulations
Federal procurement rules are in place for agencies procuring engineering services on

highway and transit projects; these rules are based on the Federal Acquisition Regulations.
They were enacted by Congress to protect the taxpayer by making sure the agency is
receiving the most qualified technical services and by regulating expenses that can be
charged to the agency. They’re also helpful to the engineering firms because the system
provides a uniform and consistent standard for firms of all sizes competing for work. These
rules apply to most federally funded transportation projects, but they do not currently apply
to all airport projects. I understand this is creating some problems.

Mr. Donohue, can you describe how your airport works with local engineering and design
firms, and what policies you have in place to ensure robust competition and fair
compensation?
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DFW Airport Response to Airport Vehicles & Zero Emissions Technology
{VALE Program)

History and Background
in 2001, DFW Airport was one of the first airports selected by the FAA for VALE'’s pilot program
(Inherently Low Emission Vehicle Airport Pilot Program). DFW has since used VALE funding for:

e Gate electrification and preconditioned air systems at 37 gates {700 percent of DFW's gates
are now electrified).

e Electric vehicle fast charging (18 stations) — allowing airlines to replace 144 gasoline and
diesel GSE vehicles.

Currently, DFW is currently pursuing a VALE grant to provide ground electrification and pre-
conditioned air systems (PCA) for aircraft hardstand parking. We are interested in pursuing
future VALE and FAA Zero Emissions Vehicle (ZEV) grants to support all-electric airport busses
and shuttles.

NOTE: Aircraft represent 90 percent of airport emissions. DFW Airport's current priority is to
maintain carbon neutrality by reducing facility and fleet emissions.

Limitations of DFW Airport using VALE Grants
DFW Airport’s primary limitations in converting to all-electric vehicles are due to the:

s Economic viability of electric vehicles.
NOTE: Electric transit bus cost is almost twice the cost of CNG. When we converted from
diesel to CNG, our transportation fleet emissions were reduced by 20-25 percent. The cost
to convert our CNG flest to electric would not be economically viable without access fo grant
programs and new battery technologies. DFW is currently pursuing other clean technology
strategies such as Renewable Natural gas (RNG}, which could potentially reduce fleet
emissions by ~79 percent.

« Operational range limitations of past battery technologies. Howsver, battery technology
is evolving rapidly so we will continue to evaluate this through ongoing studies.

* Buy American obligations can limit our competitive choices {/n years past, we have not
been able to identify eligible vehicles that meet VALE Buy American requirements).

Summary

DFW Airport will continue to pursue VALE grant opportunities in support of new innovative
technologies that reduce emissions. The Airport is also exploring other environmental and
sustainability grant programs, including those funded by the EPA, the Department of Energy
and capital funds due to financial settiements realized from court-obligated payouts such as the
Volkswagen penalties.

If you have any questions or need more information, please contact Robert Horton, V.P.
Environmental Affairs at rhorton@dfwairport.com.
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DEW Airport response to guestion #2 on Federal Acquisition Regulations

DFW procures all professional design and consulting services on a qualifications basis in
accordance with all applicable Federal and State laws. DFW has proactively tailored its
professional design and consulting services confracts to best fit the local market and provide
more opportunities for the most qualified firms.

DFW, in the past 12-months, has awarded ten (10) professional, design and consuiting
contracts; historically these services would have been captured in just four (4) contracts. These
ten {10) contracts are vaiued at over $100 million.

Lastly, DFW has modified its compensation provisions to provide additional methods for
compensating services outside of typical "cost plus fixed margin” arrangement. These
additional methods provide opportunities for both prime and sub-consultants to provide the best
value to the Airport and improve their margins.

if you have any questions or concerns, you can contact Erik J. Prince at
eprince@dfwairport.com.
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Loy
Port e Written Testimony of Lance Lyttle
of Seattle’ Managing Director of Seattle-Tacoma International Airport
United States House Transportation & Infrastructure Committee
Aviation Subcommittee
March 1, 2017

Thank you, Chairman LoBiondo, Ranking Member Larsen, Chairman Shuster, and
Ranking Member DeFazio, and members of the Subcommittee for your leadership on
ensuring 21st century competitiveness for US airports, and for inviting me to testify

today. It is an honor for me to be here.

I would also like to especially thank Representative Larsen, who is a great champion
for Washington state and our airports. It is a pleasure to be able to thank you in
person for your efforts to ensure the competitiveness of our aviation and aerospace

industry.

My name is Lance Lyttle, and | am the Managing Director of Seattle-Tacoma
International Airport. Accommodating passenger growth and building world-class
aviation infrastructure is a critical priority for airport operators and members of the
Subcommittee, and | would like to focus my remarks this morning on laying out the
challenge we face at Sea-Tac in creating the needed facilities to support our rapid
growth, how we think about financing our required investments and how we work to
ensure that the benefits of our growth are shared by our surrounding communities. |
would also like to touch on how we think Congress can help, in particular by

removing the federal cap on the Passenger Facility Charge.

2016 marked the sixth year in a row of record-breaking growth at Sea-Tac:
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s We served over 45 million passengers, an 8% increase, after 2015’s 13%
increase.

« International travel also increased ~ up 11% from 2015 - and total air cargo
went up for the 5th straight year, increasing 10%.

« This vaults Sea-Tac to the 9th busiest U.S. airport based on passenger volume
and we now work with over 2 dozen airlines flying direct routes to more than
80 domestic and 24 international destinations.

e We supported 110,000 jobs, including 18,000 jobs at the airport.

* We generated $6.1 billion in personal income, $16.3 billion in business
revenue, and $565 million in state and local taxes.

» We do all this with an operational area that is one of the smallest footprints

for a major US airport.

At Sea-Tac, our focus is not growth for growth’s sake. We're proud of our growth
because it reflects the increasing economic dynamism and global relevance of the
Puget Sound region and Washington state overall. With innovative companies such
as Boeing, Microsoft, Amazon and Starbucks along with disruptive start-ups in
biotech, global health, retail, manufacturing and IT, our economy is booming, and
the Seattle area has one of the fastest growing populations in the country. A globally
competitive airport - making travel to the Seattle region for business and tourism

both convenient and accessible - is an essential part of this economic vitality.

But it is not just the robust Seattle economy that requires Sea-Tac Airport to
scramble to handle this extraordinary increase in airline traffic. In fact, Sea-Tac is
playing an increasingly important role in the National Airspace System (NAS). Each
and every new flight came to Seattle as a result of an airline decision. Last year, our

2
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major carriers expanded flights, destinations and plane sizes while we welcomed
two additional international carriers. These decisions were in part a result of very
significant changes in the global aviation marketplace. As aircraft technology has
evolved and as foreign flag airlines have initiated non-stop service from cities across
Asia to U.S. cities, Seattle’s role as a critical U.S. gateway to Asia has become more
pronounced. This circumstance has certainly benefited the Seattle region, but, more
importantly, it has made the NAS more efficient by effectively replacing a Northeast
Asia hub with a U.S. gateway hub. Quite logically, there is a growing amount of
“feed” traffic from all over the United States to Seattle to make the most efficient
use of a gateway that is closer than any other in the US to the vast majority of Asian

destinations.
The Challenge: Financing Infrastructure investment to Keep Pace

With all of those factors, our essential mission as an airport is to avoid being a
chokepoint, either for our region, for our customers or for the NAS. We are the
infrastructure for sustainable regional prosperity and increasing global connectivity,
and our success is shared by people throughout the state, the country and the world.
Conversely, if we fail to provide needed capacity, we put countless opportunities at

risk for all of our partners.

Sea-Tac’s experience is not unique. The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA)
estimates that U.S. airport enplanements will grow to more than 1.24 billion over
the next 20 years. But it is an excellent case study in the real-world challenges that

the American airport industry faces today.
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To accommodate more passengers and airlines, the Port is currently investing more
than $3.2 billion in capital improvement projects during the next eight years,
including our $550 million North Satellite Modernization project, a new $660 million
International Arrivals Facility and a new $317 million baggage handling system. Our
capital improvement projects will add eight additional gates to the airport, create a
direct connection to the terminal for international travelers and more than double
North Satellite dining and retail establishments. Funding this capital plan will use
essentially all of Sea-Tac’s anticipated PFC collections through 2035, and most of
the PFC collections through 2047, to pay revenue bond debt service on PFC eligible

projects.

Yet despite this significant investment, Sea-Tac will not be able to keep up with
airline or passenger demands. in 2021 - even after adding the eight new gates - we
expect that the airlines will need to load and unload some flights by transporting
passengers by bus because we will not have enough gates for all the aircraft who

want to come to Sea-Tac.

At the same time, we are in the midst of updating our 20-year master plan. The
current forecast indicates that the region’s economy will need Sea-Tac to handle 66
million annual passengers by 2034 - 20 million more than we did last. Sea-Tac, like
most of the nation’s large airports, is more than 40 years old, and it’s a challenge to
update and maintain the infrastructure. The combination of basic infrastructure
upgrades, coupled with the need to meet anticipated passenger growth over the next
20 years, drives our capital program quite high. Sea-Tac will need to add 35 more
gates, dramatically expand our ticketing/check-in facilities, and substantially

rebuild our airport access roadways. Without readily available expansion space, we
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will likely need to move three airline maintenance hangars, several cargo buildings,
and an Aircraft Rescue and Firefighting (ARFF) station to construct gates and hold
aircraft positions. At this point we believe these capital expenditures will cost at
least $10 billion to implement - above and beyond our current capital plan and

financing plan.
The Need: Sufficient Tools and Flexibility to Fund Infrastructure Investments

1 would like to share with the Subcommittee how we approach this massive
investment challenge. We have limited options to remain competitive with our
airlines’ rates and charges, which is critical to retain the international growth we
have experienced. Unlike origin and destination traffic that is organic to Sea-Tac
alone, airlines have choices in how they choose to get to Asia. If we are unable to
remain competitive in our airline rates and charges, we may see traffic relocate to

another U.S. airport.

We have four main revenue sources to meet our infrastructure needs: increasing
non-airline revenue; securing additional Airport Improvement Program grants;
increasing local taxes on King County residents; and raising the Passenger Facility

Charge. Let me highlight each of these briefly.

First is airport net operating income. Per FAA guidelines, aeronautical revenues are
set to recover costs, and so essentially all of the net operating income out of Sea-Tac
is generated from non-aeronautical sources such as parking, rental cars and airport
dining and retail concessions. While this is a critical source of revenue, it is not

sufficient to meet our capital needs.
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Second is federal Airport Improvement Program funding. While | am sure all of
today’s panelists would welcome as much direct federal investment as possible, the
reality is that fewer and fewer of these scarce dollars are available for projects. And
those dollars that are available are limited to uses that do not include some of our

biggest terminal investment needs.

Third, the Port of Seattle has limited property taxing authority, which we almost
never use for airport capital project financing. More to the point, though, as we
consider airport investments and the NAS, only about one third of Sea-Tac
passengers are King County residents (those who would pay increased property
taxes). It would be highly inequitable to require all King County taxpayers -
including those who seldom or never use the airport - to pay for facilities used by

travelers from all over Washington state, the United States, and all over the world.

The fourth option is the Passenger Facility Charge {(PFC) - the funding source that,
at Sea-Tac, is directly aligned with the passengers who use the airport. PFCs can and
must be a critical part of the funding plan for Sea-Tac to meet the needs of our
region and the NAS. As you are aware, the PFC is a locally generated and approved
user fee, not federal funding. The federal government never touches the fees and the
decision to charge a PFC is made on an airport-by-airport basis by local airport
governing bodies. In the case of Sea-Tac Airport, that would be the directly-elected
{by the voters of King County) Port of Seattle Commission. While airlines and
community stakeholders play a role in the PFC approval process, the decision about
whether to charge a PFC user fee and use it as a funding source is truly a local
decision and impacts only those passengers that utilize each airport’s facilities. This

allows airports and their governing bodies to make decisions that are in the best
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interest of their region to encourage competition among carriers, increase capacity
and support economic growth through a passenger’s direct investment in local
airport infrastructure. As public institutions accountable to local voters, airports
balance the very real need to keep costs low while ensuring that aviation specific

infrastructure meets regional demand.

This current federal cap on the PFC means that, in 2017, it is worth less than half of
its spending power when the cap was adjusted in 2000. The outdated cap on the PFC
prevents airports like Sea-Tac from making the capital investments required to meet
the air travel needs of both our communities and the nation. In addition, the federal
cap substitutes a federal one-size-fits-all decision making for that of locally-elected

officials regarding appropriate fees for passengers at individual airports.

As | mentioned previously, funding our existing capital plan will use essentially all of
Sea-Tac’s anticipated PFC collections through 2035, and most PFC collections
through 2047, to pay revenue bond debt service on PFC eligible projects. Therefore,
there will be little available PFC capacity to pay for the projects identified as part of
the master plan that are necessary to add capacity to meet regional demand through
2036. Without additional PFC authority, our debt service on the bonds to fund
master plan projects would flow directly into the airline rate base, driving airport
costs to airlines at Sea-Tac, most likely to the highest in the nation. This would not
be financially feasible for the airlines serving Sea-Tac and it would not be workable

for the region.

If Congress would modernize the PFC by removing the federal cap, the new funds

would be dollars that do not have to be included in airline rates and charges. Again,
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we understand that an uncapped PFC would give us the authority to raise the fee,
but that our decision would have to be balanced with the need to keep our costs

competitive with other U.S. airports.

| should mention that increased investment flexibility also allows us to address the
greatest challenge facing US airports: security. Airports have increasingly become
targets, and infrastructure development is a key part of the solution, not only
building out new checkpoints and other perimeter security facilities, but also
reducing congestion. Last year's FAA extension was a great help to our airport on the
security side, in part because of the TSA provisions that were included. While | know
that is not the jurisdiction of this committee, | am hopeful that we can find ways to
work with the House and Senate to continue to make progress in this area,

particularly related to the availability of passenger screening canine teams.
The Opportunity: Increasing the Benefits of Airport Growth

The true measure of our success in developing our facilities is not only
accommodating increased passenger volumes but also using being a great
community steward. Our commissioners and our staff are committed to being the
most efficient and customer-service focused airport in the country, while being a

leader in growing responsibly and helping our residents benefit from our growth.

First, we do this through economic and workforce development, as we work to
increase the percentage of funds spent with gualified small businesses to 40%,
including a significant focus on DBE utilization in federally assisted projects. We
have also set aggressive goals around apprenticeship utilization and diversity goals

for the contractors on all of our large construction projects.
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Second, we are committed to creating a sustainable airport that minimizes the
environmental impacts of our operations; we already have a range of highly
successful environmental programs in water quality, recycling, wildlife
management, air quality, climate and noise reduction. Many of these programs have
been recognized nationally as models for other airports. We understand that in order
for our region to continue to grow and thrive in the 21st Century, we must find ways
to do more while using fewer of our planet’s scarce natural resources. Thisisn’t just
an environmental strategy; it is critical for our “permission to grow” and is of
paramount importance for our economic future and the vitality of the Pacific

Northwest community that we serve.

Our commitment to environmental quality and sustainable development remains as
strong as ever. Earlier this year, the Port of Seattle, Alaska Airlines and the Boeing
Company announced the release of a Biofuel infrastructure Feasibility Study that
assesses costs and infrastructure necessary to deliver a blend of aviation biofuel and
conventional jet fuel to aircraft at Sea-Tac, a crucial step toward routine biofuel use
in the future. The objective of the feasibility study was to identify sites that could
support the receipt, blending, storage and delivery infrastructure required to supply
Sea-Tac Airport with up to 50 million gallons per year (and to double to 100 million
after 2025) of aviation biofuel. Because these biofuels are not produced yet in
Washington State, they must be imported by truck, rail or barge and then be blended
with regular petroleum-based jet fuel. Our ultimate goal is to power every flight
fueled at Sea-Tac with sustainable aviation biofuel, which has a lifecycle carbon

footprint typically 50 to 80 percent lower than regular jet fuel.
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Third, we strive to minimize the issue that is of most vocal community concern:
aircraft noise. Our airport offers one of the most comprehensive aircraft noise
reduction programs in the nation, and we work closely with the FAA, our airlines and
local communities to monitor existing noise programs and develop new ways of
reducing airport and aircraft noise. However, there are a number of ways that the
FAA could be an even more valuable partner in noise-related issues, and this again is

an important area of focus for the next FAA bill.

At Sea-Tac, our primary focus around noise has been sound insulation programs and
noise abatement programs. Almost 10,000 single-family homes near our airport have
been insulated since our program began in 1985, as well as six condominium
complexes, fourteen community college building, three private schools, two
churches and one convalescent center. We also acquired 1,400 single-family home
parcels and relocated the residents, and acquired and relocated the residents at five

mobile home parks.

In addition, following an agreement reached in 2002 between the Highline School
District, the FAA, and the Port of Seattle, the Port and FAA have also provided
funding assistance for sound insulation in noise impacted public school buildings.
We have completed about half of the 15 schools identified in the MOA, and we are
working closely with the FAA to ensure that we complete this essential commitment

to local school children.

In closing, Sea-Tac international Airport sees the federal government and Congress
as essential partners. By granting us increased local authority on the PFC, greater

tools and flexibility on addressing community impact, and greater investment in
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security, you will help us once again make America’s airports the envy of the world. |
am grateful to have an audience with you today, and | am confident that with your
leadership we can capitalize on this opportunity to be one of the key facilitators of
US economic growth and make improvements to the benefit of all U.S. passengers.

Thank you.
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QUESTION FROM REP. MARK MEADOWS (R-NC): Can you elaborate on the types of commercial surface
transportation options operating at or serving your airport? Is your airport also served by public
transportation operators, if so, please describe the service. How do you ensure surface transportation
operators, both public and private, are afforded fair and equitable access to airport curbsides?

ANSWER: Seattle-Tacoma International Airport {Sea-Tac) is well-served by a wide diversity of surface
transportation options. The approximately 46 million passengers and 18,000 employees who utilize our
airport rely on these choices — as well as their personal vehicles ~ to ensure efficient and reliable access to
and from Sea-Tac.

Two public transportation operators serve Sea-Tac: 1) Sound Transit, a three-county regional transit agency

that operates light rail and express bus services to the airport, and 2) King County Metro, our county-wide
bus agency. Pertinent to your question, Sound Transit light rail connects to the parking garage adjacent to

the terminal building, Sound Transit express buses to the south end of the airport curbsides and Metro buses
to the local roads offsite. As the Puget Sound region grows, our residents have approved significant increases
in investment in these services {including a $54 billion Sound Transit ballot measure passed in 2016), and we

expect public transportation to support a growing number of passengers over the next two decades.

Complementing these public options are multiple commercial services, listed below with a notation of the
locations of pick-up and drop-off for each:
e  On-demand taxis and limousines: drop off on the airport curbside and pick up at a designated
location in the airport parking garage;
* Prearranged taxi and limousine services: drop off and pick up on the airport curbside;

s Shared ride vehicles, such as on-demand vans and buses: drop off on the airport curbside and pick

up at a designated location in the airport parking garage;
* Courtesy vehicles from local hotels and offsite parking garages: drop off and pick up in the airport
parking garage;

e Charter vehicles that transport large groups, such as sports teams and cruise ship passengers: drop

off and pick up at the south end of the airport curbsides; and

* Transportation network vehicles {TNCs), such as Uber and Lyft: drop off on the airport curbside and

pick up at a designated location in the airport parking garage.

As you can see above, we provide very limited access to our airport curbsides for pick-ups, mainly because of

the extremely space-constrained nature of our airport and to reduce congestion on the drives. To that end,
we focus on fair and equitable access to the airport overall, rather than using the curbside as the main
destination for these providers. As Sea-Tac continues to grow {we have been the fastest-growing airport in
the country for the last three years), we are committed to continuing to ensure that the surface
transportation options we offer to are affordable, convenient and high quality.

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this question, and please let us know if you would like additional

information.
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QUESTION FROM REP. RICK LARSEN (D-WA): Mr. Lyttle, | applaud Sea-Tac for its commitment to creating a
sustainable airport minimizing its environmental footprint. Sea-Tac's efforts are not only important to the
Pacific Northwest, but can benefit communities across the globe. Please describe some of Sea-Tac’s most
successful environmental programs and how they could be used at other U.S. airports.

ANSWER: The Port of Seattle understands that, in order for our region to continue to grow and thrive in the
21st century, we must find ways to do more while using fewer of our planet’s scarce natural resources. That
is why we have set a goal to be the greenest, most energy efficient port in North America. We have engaged
in numerous strategies to achieve this vision, but there are four approaches in particular that we believe
stand as best practices for airports across the country: 1) using thorough analysis to determine goals and to
engage airport leadership; 2) partnering to tackle bold and innovative efforts; 3) understanding the unique
priorities of our region and 4) leveraging contracting language to address issues beyond the airport’s direct
control.

First, in terms of analysis, we began our work a decade ago to develop a comprehensive environmental
strategy by measuring our “environmental footprint,” based on a range of air, water, waste and noise
impacts that Sea-Tac operations have on the environment. By starting with a baseline, we were able to
develop more targeted and impactful strategies to reduce our footprint. This data-driven consensus on the
largest drivers of our environmental impact and the most effective ways to reduce it then allowed us to more
easily get buy-in from airport leadership and other key stakehalders who could help us ensure we had the
resources and organizational commitment to succeed. It also allowed us to develop a clear set of
environmental performance indicators to measure our progress and demonstrate success.

Second, partnership has been essential to addressing the largest driver of airport emissions: airplane
operations. In collaboration with Alaska Airlines and the Boeing Company, we are working together to power
every flight fueled at Sea-Tac with sustainable aviation biofuel, which has a lifecycle carbon footprint typically
50 to 80 percent lower than regular jet fuel. Already, Alaska has flown several flights using biofuels, including
this past November's first ever commercial flight using a new sustainable alternative jet fuel made from
forest residuals from the Pacific Northwest. In January, we recently released a study on the infrastructure
needed to bring aviation biofuels to Sea-Tac, and we'll shortly release a study on the economic incentives
necessary to create the market for production. We were also a founding member of Sustainable Aviation
Fuels Northwest (SAFN), a group of more than 40 regional stakeholders including biofuels companies,
technology providers, environmental and energy advocates, agriculture and forestry managers government
officials and other experts.

Third, a good example of understanding the unique aspects of our environmental priorities has been our
approach to water. The Pacific Northwest does not have as much pressure for water conservation, due to our
abundant natural water sources and consistent rainfall, but water quality management is essential because
our airport is responsible for 1,600 aces of drainage area that flows directly into three local streams and the
Puget Sound. in order to protect these aquatic resources, the airport has implemented numerous best
management practices to remove poliutants, reduce flooding and prevent spills from discharging into the
environment. Sea-Tac's network of stormwater collection piping, retention ponds, stormwater best

1
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management practices, and wastewater treatment facilities effectively manage the risk to local waterways.
The Port of Seattle is proud to have earned certification as "Salmon Safe.

Fourth, we have used innovative contracting to achieve progress in areas we otherwise would not have been
able to impact. For example, the taxi services who contract with the airport — and now the TNCs who serve
our airport —are required to meet strict environmental standards that incent those companies to use high
efficiency vehicles and operate more efficiently. Similarly, we now require our airport dining concessionaires
to use compostable flatware and utensils, which helps us reach our goal of reducing 60 percent of solid waste
generated at airport operated facilities by 2020. Our commitment to waste reduction has also translated into
a significant effort around food donation; concessionaire meals that would have been trashed or composted
are now donated to families in our local communities, providing over 45,000 meals per year.

There are many other environmental programs with significant impact at Sea-Tac — from our provision of pre-
conditioned air at each gate that removes the need for aircraft to run their engines for air circulation
{reducing emissions by more than 50,000 metric tons of CO2) to our installation of electric ground support
equipment charging infrastructure onto our airfield or even the airport's "Ramp Tower", which cuts aircraft
taxi times and thus reduces emissions by about 5% - but we believe that these four best practices are
innovative approaches that can be adapted for use by airports throughout the country. Although every
airport has unique needs and may not be able to adopt the specific initiatives we have, thorough analysis,
partnering, local focus and contract leverage can always help lead to successful environmental programs.

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this question, and please let us know if you would like additional
information.
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QUESTION FROM REP, DAN LIPINSKI (D-1L): The Voluntary Airport Low Emission (VALE) Program was
originally created "to reduce all sources of airport ground emission and help airport sponsors meet their
state-related air quality responsibilities under the Clean Air Act.” Several airports have used VALE funds for
projects like gate electrification, ground support equipment and central PCA systems including Seattle-
Tacoma, which replaced 73 gates through the VALE program. However, zero emission vehicles are not being
pursued by airports, but are becoming commonplace on American roads. Consumer sales are at an all-time
high and other sectors, such as transit and delivery services, are deploying zero-emission vehicles as part of
daily operations. Mr. Donohue and Mr. Lyttle: as both your airports have used the VALE program - can you
describe your experience with pursuing VALE funds and if there are limitations preventing you from doing
more? Do you have airport shuttles and would you use VALE to replace those vehicles?

ANSWER: The Port of Seattle aims to be the greenest, most energy efficient port in North America. Cur
Commission’s “Century Agenda” outlines our commitment to creating a sustainable airport that minimizes
the environmental impacts of our operations; we already have a range of highly successful environmental
programs in water quality, recycling, wildlife management, air quality, climate and noise reduction. Many of
these programs have been recognized nationally as models for other airports. We understand that in order
for our region to continue to grow and thrive in the 21st Century, we must find ways to do more while using
fewer of our planet’s scarce natural resources.

We welcome federal funding to help us achieve these goals, and the VALE program has been key to the
installation of several key emission reduction technologies at our airport. In fact, since 2010, Seattle-Tacoma
International Airport {Sea-Tac) has received over $27 million in federal VALE grants to bring Pre-Conditioned
Air {PCA) to our gates and electric ground support equipment {eGSE) charging infrastructure onto our
airfield. Our experience with the VALE program has had mixed results, however. While our PCA program has
been a success, Sea-Tac returned aver $5.5 million in VALE funds in 2016, due in large part to difficulties
aligning federal grant requirements with airport and other federal agency procurement procedures.

Specifically, Sea-Tac received a $3.5 million grant from the US Department of Energy (DOE) to purchase eGSE
charging equipment needed for half of all airport concourses, but — in order to get the best pricing and have
one interchangeable charging system throughout the airport - the RFP issued for the charging equipment
was intended to allow for future purchases, including the chargers for the other half of the airport. This
procurement followed Port and federal procurement policy, and the costs were allowed by DOE. However,
when Sea-Tac received an additional $5.5 million in VALE funds to install eGSE charging stations for the
second half of the airport, the FAA required Sea-Tac to re-bid the entire purchase for the remaining charging
stations. This would have added at least 6 months to the project and risked the installation of incompatible
and/or more expensive charging equipment. Negotiations with FAA did not provide a resolution to these
issues, and Sea-Tac ultimately decided to return the funds.

Finally, Sea-Tac strongly supports transitioning our fossil-fueled vehicles to clean electricity. Currently, we
utilize a dedicated fleet of 45 40-foot transit-style compressed natural gas (CNG) buses that provides regular
bus service to both our rental car facility and our employee parking lot. Transttioning this fleet to electric or
other zero-emission vehicles would be very much aligned with our environmental goals, and so we would

1



70

Port s
Of S eatﬂ e Response by Lance Lyttle,

Managing Director, Seattle-Tacoma International Airport
to U.S. Representative Dan Lipinski

Question for the Record for the March 1, 2017 House Aviation Subcommittee
Hearing on “Building a 21% Century Infrastructure for America:
State of American Airports”

absolutely be interested in purchasing electric airport buses. if VALE funds were available and program
requirements were aligned with Port timelines and more flexible in meeting our procurement needs, we
would pursue those grants. On a related note, Sea-Tac is committed to additional vehicle electrification, both
transitioning our motor pool from fossil-fueled to electric vehicles as well as providing 48 publicly-available
charging stations in our public parking garage. We would also welcome the opportunity to pursue additional
VALE grant funds for this work if it becomes available.

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this guestion, and please let us know if you would like additional
information,
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Chairrian LoBiondo, Ranking Member Larsen, Chairman Shuster and Ranking
Member DeFazio, Members of the Committee: Thank you for inviting me to -
provide testimony regarding infrastructure needs and funding challenges facing
mediumn-size airports across our country, particularly in the heartland.

In my previous job as an airpert consultant, | worked with airports around the
erid. Now | am lucky enough to run two of them. | am the CEO of the
Allegheny County Airport Authority which owns and operates Pittsburgh
international Airport and Allegheny County Airport - our region’s premier
General Aviation and business jet facility.

My purpose here today Is to give you a snapshot of the infrastructure needs of
medium-size airports and the challenges we have in funding them. The way the
airline industry serves Pittsburgh and many other medium-size markets in the
U.S. has gone through a transformation. Where once many of us in the Midwest
were large mega hubs, we are now medium-size origin-and-destination markets
served by a mix of legacy, ultra-tow cost and regional carriers.

Pittsburgh, Cleveland, Cincinnati, Memphis, Milwatkee, Saint Louis, Raleigh-
Durham, Nashville and others were among the airports that used to carry
millions more passengers per year. Those passengers are gone because the
hubs are gone, but our infrastructure remains. The Pittsburgh terminal, which
was designed and sized to accommodate 32 million passengers a year, of
which 70 percent were connecting, now handles 83 million passengers. Our
facilities are aging, costly and not designed for the local passengers that make
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up the majority of our traffic today. For example, in Pittsburgh, our TSA
checkpoint is inadequately sized. Our international arrivals facility required a
security checkpoint just for people to leave and get to their car, and our
parking garage is far too small for our snow-belt city. In Cincinnati, their aging
roadway and curb-front infrastructure is undersized for local passenger traffic,
while an outdated baggage system is not sized or configured for current
operations.

Airports are capital-intensive businesses whose annual expenses are largely
fixed. None of us got to declare bankruptcy after our hub airlines left our cities.
We have been paying down the debt on these facilities for more than a decade
and our current carriers are stuck paying for space that no one needs.

We have been good stewards of public money by prudently managing finances
to prioritize debt repayment and have done everything we can to stay
competitive in a global market. And yet, each of us is left with a large number
of capital projects we have had to defer and infrastructure needs totaling
nearly $12 billion. At Pittsburgh International, we have over $74 million of
deferred maintenance projects such as replacing and rehabbing baggage
handling systems, electrical switchgears, people movers, escalators, elevators,
maintenance vehicles, pavement and more, most of which are more than 25
years old. And, we are not alone - St. Louis has $87 million in deferred
projects including a $30 million airfield maintenance facility and a $23 million
generator replacement. In Cincinnati, there is an estimated $75-80 million in
deferred maintenance including terminal roofing that continues to be patched
as opposed to a much needed $10 million replacement and aging elevators
and escalators continue to be pieced together instead of being replaced at a
cost of $15 million.

Airport infrastructure is largely funded through a combination of (1) federal
grants from the Airport Improvement Program (AIP), funded entirely by aviation
taxes, (2) locally imposed Passenger Facility Charges (PFCs), which are collected
based on passenger volume, and (3) for the larger airports, tax-exempt
municipal bonds. All three of these crucial sources of funding are under
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pressure. AP grant allocations have not increased since 2001. PFCs have been
capped at the same level since 2000. And Congress is considering revoking the
tax-exempt status of municipal bond interest earnings, which would raise
borrowing costs for municipal bond issuers.

Our cost structures have radically changed over the past two decades but
federal funding mechanisms remain unchanged. To be frank, medium-size
airports are getting hammered in the current funding framework. I've attached a
chart that illustrates the problem.

Small airports are funded at the highest levels; large hub airports get the least
because what they don’t get in AP money, they make up for in volume through
PFC dollars; and medium-size airports should be in the middle, but we're not.

We're funded at the same discounted levels as large hub airports ~ only we
can’t make up that money in PFCs because we don't have the passenger
volume. We have similar problems to large hub markets but none of the
benefits. We're not asking for a federal windfall. We're simply asking for our fair
share. We are getting squeezed, and here’s how:

When AIP discretionary grants are distributed, priority is placed on projects that
increase capacity. Historically, the FAA has set aside 50 percent of the annual
appropriated discretionary funding for projects under Letters of Intent (LOls).
LOIs are only awarded for multi-year capacity enhancement projects. In some
cases for medium-size airports, there are capacity needs. However, as noted
earlier, we have capacity where it is not needed and AP funding does not
prioritize preserving or modernizing infrastructure.

in order to address our infrastructure needs at many of our medium-size
airports, we need to right-size, modernize and upgrade our costly, inefficient,
oversized and out-of-date facilities — none of which is prioritized in the current
funding rules. So we can't fix our baggage system; we can't reduce costly space
that is no longer needed. But, these are the things medium-size airports need
to do to be right-sized and right-priced in order to attract the air service that
will allow our communities to grow.
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We see five areas that need to be addressed.

First, the Significant Contribution requirement must be eliminated from PFC
funding criteria for medium-size airports. Under current regulations, before
approving a PFC application at a level greater than $3, the FAA must make a
determination that the project makes a significant contribution to improving air
safety and security, increasing competition among air carriers, reducing
congestion, or reducing noise impact on neighboring communities. It has been
challenging, if not elusive, for large and medium-size airports, even with airline
support, to convince the FAA that preserving capacity and infrastructure makes
a significant contribution.

Second, medium hubs should not be required to take the same AIP haircut as
large hubs. When large and medium-size airports levy a $3 PFC, they must
forgo 50 percent of their annual AIP entitlement allocations while PFCs above
$3 must take a 75 percent reduction. In Pittsburgh, that leaves us with $1.8
million of AIP funding annually when we could be getting $7.2 million. Medium-
size airports must be grouped differently because our reality is different. In the
17 years of Pittsburgh International’s PFC program, the airport has foregone
roughly $95 million in AIP entitlement grants as a result of this provision.

Third, the PFC must be raised and or uncapped. It has not kept pace with
inflation, leaving medium-size airports in financially-challenging situations. U.S.
airports as a whole have already committed their PFC collections for the next
15 years, meaning there is little to no capacity to take on new projects. For
Pittsburgh, due to the legacy airline debt from the abandoned hub, the
authority has dedicated most of its PFC revenue to reduce debt service since
2001.

We understand that airlines have objected to raising the PFC in the past.
However, we also understand airlines should be permitted to have meaningful
input on capital expenditures, and we would be willing to figure out a way to
engage the airlines to make that happen so we can all benefit from more
efficient facilities.



75

4
ALLEGHENY COUNTY AIRPORT AUTHORITY

PITTSBURGH INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT
ALLEGHENY COUNTY AIRPORT

Fourth, the FAA must discontinue its arbitrary restriction on AP and PFC eligible
projects. The types of programs that qualify for funding must be expanded to
include projects such as cargo facilities and airport facility maintenance.

Lastly, regulations must be reduced. Current regulations seek a 30 percent
design completion in order to leverage federal money which is an unnecessary
and onerous undertaking for cash-strapped medium airports. This huge ask
often leaves us unable to seek federal assistance for much-needed projects, or
delays them for years.

Large airports can easily afford to get to 30 percent design and therefore can
present projects that gobble up federal resources. The 30 percent design rule is
an expensive roadblock that must be removed.

Committee Members, airports of our size have come very far on our own,
sweating our assets by increasing non-aeronautical revenue in creative and
innovative ways. But we need your help to move the needle further. Investing
our fair share of federal resources back into medium-size airports is a game-
changer for our country’s aviation system. We are in a Catch 22 here.

We need to invest in our facilities in order to be sure that we can offer a
cost-competitive environment for airlines to grow and serve our markets so that
our economies can grow. Nonstop air service matters to communities. And while
we don’t expect the traditional network carriers to abandon the hub and spoke
structure, we do expect that any nonstop service we can support will be more
appealing if it is cost efficient and our facility is appropriately sized for today’s
passengers and airline partners.

We've had a lot of recent success in Pittsburgh. In fact, it's so swift that it’s
caught the attention of the industry. In January, Air Transport World magazine,
a respected industry publication, selected Pittsburgh as its 2017 airport of the
year ~ the first US. airport to win. But Pittsburgh and airports like us can do
more and must do more to stay competitive. By focusing on streamlining
processes the federal government can ensure medium-size airports can stay
competitive and the communities they serve can prosper.
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Medium-size airports are treated similarly to

large airports
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Source: CY ACAIS Calendar Year 2015 Revenue Enplanements at Commercial Service Airports 10/31/2016
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Hon. Mark Meadows, a Representative in Congress from the State of North Carolina,
Questions for the Record to Christina Cassotis, Chief Executive Officer,
Allegheny County Airport Authority

Questions for the Record submitted by Hon. Mark Meadows:

1. Canyou elaborate on the types of commercial surface transportation options operating at or
serving your airport? Is your airport also served by public transportation operators, if so, please
describe the service. How do you ensure surface transportation operators, both public and
private, are afforded fair and equitable access to airport curbsides?




ALLEGHENY COUNTY AIRPORT AUTHORITY

PITTSBURGH INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT
ALLEGHENY COUNTY AIRPORT

March 20, 2017

The Honorable Mark Meadows

Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure
U.S. House of Representatives

Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Representative Meadows,

This document is in response to your question regarding commercial surface
transportation options serving-Pittsburgh International Airport.

Responding to passenger demands is very important to us at Pittsburgh
International Airport. Because of that, the airport is served by a variety of
commercial transportation options, including limousines, taxis, charter buses,
shared-ride vans, off-airport parking shuttles and hotel courtesy shuttles. Public
transportation via bus from the Port Authority of Allegheny County also picks
up from our curb approximately every 30 minutes daily.

We were among the first airports in the country to allow pickups by
Transportation Network Companies Uber and Lyft, which have co-existed well
since their arrival nearly two years ago.

We have more than 700 feet of commercial curb space available at our
terminal, with each service classification allotted equal space. A curb attendant
is on duty to ensure curb operations run smoothly.

Our policies are a result of listening to our passengers and responding to their
needs, as well as responding to the changing marketplace. All of these providers
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ALLEGHENY COUNTY AIRPORT AUTHORITY

PITTSBURGH INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT
ALLEGHENY COUNTY AIRPORT

are essential to the success of the airport, and we value their partnership.
These are customer amenities and we are happy to allow for a wide-range of
services.

Please feel free to contact me with additional questions.

Best,

Christina Cassotis
Chief Executive Officer
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Hon. Daniel Lipinski, a Representative in Congress from the State of Ilinois
Questions for the Record to Christina Cassotis, Chief Executive Officer,
Allegheny County Airport Authority

1. Airport Vehicles & Zero Emissions Technology

The Voluntary Airport Low Emission (VALE) Program was originally created “to reduce all
sources of airport ground emission and help airport sponsors meet their state-related air
quality responsibilities under the Clean Air Act.” Several airports have used VALE funds for
projects like gate electrification, ground support equipment and central PCA systems
including Seattle-Tacoma, which replaced 73 gates through the VALE program.

However, zero emission vehicles are not being pursued by airports, but are becoming
commonplace on American roads. Consumer sales are at an all-time high and other sectors,
such as transit and delivery services, are deploying zero-emission vehicles as part of daily
operations. Dallas Fort Worth International Airport and Seattle-Tacoma Internal Airport have
used the VALE program.

Conversely, Ms. Cassotis, is there a reason your airport didn't pursue VALE funds? Is it
because qualification limitations or project eligibility? Do you think there would be more use
of this program if it supported projects like deployment of airport vehicles?
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ALLEGHENY COUNTY AIRPORT AUTHORITY

PITTSBURGH INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT
ALLEGHENY COUNTY AIRPORT

April 6, 2017

The Honorable Daniel Lipinski

Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure
US. House of Representatives

Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Representative Lipinski,

This document is in response to your question regarding the Voluntary Airport
Low Emission (VALE) program.

To date, Pittsburgh International Airport has not pursued VALE funding because
the eligible projects do not match our needs or, in other cases, it would not
be cost efficient to implement. The following types of projects you mentioned
do not fit our current needs:

« Gate Electrification_and Remote Ground Power - All airside terminal gates at
Pittsburgh International Airport (PIT) are already equipped with pre-conditioned
air (PCA) and ground power units allowing aircraft to completely shut down
at the gate and use terminal HVAC and power. This was designed into the
terminal when constructed.

« Underground Fuel Hydrant Systems - PIT already has an underground aircraft

fueling hydrant system. It was also designed into the terminal project when
constructed.

o Ground Support Equipment - PIT does not have any airport-owned belt

loaders, cargo loaders, cargo tugs, or pushback tractors so we did not apply
for funding to replace these types of eligible units. All of these types of
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vehicles and equipment at PIT are owned by the air carriers or their ground
support contractors.

We are in favor of expanding grant programs and eligible projects. For us,
the current grant structure within VALE does not make it economically
feasible to switch to Alternative Fueled Vehicles or AFVs. We have thoroughly
explored these opportunities and found challenges with our return on
investment and maintenance. Specifically, the airport would have to maintain
two types of maintenance facilities. Since VALE only funds the difference
between the cost of the AFV and the same traditional vehicle, it would take
the airport up to 20 years in some cases to convert its fleet. During that
time, the airport would have to first install new AFV routine maintenance and
fueling equipment and then maintain such systems for both AFVs and
traditional vehicles.

Nevertheless, we continue to monitor all available grant funding and explore
ways to work toward zero emission technology in all facets of our operation.

Please feel free to contact me with additional questions.

Best,

Christina Cassotis
Chief Executive Officer
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Statement of
Lew Bleiweis
Executive Director,
Greater Asheville Regional Airport Authority
Before the
Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure
Subcommittee on Aviation
U.S. House of Representatives
March 1, 2017

Chairman LoBiondo, Ranking Member Larsen, and members of the Transportation and
infrastructure Subcommittee on Aviation, thank you for inviting me to participate in this
important hearing titled “Building a 215 Century Infrastructure: State of American Airports.”

'm Lew Bleiweis, Executive Director of Asheville Regional Airport in Western North Carolina,
the fourth largest airport in North Carolina after Charlotte, Raleigh, and Greensboro. We
served just over 826,000 passengers in 2016, the largest in the airport’s history with almost a
six percent increase over the previous year which makes it the third straight year with record
setting numbers.

| am here today representing the small and non-hub classifications of the country’s commercial
service airports, including Asheville Regional Airport. While the small and non-hub airports only
account for 11.8 percent of the national passenger traffic, we make up 89 percent (484 of 544)
of the commercial service airports in this country.

While there are multiple issues affecting all size airports, | will briefly touch on items that have
an overwhelming impact on the smaller airports.

1. Based on Airports Council International — North America’s (ACI-NA) biannual infrastructure
Needs Survey that will be officially released next week, airports’ infrastructure needs for 2017
through 2021, adjusted for inflation, is nearly $100 billion, or almost $20 billion annualized.
Small and non-hub airports account for approximately 14 percent of this total number. Please
keep in mind that these numbers are averaged over the five-year period and do not account for
peaks and valleys for individual years.

Funding for small and non-hub airports is critical, and at the same time limited because AlP
entitlement grants and PFC user-fee revenue is based on passenger enplanements. The smaller
the enplanement numbers, the lower the AIP and PFC funds.

We all know that the expense of a capital project does not vary because of the size of an
airport. As an example, a runway rehabilitation project still costs the same millions of dollars in
Asheville as it does in Dallas or Pittsburgh.
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Let me briefly detail the major airfield redevelopment project occurring in Asheville. The
airport consists of a single runway 8000’ in length serving both commercial and general aviation
aircraft. The original airfield was over 50 years old and coming to the end of its useful life. We
had two safety deficiencies that were out of compliance with current FAA standards. One was
the separation distance between the runway and the parallel taxiway, and the second was line
of sight along the length of the entire runway. We presented the redevelopment project to the
FAA eight years ago in 2009 and it took five years to program and fund the project. Even with
that, the FAA required us to phase the approximately $79 million project over four years
because of funding availability. Capital projects for small airports under AIP are traditionally
funded at 90 percent, with a 10 percent local match. Currently our project is only funded at
approximately 72 percent leaving Asheville to fund approximately $18 million. We have been
able to increase our fund balance over several years to cover the project, but it's been at the
expense of deferring other capital aviation projects at the airport.

During this same time, as our passenger traffic has grown, our parking availability reached
capacity, and we had to move forward several years earlier than anticipated with the
construction of a $21 million parking garage facility to accommodate our growth. Due to lack of
full funding on the airfield redevelopment project, the airport was forced to go into debt for the
parking garage. A modernized PFC would have allowed us to recoup our cost for the airfield
project sooner and would have provided us with more of our own funds to apply towards the
garage.

An airport like mine has to make choices and be prudent about how we use our money. The
airlines will tell you that they will just pay for it. That's not the case at small and non-hubs like
Asheville. I'm fighting to keep my costs low to maintain service, and if { raise my rates too high
to cover capital projects like my airfield, airlines will leave our community and operate at
airports with lower costs. My story is not dissimilar from the stories of my colleagues in
communities, especially small communities, across the country. The choices we make in terms
of capital projects and the funding available do impact our abilities to truly meet our overall
infrastructure needs.

Congress and the industry must work together to find a sustainable funding solution for the
future. That is why our leading airport funding issues this year are removing the outdated
federal cap on the PFC and enhancing the AIP.

2. Small and non-hub airports have difficulties attracting and maintaining air service for their
communities. The consolidation of the airline industry has left a dominance of just four major
carriers. These carriers decide which communities to serve, leaving many communities with
little or no air service. In fact, over the past couple of years, approximately 50 smali
communities have lost commercial air service.

During a speech late last month, a recently retired airline CEO explained that larger airplanes
reduce the fuel cost per seat, meaning that small planes servicing smaller airports are becoming
harder to justify the economic feasibility, which questions the viability of the smaller airports.
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All communities, but more specifically smaller communities benefit economically from a viable
airport. In an analysis recently conducted, based on the FAA’s Economic Impact Study on
Commercial Aviation in the United States, small and non-hub airports contribute $121 billion
economic output supporting 1.1 million jobs. Drilling down a bit more, airports contribute
123,400 jobs in North Carolina and $31 billion economic output or seven percent of our state’s
GDP. Locally in Asheville, the Asheville Regional Airport provides 1,700 direct, indirect, and
induced jobs while providing 5556 million of economic output.

The industry must find a way to keep air service inexpensive, and available to the majority of
the country.

3. Lastly, small and non-hub airports, as with all airports, are required by the FAA to be as self-
sufficient as possible and yet the FAA overregulates any airport development on any parcel of
land — including sponsor donated or funded land. These onerous requirements, not actually
found in federal law, trigger extensive and expensive federal environmental analysis, which
unduly delays projects and often causes developers to look elsewhere to build their projects.
This deprives airports of the ability to compete for development opportunities to generate non-
aeronautical revenues, bogs down FAA staff in unnecessary review/analysis of project planning
(at a time when FAA says it does not have sufficient resources to perform all of the functions it
must do in a timely manner), and generates inefficiencies without any benefits.

We believe the federal government should only impose restrictions based on safety and
efficiency concerns, and ensure that fair market value is received for non-aeronautical use of
the land. The FAA bureaucracy does not need to get involved in every local fand use decision at
an airport.

Congress should encourage or mandate that FAA roll back its current Airport Layout Plan (ALP)
policy to limit the statutory requirements, so that FAA has a role only with respect to issues
affecting the safety, efficiency, or utility of the airport or federal facilities.

Thank you for your leadership on these important issues. | look forward to working with you,
the members of the Aviation Subcommittee, and our industry partners to ensure a strong
airport and aviation system for the 21" century.
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Hon. Mark Meadows, a Representative in Congress from the State of North Caroling,
Questions for the Record to Lew Bleiweis, Executive Director,
Greater Asheville Regional Airport Authority

Questions for the Record submitted by Hon. Mark Meadows:

1. Canyou elaborate on the types of commercial surface transportation options operating at or
serving your airport? Is your airport also served by public transportation operators, if so, please
describe the service. How do you ensure surface transportation operators, both public and
private, are afforded fair and equitable access to airport curbsides?
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March 17, 2017

The Honorable Frank LoBiondo

Chairman

Subcommittee on Aviation

Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure
U.S. House of Representatives

Washington, DC 20515

Dear Chairman LoBiondo:

Thank you for your continued interest in the issues affecting airports throughout the country.
Below is my response to the question submitted by Representative Mark Meadows in your letter
dated March 13, 2017 following the March 1, 2017 hearing of the aviation subcommittee:

The Asheville Regional Airport allows any commercial ground transportation provider
to ‘operate at the airport, provided they obtain the appropriate permits from the
airport and pay the associated fees. The airport is currently serviced by the
following types of commercial transportation:

* Taxis

« TNCs {Uber and Lyft)

« For Hire (Limos and Motor Coaches)

» Hotel Shuttles

The airport is also served by two regional public bus lines: 1) Asheville
Redefines Transit (ART) and 2) Apple Country Transit. ART serves the City
of Asheville and Apple Country serves Henderson County.

Airport policies provide for a number of spaces along the curbside for
commercial transportation services with a secondary holding lot, a short
distance away, for overflow vehicles.

The public transportation services do not operate from the airport curbside
because of the lack of curb frontage. Airport staff worked with both
transportation entities to locate a site a short distance from the terminal
where a separate drop off/pick up area was constructed.

If I can be of further assistance, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Sincerely, —

¢ TNy
% Qi
Lew Bleiweis, A.A.E.

Executive Director

cc: Representative Mark Meadows

61 Terminal Drive, Suite 1+ Flatchey, NC 28732 « 828-684-2226 - flyavicom
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Hon. Daniel Lipinski, a Representative in Congress from the State of llinois
Questions for the Record to Lew Bleiweis, Executive Director,
Greater Asheville Regional Airport Authority

1. Airport Vehicles & Zero Emissions Technology
The Voluntary Airport Low Emission (VALE) Program was originally created “to reduce all

sources of airport ground emission and help airport sponsors meet their state-related air
quality responsibilities under the Clean Air Act.” Several airports have used VALE funds for
projects like gate electrification, ground support equipment and central PCA systems
including Seattle-Tacoma, which replaced 73 gates through the VALE program.

However, zero emission vehicles are not being pursued by airports, but are becoming
commonplace on American roads. Consumer sales are at an all-time high and other sectors,
such as transit and delivery services, are deploying zero-emission vehicles as part of daily
operations. Dallas Fort Worth International Airport and Seattle-Tacoma Internal Airport have
used the VALE program.

Conversely, Mr. Bleiweis, is there a reason your airport didn't pursue VALE funds? Is it
because qualification himitations or project eligibility? Do you think there would be more use
of this program if it supported projects like deployment of airport vehicles?

2. State Airport Design Standards

Prior to last year, the Illinois Division of Aeronautics utilized a standard that was approved
by the FAA back in 1985. However, an FAA review of state standards resulted ina
determination that no states were permitted to use their own specific standards due to
statutory constraints.

As aresult, a standard used for 30 vears that had a proven track record of durability and
safety was tossed out in favor of a nationwide specification. This nationwide specification is
driving up project costs by nearly 25% as the aggregate needed cannot be sourced in the state
of lllinois. This results in less wtilization of local business and less efficient use of
infrastructure funds with little benefit. Hlinois is joined by states like North Carolina and
Michigan in dealing with this issue and many construction stakeholders are concerned.

Mr. Bleiweis, I would be interested to know if this reversal of policy is affecting Asheville’s
construction projects and costs? Are you able fo source material focally?
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March 14, 2017

The Honorable Daniel Lipinski

United States House of Representatives
2346 Rayburn House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515-1303

Dear Representative Lipinski:

Thank you for your continued interest in the issues affecting airports throughout the
country. Below are my responses to the questions submitted in your letter dated March

7, 2017 to the Chairman and Ranking Member of the House Transportation and
Infrastructure Committee following the March 1, 2017 hearing of the aviation
subcommittee.

1. Airport Vehicles & Zero Emissions Technology

Asheville, NC is located in a nonattainment area and therefore is not efigible for
VALE grants. We have participated in the past with the State of North Carolina and
awarded state grant funds for a diesel reduction grant where the airport purchased
several electric ground support vehicles to replace diesel vehicles. We would very
much like to see the federal requirements change so we can take advantage of
VALE or similar grants.

. State Airport Design Standards

Asheville has been utilizing the FAA standards for many years when it comes to
federally funded projects. I believe the FAA standards — which have been developed
based on decades of airport pavement specific research and take into account the
unique pavement loading characteristics, environmental exposure, and construction
processes associated with airfield pavements ~ are much more appropriate than
applying state DOT standards for highway pavements that were not developed for
aircraft. We can source material locally which helps keep the cost down.

If I can be of further assistance, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Sincerely, N

Z 4l D
\ e

Lew Bleiweis, A.A.E.
Executive Director

1 Terrainal Driva. Suite 1« Flatchen, NC 28732 + 828-684-2226 « fiyavicom
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Statement of
Todd McNamee, A.A.E., C.AE.
Director of Airports
County of Ventura Department of Airports
Before the
Subecommittee on Aviation
Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure
U.S. House of Representatives

March 1, 2017

Chairman LoBiondo, Ranking Member Larsen, and members of the House Transportation and
Infrastructure Subcommittee on Aviation. Thank you for inviting me to participate in today’s

hearing on “Building a 21% Century Infrastructure: State of American Airports.” It’s an honor
for me to be back with you today.

My name is Todd McNamee. [am the Director of Airports for the County of Ventura
Department of Airports, which is located in Southern California. I’'m also pleased to serve on the
Executive Committee for the American Association of Airport Executives and enjoy being a
general aviation pilot.

Ventura County operates two airports: Camarillo and Oxnard Airports. Camarillo is a general
aviation reliever airport considered a national asset by the Federal Aviation Administration
(FAA). The airport, which has served as a general aviation facility since 1976, is the proud
home of over 550 general aviation aircraft. We have between 150,000 and 200,000 take offs and
landings per year.

The Camarillo Airport community also includes several aviation-related businesses including

those that provide flight instruction for fixed-wing and helicopter pilots, aircraft maintenance,

and aircraft charter and storage. Based on a 2008 economic benefit study, the airport provides
$163 million annually in positive economic benefit to the local community and supports over

800 jobs. I’'m confident that number is far higher today.

Oxnard Airport is classified as a non-hub commercial service airport. However, after losing
commercial air service in 2010, Oxnard functions as a general aviation airport today. The airport
has two full service fixed-base operators, which provide services such as aircraft charters and
aircraft maintenance. The airport has over 70,000 general aviation operations annually and over
125 based aircraft.
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Investing in general aviation airports and promoting the general aviation industry pays big
dividends. According to the FAA, nonairline operators at general aviation airports spent over
$12 billion in 2009 and flew an estimated 27 million flights including those for emergency
medical services, firefighting and law enforcement missions. Overall, general aviation
contributes $219 billion in total economic activity and supports 1.1 million jobs.

General aviation airports make significant contributions to our aviation system and help our
partners at commercial service airports. Pilots learn to fly at Camarillo and other general
aviation airports, and many go on to become commercial airline pilots. General aviation airports
also help to minimize congestion at nearby commercial service airports and provide critical
community access for rural communities.

Mr. Chairman, before describing some suggestions from the general aviation perspective, |
would like thank you and your colleagues for the enormous amount of time and effort that you
and your staffs have devoted to the FAA reauthorization bill. The muiti-year bill that this
Committee approved last year and the latest extension included a number of welcome provisions,
and I truly appreciate your efforts to reach out to airports as you prepare to resume consideration
of the FAA bill this year.

I realize that many are understandably calling for expediting the implementation of the Next
Generation Air Transportation System. Just as we need to transition to a satellite-based
navigation system to increase capacity and efficiency in the air, we also need to increase capacity
and efficiency on the ground by upping our investment in airside and landside projects at airports
around the country. With that in mind, I would like to highlight some recommendations that
would help general aviation and commercial airports meet the challenges of the 21* century.

Help General Aviation and Commercial Service Airports
Upgrade Aging Facilities; Build Infrastructure Projects

Mr. Chairman, this Committee can assist airports in building a 21* century infrastructure by
providing them with the resources they need to repair aging facilities and advance critical safety,
security, and capacity projects. The following includes some key actions that this Committee
can take to prepare airports for the challenges ahead.

Increase AIP Funding: Increasing Airport Improvement Program (AIP) funding, which this
Committee proposed to do last year, would help fund critical safety, security, and capacity
projects at general aviation and commercial service airports. As you know, no general fund
revenues are used for federal AIP grants. The AIP program is supported entirely by users of the
aviation system through various taxes and fees deposited into the Airport and Airway Trust
Fund.

AIP is a particularly key source of revenue for general aviation and smaller commercial airports
that have more limited funding options than our colleagues at larger commercial service airports.
In Ventura County, we are planning to use AIP funds to rehabilitate and reconstruct runways at
both airports.
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H.R. 4441, the Aviation Innovation, Reform, and Reauthorization (AIRR) Act, initially proposed
to increase AIP funding by about 2 percent annually to slightly more than $3.8 billion in Fiscal
Year 2022. During the markup last year, the Committee adopted an amendment offered by Rep.
Lou Barletta to ratchet up that amount to almost $4 billion by FY22.

I would like to thank Rep. Barletta for taking the lead on this amendment and for proposing to
provide airports with some much-needed additional revenue. Both the underlying bill and the
Barletta proposal represented welcome steps in the right direction and acknowledged that an
increase in AIP funding is long overdue.

Despite enormous demand and construction cost inflation that has eroded the purchasing power
of artificially-capped Passenger Facility Charges (PFCs) and restrained the AIP program,
Congress has provided only flat funding for airport grants in recent years. Stagnant AIP funding
is particularly noticeable for general aviation and other non-primary airports, which are currently
eligible to receive only $150,000 in entitlements per year.

Airports are facing substantial capital needs and limited federal funding. The FAA’s 2017
National Plan of Integrated Airports System (NPIAS) indicates that airports will have $32.5
billion in AIP-eligible projects between 2017 and 2021 — approximately $6.5 biltion per

vear. That’s twice the $3.2 billion designated for airport capital projects as part of the program’s
$3.35 billion annual funding level.

Raising AIP funding to $4 billion by FY22 would certainly help. But increasing AIP funding by
a small amount each year is not nearly enough to cover all the AlP-eligible projects today let
alone potentially higher demands in the years ahead. 1encourage you and your colleagues to
increase AIP funding to at least the same amount that the Committee approved last year. [ would
note that the Senate proposed an even higher funding level for AIP in FY17.

I also urge you to work with airports and other aviation stakeholders to ensure that there is
enough funding available for general aviation airports. Many busy general aviation and other
non-primary airports need far more than $150,000 to cover their capital projects, and they are
often forced to repeatedly roll over their entitlements before they proceed with a much needed
capital project.

As I mentioned previously, we are planning to use AIP funds to rehabilitate and reconstruct
runways at both airports in the next few years. Rehabilitating the runway at Oxnard Airport is
expected to cost $6.7 million and reconstructing nearby taxiways will cost another $5 million.
Reconstructing the runway at the Camarillo Airport is expected to cost $18 million.

With FAA shortfalls in discretionary funding and only $150,000 entitlement funds per year for
each airport, we have had to postpone projects, bank our AIP entitlements, and wait for limited
discretionary funds to make up the difference. Our local FAA officials have been terrific to
work with, but there must be a better way to distribute funds to general aviation airports that
have significant needs. I know other aviation stakeholders are reviewing this issue as well, and 1
hope we can work with you to explore some ways to improve the non-primary entitlement.
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Eliminate the PFC Cap: Perhaps the single most important action that Congress can take to
prepare airports for rising passenger levels and increasing demand is to eliminate the PFC cap.
Congress hasn’t adjusted the cap in 17 years. Eliminating the cap now would be the easiest way
to provide more funding for capital projects at commercial service airports in California and
throughout the country.

There is a significant amount of demand for airport capital projects in the near term. The latest
Airport Capital Needs Survey from Airports Council International-North America estimates that
airports will have $100 billion in capital needs between 2017 and 2021 — approximately $20
billion annually for AIP-eligible and other necessary projects. That’s three times the $6.4 billion
that airports are expected to receive in AIP funds and PFC revenue this year.

Some may have the wrong impression that PFCs only help large airports. But that is simply not
the case. Small commercial service airports around the country also rely on PFCs to supplement
their federal grants, upgrade aging facilities, and fund other critical projects. Although general
aviation airports don’t collect PFCs, they benefit from those commercial services airports that
do.

As you may know, large and medium hub airports that collect PFCs have up to 75 percent of
their AIP entitlements withheld. The FAA then distributes 87.5 percent of those funds to general
aviation and small commercial service airports through the Small Airport Fund. General aviation
and commercial service airports could benefit even more if Congress eliminated the PFC cap and
focused limited federal funds on smaller airports that need federal assistance the most.

General aviation airports could also benefit from an uncapped PFC because allowing commercial
setvice airports to generate more revenue for capital projects would improve our nation’s airport
infrastructure. We're all part of the same integrated airport system. Just as general aviation and
reliever airports help reduce congestion at larger commercial service airports, improving our
nation’s airport infrastructure would help all of us.

Airports are pleased that Republicans and Democrats on this Committee support eliminating the
PFC cap. 1would like to thank Rep. Thomas Massie for cosponsoring a bill last year that called
for eliminating the cap. And I would be remiss if [ didn’t commend full committee Ranking
Member Peter DeFazio for helping to create the program in 1990 and for proposing to eliminate
the PFC cap as part of his budget-neutral plan to increase infrastructure investment,
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Support Pregrams that Help Airports in Small Communities

Profect the Contract Tower Program: Mr. Chairman, on behalf of the 253 airports with FAA
contract towers at their facilities, I would like to thank members of this Committee for your
strong support for the Contract Tower Program. This successful public-private partnership
allows Oxnard and other airports in 46 states to have cost-effective air traffic control services
that enhance aviation safety.

I would like to commend this Committee for including provisions in the AIRR Act that would
ensure the FAA uses a fair and balanced cost benefit analysis for airports that participate in the
Contract Tower Program. [ urge you to include that same language in the FAA reauthorization
bill that you introduce and consider this year.

As you know, the Contract Tower Program continues to enjoy strong bipartisan and bicameral
support for the way it enhances aviation safety and provides significant cost savings to the FAA
and U.S. taxpayers. The enormous benefits of this highly-regarded government-industry
partnership have been validated repeatedly by the Department of Transportation’s Office of
Inspector General.

I would also like to thank Rep. Julia Brownley, a strong supporter of the Contract Tower
Program and tireless advocate for our Ventura County airports. Late last year, she helped
spearhead a letter to then President-elect Trump that calls on the new Administration to support
the Contract Tower Program. More than 100 House members — including many on this
Committee — signed that bipartisan letter. [ know all of us who rely on contract towers for safe
operations are grateful for your support.

Almost half of all military operations at civilian airports in the U.S. occur at contract towers and
approximately 70 percent of all contract controllers are veterans. Contract towers operate
together with FAA-staffed facilities throughout the country as part of a unified national air traffic
control system. Without this federal program and critical support from this Committee, many
contract towers could be forced to close.

Support the Small Community Air Service Development Program: 1 also urge you to support
the Small Community Air Service Development Program. This program, which Congress
created as part of H.R. 1000, the Wendell H. Ford Aviation Investment and Reform Act for the
21 Century, has helped numerous small communities suffering from insufficient air service or
unreasonably high fares.

Department of Transportation (DOT) officials have pointed out that small community grants
fund a variety of projects including financial incentives for airlines and marketing initiatives. At
a time when small airports are trying to do everything they can to hold on to commercial air
service and attract new service, the Small Community Air Service Development Program can
help.

It is worth noting that small communities that participate in the program bring significant local
funds to the table. When announcing grant recipients last year, DOT noted that “nearly all the
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communities pledged local cash and/or in-kind contributions from local, state, airport, or private
sources to complement their requests for Federal assistance.”

Oxnard and small commercial service airports around the country face numerous challenges
including a consolidated airline industry and the loss of regional jets. Since many small
communities are struggling to maintain and attract new commercial service it is now more
important than ever to fund this program.

Vision 100 authorized $35 million per year for the Small Community Air Service Development
Program, and Congress reduced that level to $6 million annually in the FAA Modernization and
Reform Act of 2012. 1 urge you to increase funding for this program in the next FAA
reauthorization bill without taking away funds for airport construction projects.

Additionally, I would like to thank the Committee for including a provision in the AIRR Act that
that would allow current small hub and smaller airports to be eligible to participate in the
program — not just those that were classified as small airports in 1997. 1 encourage you to
include that same provision in the next FAA reauthorization bill and provide additional
flexibility to communities that participate in the program.

Address Small Community Challenges: | also urge this Committee to work with airports,
airlines, and other aviation stakeholders to address the ongoing pilot shortage and other small
community challenges while maintaining the highest level of safety. As | indicated earlier in my
statement, Oxnard Airport has been without commercial air service since 2010 so improving
small community air service has been a top priority of ours.

Ventura County has a population of almost 1 million people with a direct catchment area for
Oxnard Airport of almost 600,000, Even with the promise of a Small Community Air Service
Development grant, restoring commercial air service has eluded our local community.
Unfortunately, Oxnard is one of the airports that has lost commercial air service all together.

There may be a number of reasons why some small communities are struggling to restore, retain,
or attract new commercial service including industry consolidation and the decline of regional
jets. But small- and medium-sized communities are continuing to experience commercial air
service reductions, in part, because carriers say that there are not enough qualified pilots to
operate their flights.

This problem may get worse before it gets better. A 2016 University of North Dakota study
indicates that there will be a pilot deficit of 15,000 by 2026 — just nine years from now. The
report points out that approximately 30,000 pilots will reach the mandatory retirement age by the
same date.

The last FAA extension required DOT to establish a “Working Group on Improving Air Service
to Small Communities. As part of its assignment, the panel is expected to examine “obstacles to
attracting and maintaining air transportation services to and from small communities.” Late last
year, DOT selected 25 aviation stakeholders to participate in the group, and I'm pleased that
their deliberations are already underway. By continuing to work together, I am hopeful we can
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come up with proposals to enhance small community air service and ensure that we have enough
pilots in the pipeline.

Unmanned Aircraft Systems: Finally, T would like to thank members of this Committee and
your colleagues on the Senate Commerce Committee for taking a number of steps to address the
challenges related to the proliferation of Unmanned Aircraft Systems. Safely integrating UAS
into the National Airspace System will be a key component of a 21 century aviation system.

While Congress is playing an important oversight role on UAS matters, the FAA’s Drone
Advisory Committee is also working to come up with recommendations for UAS integration.
The DAC includes an impressive and wide cross-section of UAS stakeholders, and I'm confident
that the group will play a key role in ensuring the successful and safe integration of UAS into our
aviation system. In Ventura County, we operate a small UAS on behalf of the airport under the
recently enacted FAA Part 107 regulations, and hope to be a model example of how to safely
integrate and operate small UAS on and around airports for the rest of the country.

Conclusion

Chairman LoBiondo, Ranking Member Larsen, and members of the House Transportation and
Infrastructure Subcommittee on Aviation, thank you for inviting me to participate in today’s
hearing “Building a 21* Century Infrastructure: State of American Airports.” 1 hope you find my
testimony of value, and I look forward to working with you as you continue your work on the
next FAA reauthorization bill.
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Hon. Daniel Lipinski, a Representative in Congress from the State of Illinois
Questions for the Record to Todd McNamee, A.A E., C.A.E., Director of Airports,
County of Ventura Department of Airports

1. Airport Vehicles & Zero Emissions Technology

The Voluntary Airport Low Emission (VALE) Program was originally created “to reduce all
sources of airport ground emission and help airport sponsors meet their state-related air
quality responsibilities under the Clean Air Act.” Several airports have used VALE funds for
projects like gate electrification, ground support equipment and central PCA systems
including Seattle-Tacoma, which replaced 73 gates through the VALE program.

However, zero emission vehicles are not being pursued by airports, but are becoming
commonplace on American roads. Consumer sales are at an all-time high and other sectors,
such as transit and delivery services, are deploying zero-emission vehicles as part of daily
operations. Dallas Fort Worth International Airport and Seattle-Tacoma Internal Airport have
used the VALE program.

Conversely, Mr. McNamee, is there a reason your airport didn't pursue VALE funds? Is it
because qualification limitations or project eligibility? Do you think there would be more use
of this program if it supported projects like deployment of airport vehicles?
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g f BS5 AIRPORT WAY, SWITE 8
COUNTY OF VENTURA CAMARILLO, GA 93010
PHONE: (B05) 38B-4274

e § caea FAX: (S05) 2VS-A4366

W VEN TR A RGBSR TS
DEPARTMENT OF AIRPORTS W YT AR G EIA

March 10, 2017

Honorable Daniel Lipinski
2346 Rayburn House Office Building
Washington, DC, 20515-1303

RE: Airport Vehicles & Zero Emissions Technology
Honorable Daniel Lipinski:

Thank you for your inquiry regarding our use of Zero Emissions Vehicles and use of the
FAA's Voluntary Airport Low Emission Program (VALE) program. The FAA VALE
program was established in 2005 under the AIP and PFC Programs to provide sponsors
with funding for low-emission projects to meet the requirements of the Clean Air Act. The
program is available to only commercial service airports located in EPA-designated
nonattainment and maintenance areas. As general aviation (GA) facilities, neither
Camarillo nor Oxnard airports qualify for funding under the VALE program. Additionally,
as GA airports, neither provides airport shuttle service or ground handling of airline type
aircraft.

The vehicle fleet for the two airports is less than a dozen total vehicles for maintenance
and operations. These are specific, heavy duty vehicles and trucks, and are typically
driven less miles per year than an average vehicle. We have utilized hybrid electric
vehicles for operations, but have found them more prone to damage when operating in
the airport operations and maintenance environment that often requires operating them
in unimproved areas of the airports.

Ventura County is planning solar project installation to reduce emissions and cost of
electricity at both airports. We would certainly consider the VALE program funding if GA
airports qualified, and it did not jeopardize grant funding for other critical infrastructure
projects.

Thank you again for your inquiry and | may be reached at 805-388-4200 should you have
any additional questions.

Sincerely,

RTAVIT O

TODD L. McNAMEE, AAE
Director of Airports
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or AjrporT EXECUTIVES

AAE Delivers Exp‘é‘r‘iencé‘

Arrrort Lecistative ALuiances Arrport ALERT
DeFazio and Massie Introduce Bipartisan PFC Bill

March 1, 2017

Rep. Peter DeFazio {D-ORY}, the Ranking Member of the House Transportation and Infrastructure
Committee, and Rep. Thomas Massie (R-KY) today introduced a bipartisan bill (H.R. 1265) to
eliminate the federal cap on local PFCs. The two lawmakers unveiled the PFC legislation on the
same day that airport executives are slated to appear before the House Aviation Subcommittee,

The fact that the top Democrat on the Transportation Committee introduced a bipartisan bill to
completely eliminate the PFC cap is an important development. DeFazio helped create the PFC
program in 1990, and he is well-respected on both sides of the aisle for his knowledge of
aviation-related matters. Having him come out and support airport calls to completely eliminate
the cap 17 years later is meaningful.

DeFazio teamed up with Massie, a Republican lawmaker who also serves on the Transportation
and Infrastructure Committee. By joining forces, the unlikely duo represents both ends of the
political spectrum and shows that eliminating the PFC cap is a proposal supported by both
Democrats and Republicans. AAAE President and CEO Todd Hauptli commended both lawmakers
for spearheading the PFC effort:

"We are gratified to see two leaders on opposite ends of the political spectrum stand upon a
bipartisan basis to give local airport authorities the tools they need to address their pressing
infrastructure investment needs through the elimination of the antiquated federal cap on local
airport user fees," Hauptli said. "We believe strongly that this straightforward, bipartisan
legislation offers a blueprint for expediting critical airport infrastructure improvements, and we
thank Representatives DeFazio and Massie for their leadership and strong support for the
nation’s airports and the traveling public."

In exchange for an unlimited PFC, the DeFazio-Massie bill proposes to cut AIP funding by 5400
million annually and eliminate entitlements for large hub airports. This is similar to a bill that



102

former Rep. David Jolly (R-FL) and Massie proposed last year. it is also similar to an Obama
Administration plan to raise the PFC cap from $4.50 to $8 and cut AIP by $450 million annually.

But the new DeFazio-Massie bill excludes some of the tradeoffs and airline sweeteners contained
in Jolly's plan. For instance, the Jolly bill would have set up a new system for DOT to consider
complaints about PFCs and allowed the Secretary to determine whether a specific PEC is
"reasonable." It also would have reduced aviation excise taxes from 7.5 to 7 percent. Neither
provision is in the new DeFazio-Massie bill.

We urge you to reach out to your own Representative and ask him or her to cosponsor the
bipartisan DeFazio-Massie bill to eliminate the PFC cap. Doing away with the cap would
provide airports with additional resources they need to finance critical infrastructure projects.

Joel Bacon, Executive Vice President
Brad Van Dam, Senior Vice President
Stephanie Gupta, Senior Vice President
Justin Towlss, Vice President

Adam Snider, Director

u m Maribeth Sarnecki, Coordinator
2017 ACI-NA/AAAE

Washington Legislative Conference

March 21 - 22, 2017 +« Washington, DC

AMerioan ASSOCIATION pE Arrrory Exsourives

AAA Dinvsvens Sowvive, Perovaries, Resours

AAAE; 601 Madison Street, Suite 400, Alexandria, VA 22314

Update Profite | About our service provider

Sent by brad.vandam@aaae.org
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U.S. TRAVEL

ASSOCIATION
March 1, 2017

The Honorable Peter DeFazio

Ranking Member

House Transpottation and Infrastructure Committee
2164 Rayburn Office Building

Washington, DC 20515

The Honorable Thomas Massie
Mernber of Congtess

2453 Rayburn Office Building
Washington, DC 20515

Dear Ranking Member DeFazio and Congressman Massie:

On behalf of America’s travel and toutism industry, I wtite in strong support of the “Investing in
America: Rebuilding Ametica’s Airport Infrastructute Act”. By eliminating the arbitrary federal
limitation on passenget facility chatge (PFC) rates, the bill unlocks desperately needed investments in
airpost infrastructure that will improve the passenger expetience, facilitate growth in domestic and
international air travel, and make America’s economy mote globally competitive.

Air traveler spending in the United States generates significant economic activity, suppotts millions of
American jobs, and improves our nation’s quality of life. In 2015, domestic and inbound international air
passengers spent §409 billion, which directly suppotted 3.4 million American jobs. Over the next
decade, air travel is forecast to grow from 776 million to 926 million enplanements per year, which could
add an additional $224 billion in annual travel spending and support 750,000 new American jobs,
Unfortunately, this gtowth is threatened by the poor condition and performance of our nation’s airports.

As a result of misguided federal policies, too many of our nation’s airports are ourdated, congested and
unable to handle passenger demand. These problems are forecasted to grow and will soon be
unstainable. Within the next four years, the top 30 U.S. airports will experience passenger volumes,
congestion and delays equal to the day before Thanksgiving at least once pet week. The Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA) predicts that travel demand will exceed capacity at many of the nation’s largest
airports within the next 15 years, unless aitports achieve sustainable levels of capital investment.

The “Investing in Ametica: Rebuilding America’s Afrport Infrastructure Act” provides a fiscally
responsible and tevenue neutral solution to these challenges. The bill removes the misguided federal
limitation on PFC rates and, instead, allows each airport authotity to tailor its PFC rate on a project-by-
project basis in order to maximize efficiency, reduce project costs and easure fiscal responsibility. Since
this would allow airpotts to rely more heavily on user-fee funding, the bill also reduces the Airport
Improvement Program {AIP) authortization by $400 million per year and directs large hub airports to
forgo AIP passenger entitlements if their PFC exceeds $4.50. If these provisions wete included as part
of a broader air traffic control reform bill, it would provide Congress with the option to lower federal
passenger ticket taxes.

Taken together, these changes empower local airport authorities to accelerate investments in projects that
improve efficiency, strengthen security, increase capacity and enhance airline competition. These

U.S, TRAVEL ASSOCIATION  TEL 202408 8422 FAX 202408 1255
1100 New York Avenue, NW  Suite 450  Washington, DC 20005-3934  ustravel.org



104

‘The Honorable Peter DeFazio
The Honorable Thomas Massie
March 1, 2017

Page 2

remedies are exactly what America’s air travel system needs and the benefits would stretch far beyond
airports themselves — ultimately providing a better travel experience, facilitating economic growth, and
keeping America’s travel industry globally competitive.

Thank you for your continued leadership to revitalize America’s aitports and improve the travel experience.
1 look forward to working with you on this and other important aviation issues in the upcoming FAA

reauthorization bill.

Sincerely,

/@/Q(

Roger J. Dow
President and CEO
U.S. Travel Association

1100 New York Avenue, NW, Suite 450 Washington, DC 20005-3934  ustravel.org U.S. TRAVEL

ASSOCELATION
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NORTH AMERICA

AIRPORTS COURCIL
INTERRATIONAL

bt

March 1, 2017
e

Dear Representatives DeFazio and Massie:

On behalf of Airports Council International-North America, which represents local, regional, and
state governing bodies that own and operate commercial airports throughout the United
States, | am writing in strong support of the Investing in America: Rebuilding America's Airport
Infrastructure Act.

This important bill would benefit commercial-service airports across the United States by giving
local airports the ability to control their own Passenger Facility Charge (PFC) user fees based on
their unique infrastructure and passenger needs.

Airports of all sizes need approximately $20 billion annually in infrastructure improvements to
renovate aging runways and terminals, relieve congestion and delays, improve safety and
security, and spur new airlines competition — far more than the approximately $6 billion that
airports receive each year from both local PFCs and federal grants.

At a time when there is mounting pressure to reduce federal spending, eliminating the federal
government’s PFC cap is the most free-market option for providing airports with the locally

controlled self-help they need to finance vital infrastructure projects.

Thank you for your efforts to improve the aviation infrastructure and passenger experience at
America’s airports. |look forward to working with you on these important issues.

Sincerely,

Kevin M. Burke
President and CEO
Airports Council International — North America
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TROUTMAN
SANDERS Memorandum

TO: Chairman L obiondo, Transportation Committee of the US House, Subcommittee
on Aviation

FROM: Richard Garcia
Mayor of Edinburg/EEDC Board President

Agustin Garcia
EEDC Executive Director

H.R. Bert Pena, Esq.
DATE: March 8, 2017

RE: Funding for Expansion of the Edinburg Arport Runway

Good morning Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee on Aviation and
Environment. | am Richard Garcia, Mayor from the City of Edinburg, Texas, located in the 15t
Congressional District of Texas.

Today, I appear before you to share with you some very important economic statistics
from the City of Edinburg as well as important jobs the City is creating as we speak. Edinburg is
located deep in South Texas, approximately 15 miles from the Texas/Mexican border. We are a
city of 77 thousand inhabitants. Edinburg also assists 7 other rural areas known as colonias in
South Texas where we provide sewer and water treatment, fire fighting assistance, police
assistance, emergency management assistance and airport services in case of an emergency or
natural act of God that requires people living in the Rio Grande Valley of Texas to seek a port of
entry or egress, such as our airport and highways located north of the Texas/Mexican border. Our
airport is slowly becoming a commercial airport, since it used to be a defense airport and

converted to general aviation after WWIL. Since then, the City has grown from less than 20,000

Active 30548112v1 880575.P00001
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SAN DERS Page 2

in 1960 to over 83,000 in 2016 and is now the fastest growing city in South Texas. Recently, we
had the grand opening of two major manufacturing and produce facilities which will added over
1600 jobs to the City's employment rolls. These two new plants are of enormous importance not
only to the City but to all of the USA, since they are two important examples of what a City can
do during the challenging economic times. SANTANA Textiles is the largest denim
manufacturer in the world, and through the help of Governor Rick Perry of Texas and State of
Texas Enterprise Zone Program as well as the City of Edinburg thru tax breaks, Santana’s plant
hires 800 new employees to make denim in Edinburg, by sourcing US cotton and exporting the
product all over the world. The other plant is a major produce plant formerly located in Chicago,
Don Hugo, and opened its doors in 2012. Don Hugo also hires 800 new employees. Don Hugo is
a produce mporter and is moving to Edinburg because of Edinburg's proximity to the border of
Mexico and the fact that Mexico is shipping all of its produce to South Texas via Edinburg and
other areas which will make South Texas the largest importer of Mexican produce in the USA.
Don Hugo is also taking advantage of similar tax breaks from the City and will become one of
the biggest employers in the area. Also, Fed Ex Ground has opened a new ground station in
Edinburg close to our airport. These are but three important new businesses that I can share with
you today, and please make note that the City is working as hard as ever to make certain that its
citizens have the amenities they need to function as well as the businesses who have invested in
the City.

Thus, today, while the City fully understands that the Congress is out of the earmark
business, I am here today to share with you a major dilemma the City faces regarding its sewer

plant and water plants. The City's population continues to grow because the City is working hard

Active 30548112v1 880575.P00001
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to add jobs, fight off the devastating economic effects of the recession and do our part to
stimulate the economy.

The same goes for our airport, when FAA tells us that we need more volume in order to
access money from the Airport Improvement Act to expand the runway, and the City responds
that it cannot get more volume with a runway that is too short for commercial planes. This is a
good example of good government run amok. Today, I encourage you to work with us, and take
time from your important schedules in Washington, hold a hearing in Edinburg, tour the airport,
the 7 local colonias that Edinburg services and let us show you exactly why we need help from
the federal government. The dollars that we need from the federal government will be used
carefully to help the City continue to be able to support its population growth as well as prove to
you that the City is doing its part to stimulate the economy. Come down to Edinburg, let me
escort you to tour the Rio Grande Valley of Texas, see the Mexican border first hand, as Speaker
Ryan, Senator Cornyn R TX, Senator Heller R NV, Congressman Rouser R NC did on Tuesday,
21 February 2017 to see the issues we face with drought and the need for irrigation, see the
impressive farm land for sugar cane, feed grains, cotton, citrus, vegetables and cattle, hogs and
sheep, as well as the oil and gas industry and what these industries mean to Edinburg and South
Texas in terms of jobs, jobs, jobs. Wind, solar and renewable fuels are also a major part of the
RGV. The Gulf of Mexico is about 75 miles from Edinburg, and you should tour the South Padre
Island seashore to see nature at its best. Birding is a $140 million economic boost to the great
State of Texas as well as Edinburg and South Texas. Our area is one of the fastest growing areas
in the USA, and we need help from the federal government to make certain we continue to grow

add jobs and allow the people of Edinburg and South Texas to prosper. Because of our proximity
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to the Texas/Mexican border, we also need federal dollars to spend on border security, due to the
horrible problems that Mexico is allowing to spill over into the Texas side of our border with
Mexico. The Mexican violence is most heart wrenching, but it is truly due to the failed policies
of the Mexican Government, since it has allowed the drug trade to flourish m Mexico. Thank you
again for the opportunity to testify before the Subcommittee on Aviation Appropriations today,

and of course, I am prepared to answer any questions you may have for me or the City.

Active 30548112v1 880575.P00001
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CITY OF EDINBURG
FISCAL YEAR 2017 APPROPRIATIONS REQUEST

BACKGROUND:

The Rio Grande Valley is one of the fastest growing areas in the United States.
According to the U.S. Census Bureau, the McAllen-Edinburg-Mission Metropolitan
Statistical Area (MSA) had an estimated population of 842,304 as of July, 2015. it is
considered the fastest growing MSA in the State of Texas and the 4™ fastest in the
United States. Studies conducted by the Hidalgo County Drainage District No. 1 have
indicated that Hidalgo County and the Rio Grande Valley are extremely vulnerable to
extensive flooding. Realizing the potential risk for flooding in Hidalgo County, the
Hidalgo County Drainage District No. 1 recently passed a $100 million bond issue in
order to address critical drainage issues within the Rio Grande Valley. Attached please
find information on the bond issue, as prepared and presented by the Hidalgo County
Drainage District No. 1. However, the improvements approved through the bond issue
will not solve the critical issue of disaster preparedness and post disaster recovery
efforts within the County and Region.

The City has been threatened five (8) times by major hurricanes during the past six {6}
years. The airport has historically played a key role during, floods, fire and other natural
disasters. City officials have received and granted requests from various agencies to
utilize the South Texas International Airport in Edinburg ("Airport”) as a mobilization or
staging area in order to provide hazard mitigation and disaster recovery to all areas of
the Rio Grande Valley. These agencies include:

« Texas Air National Guard

« Texas Army National Guard

« Texas Task Force 1 (federally designated Texas urban search and rescue
team)

« Texas Department of Public Safety Division of Emergency Management

« American Red Cross

In the event that a national emergency is declared by the President of the United States
or Congress, the government shall have the right to make exclusive or non-exclusive
use and maintain control and possession of the airport. With this in mind, the United
States Department of Homeland Security Customs and Border Protection Agency has
approached the City and expressed interest in utilizing the airport to store supplies
during disaster relief efforts.

Located within the Edinburg City Limits, the South Texas International Airport at
Edinburg is situated north of any major urban developments and obstructions, and is the
least likely to flood in the region. Further, the Airport is situated adjacent to U.S.
Highway 281, providing expressway access to all points within the County.

PROBLEM:

Currently, the Airport runway does not have the capacity (runway length, width and
load bearing capacity) to support large aircrafts needed for transporting supplies,
equipment and manpower for emergency first responders and support personnel
associated with the agencies listed above.

1
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

A fonger runway is needed to support larger aircrafts, The City of Edinburg is seeking
funding for continued development and enhancement of the Airport. Funding will
support efforts to improve the airport's infrastructure in order to adequately support the
designation as a regional staging area for State and Federal emergency response,
hazard mitigation and disaster recovery. Improvements will also create conditions for
investment in infrastructure critical to the airport's ability to perform profitably and
sustainably, and to become a vibrant catalyst for growth, placing the airport at the
center of regional development, connecting workers, suppliers, and goods. Potential
funding sources include, but are not limited to the following agencies:

Federal Aviation Administration (FAA)

Department of Homeland Security (DHS)

Federal Emergency Management Administration (FEMA)

Department of Defense (DOD)

U.S. Department of Commerce {DOC) - Economic Development
Administration (EDA)

+ Military Airport Program (MAP)

» o 0 5 0

This project includes the following improvements:

« Property Acquisition

» Staging Area for Regional First Responders

+ Extension of Runway 14-32 to 7,800' x 150" with turnaround and parallel
taxiway system

« Drainage Improvements

+ Airfield Lighting improvements

o Construction of Facilities and establishment of Aircraft Rescue and Fire
Fighting (ARFF) Station with Aircraft Rescue Fire Engine

The estimated project cost breakdown is as follows:

Property Acquisition and Construction of Airport lmprovements $ 45,250,000
associated with runway extension
Aircraft Rescue and Fire Fighting (ARFF) Facility, Personnel and $4,500,000
Equipment

Total Request $49,750,000

The City of Edinburg has completed and adopted the 2010-2030 Airport Master Plan
Update and Airport Layout Plan, as well as preparing the plans to widen and extend the
Runway.
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' OVERVIEW OF THE SOUTH TEXAS INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT AT EDINBURG:

The Airport developed from an initial 206 acre tract of land of the formerly Edinburg
Auxiliary Field No 1 to Moore Army Air Field which was conveyed to the City from the
Federal Government on March 26, 1947 pursuant to Executive Order 9689 dated
January 31, 1946, under the authority of the Surplus Property Act of 1944,

On March 31, 1949, the City of Edinburg received an additional 108 acres of land from
the Baker's Subdivision pursuant to the Reorganization Plan One of 1947 (12 Federal
Regulation 4534) under authority of the Surplus Property Act of 1944,

Between 1984 and 1996, the City purchased an additional 148.50 acres of land; and in
2000 the City purchased approximately 347 acres specifically for future airport
development. The Airport currently occupies 894 acres of land. The City is seeking to
purchase an additional 236 acres for the propused airport development.

The Airport has one northwest-southeast (14-32) oriented runway with one full-length
parallel taxiway, a helipad, a large General Aviation Apron, and fourteen (14) tie downs.
Runway 14-32 is 5,000 feet long by 75 feet wide. The weight bearing capacity is 30,000
pounds per wheel load.

Navigational aids consist of Precision Approach Path indicators (PAP) lights, Medium
intensity Runway Edge Lights (MIRL), lighted windcone, beacon light tower, and
Automated Weather Observation System (AWOS).

Activities at the Alrport consist of based and transient operations, including corporate
flights, ambulance transport, law enforcement and recreational flying. Aviation fuel is
stored in three (3) 10,000 gallon underground storage tanks containing AV gas and Jet
“A" fuel, available through a self-service credit card operated fuel system.

There are twelve (12) small (40° X 40"} hangar spaces one (1) farge (100" X 100"}
hangar facility and three (3} (50' X 60’) box hangars. The Terminal Building constructed
in 2001 consists of a large lobby, pilot's lounge, meeting room, office spaces and
restroom facilities. A 50,000 square foot air cargo building was completed in 2007;
which will be a full service facility that wilt support third party logistic services such as
traditional warehouse, bonded warehouse, in-house U.S. Customs brokerage, storage,
handling and distribution of goods.

The South Texas International Airport at Edinburg is designated as a User Fee Airport
by U.S. Customs and as a Foreign Trade Zone by the U.S. Department of
Commerce. A User Fee Airport is a small airport which has been approved by the
Commissioner of the U.S. Customs and Border Protection {CBP) to receive, for a fes,
the services of a CBP Officer for the processing of aircraft entering the United States
and their passengers and cargo.

Currently, the City is actively pursuing construction of an on<ield U.S. Customs
Passenger Facility. Development of the User Fee Customs Facility will attract
international flights, increase commercial activity, generate additional air cargo,
heighten transient traffic operations, and stimulate the local and regional economy
through development of the airport's industrial park, job creation and increased tax
base.
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Foreign Trade Zones are areas in the United States where importers may store, exhibit
and process foreign goods without paying customs duties (import taxes). Foreign Trade
Zones allow businesses to save costs through the reduction, elimination or deferral of
custom duties and other benefits which improve U.S. firms' competitiveness in the
global market.

The South Texas International Airport at Edinburg Aviation Demand Forecasts is
outlined in the 2010-2030 Airport Master Plan. in summary, the Plan identifies based
aircraft forecast, market share analysis, historical aircraft operations, reasonable service
access area, socioeconomic factors, aircraft operations forecast, military activity, air
taxi/charter services, instrument activity forecasts, air cargo forecast, demand/capacity
analysis which include runway capacity, airspace capacity, terminal area capacity,
itinerant aircraft apron, aircraft fie-down area, hangar development, auto parking and
airport ground access. Based on all these analysis, the South Texas International
Airport at Edinburg Improvements Project is justified.

Since 1976, the City of Edinburg and the Edinburg Economic Development Corporation,
in cooperation with State and Federal agencies, have contributed funding in order to
construct or improve infrastructure, drainage, and hangar facilities at the Airport. The
following is a summary of past funding participation:

City of Edinburg / Edinburg Economic Development Corporation $6,924,043
Federal - State $7,763,634
Total 14,687,677

The above capital improvements has resuited in an increase of generai aviation activity
and anticipated cargo use. However, major challenges exist due to runway expansion
needs.

The City of Edinburg seeks additional funding which would allow the South Texas
International Airport at Edinburg to become the regional staging site for State and
Federal Emergency Response and would enable the City fo best promote public health
and safety as well as improve the quality of life of this community.
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DEVELOPMENTS COST SUMMARY
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS PROGRAM
AIRPORT MASTER PLAN UPDATE 2010 TO 2030
AT
SOUTH TEXAS INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT at EDINBURG
EDINBURG, TEXAS

PROJECTED CONSTRUCTION COST - Phase 1-A

Runway 14L-32R Extension and Parallel $34,600,00
Taxiway System Impr (7800 x 150)
Airfield Drainage Improvements $1,750,000
ARFF and Fire Station with a Aircraft $4,500,000
Rescue Fire Engine
Land Acquisition Program (560 Acres) $4,500,000
(P:rojtect Development an Administration $4,400,000
0S
Total Projected Construction Cost: $49,750,000
Projected Construction Cost - Phase 1-B
Runway 14L-32R Extension and Parallel $15,500,000
Taxiway System Impr (2200 x 150)
Airfield Navigational System Impr (R/W 32 | $2,500,000
ILS with ALSg)
Ge_rtne)ra! Aviation Hangars & Apron (10 $1,200,000
units
Air Cargo Facilities Improvements (50,000 | $6,000,000
SF and Apron)
Patrol Roads and Drainage Improvements | $750,000
Water and Wastewater System $2,100,000
Installations (with Lift Station & Force
Main to TDC] site)
(P:rojtgact Development and Administration $2,200,000
0S
Total Projected Construction Cost: $30,250,000




Airport Development Worksheet

AIRPORT PROJECT HISTORY
Airport: SOUTH TEXAS INTERNATIONAL

Airport ID: KEBG

Associated City: EDINBURG NPIAS Site#: 48-0333 FAA Site #: 23804*A
FYR  Agency Local (3) State (3) Federal (3) TOTAL PROJECT DESGRIPTION
1976 IFAA $39,641.00 $39,641.00 TAMP-R. DIXON SPEAS
1983 [FAA $342,800.00, $342,800.00{SEAL RW 14L-32R (5000 X 100) AND STUB; CONSTRUCT
PARTIAL PARALLEL TW AND ACCESS ROAD; RELOCATE
BEACON; MIRL; SEGMENTED CIRCLE
1986 1FAA $357,333.07; $357,33307 AMENDMENT TQ FAA PROJECT 83-01; INCREASE AMOUNT
TO $357,333.07
1984 {FAA $1,888.00: $7.888.00 $33,684.00: §37,760.00: Airport Master Plan
CITY $350,000.00: $350,000.00: Main Hangar and HangarA
1966 TXOOTICITY $238,799.00{  $2.149,191.00 $2.387.990.00 ACQUIRE RPZ RW 14 {9.65 AC) & OFA RW 32 (38.54 ACY;
RECON RW 14-32 (5000 X 75), TW TO RW 14 (850 X 35), TW A
(825 X 35), APRON (500 X 250); REPLACE MIRL'S (5000 LF),
ROTATING BEACON & TOWER, LIGHTED WINDCONE &
SEGMENTED CIRCLE, VASI-2 W/PAPI-2 RW 14-32; IMPROVE
DRAINAGE; INSTALL FENCING, INSTALL TW CL REFLECTORS
(1675 LF)
1999 TXDOTICITY $103,886.00 $103,885.00 $207,771.00 Terminal Building
2001 JTXDOT/CITY $3,000.00 $27,000.00 $30,000.00{ Ajrport Layout Plan
TXDOT/ICITY $21,250.00; $63,750.00; $85,000.00| Automated Weather Observation System
cITy $160,000.00 $160,000.00; Hangars B & C
[e§3% $115,660.00 §115,650.00{ Hangar D
TXDOT/CITY $31,116.00: $31,116.00 $62,232.06! Parking Lot Facility
2004 EDACITY $288,800.00; $1,155,200.00 $1,444.000.00 EDA Grant Improvements
2007 EDA/CITY $2,120,930.00; $348,800.00; $2,468,730.00 Air Cargo Bui]ding/Air Cargo Drive & Utility impr
2008 TXDOTICITY $61,392.000  $274,176.00; $365,566.00; Hangar E
2009 {TXDOTICITY $411,107.00{  $1,196,595.00 §1,607,702.00 Air Cargo Apron
2009 CITY $2,800,000.00 $2,900,000.00; Master Plan Update, Property Acquisition
2010 (TXDOTICITY $86,225.000  $1,638,275.00 $1,724,500.00: REHAB Project
TOTAL PROJECT (3)  S6.904,043.00  $5,381,001.00  82.381643.0 m
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