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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION AND RE-
LATED AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS FOR
FISCAL YEAR 2000

TUESDAY, DECEMBER 14, 1999

U.S. SENATE,
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS,
Washington, DC.

The subcommittee met, at 2 p.m., in the Z.J. Loussac Library,
Assembly Chamber, Anchorage, AL, Hon. Ted Stevens presiding.

Present: Senator Stevens.

Also present: Representative Don Young.

OVERSIGHT HEARING ON ALASKA AVIATION ISSUES FOR
THE 21ST CENTURY

FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION

STATEMENT OF PATRICK N. POE, REGIONAL ADMINISTRATOR, ALAS-
KA REGION

NONDEPARTMENTAL WITNESSES

STATEMENT OF:

PAUL BOWERS, ALASKA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION, DI-
RECTOR, STATEWIDE AVIATION

MORTON V. PLUMB, JR., DIRECTOR, ANCHORAGE INTERNATIONAL
AIRPORT

JAMES D. LABELLE, CHIEF, ALASKA OFFICE, NATIONAL TRANS-
PORTATION SAFETY BOARD

RICHARD HARDING, PRESIDENT, PENINSULA AIRWAYS

TOM WARDLEIGH, PRESIDENT, ALASKA AVIATION SAFETY FOUN-
DATION

FELIX MAGUIRE, PRESIDENT, ALASKA AIRMEN’S ASSOCIATION

KEN ACTON, AVIATION CONSULTANT

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR TED STEVENS

Senator STEVENS. Thank you, Congressman Young, for joining
us. I know that you have a great interest in aviation also. I am sort
of singing to the choir, but we all know that no other State is more
dependent on aviation than Alaska is, with 70 percent of our com-
munities accessible only by air. Alaskans count on aircraft to de-
liver supplies, food and medicine. They are crucial to evacuation of
the ill and injured.

And I think the people that live in the Lower 48 have a hard
time grasping the concept that we use aircraft as they use almost
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every other form of transportation—cars, buses, and trucks. Air-
craft cover the whole spectrum of transportation.

And I am pleased to see you here, Tom. This summer, Tom
Wardleigh took me back 50 years and helped me renew my pilot’s
license and helped me get a float plane license, so it is good to see
you here, my friend. As president of the Alaska Aviation Safety
Foundation, I know you are deeply committed to the goals that we
are trying to pursue here.

I chair the Senate Appropriations Committee, and I am also on
the Aviation Subcommittee of the Senate Commerce Committee.
Very soon, my good friend and colleague here, Congressman Don
Young, will chair the House Transportation and Infrastructure
Committee. This will give us, I think, the first time in history
where we have such a complete coverage of all of the facets of the
legislative process of our national government that affect aviation.
The two of us, like all of you, are deeply committed to improving
aviation safety in Alaska.

PREPARED STATEMENT

I have a longer opening statement, incidentally, to print in the
record, but that is my opening statement for today. I want to thank
all of you for coming and give Congressman Young a chance to
make an opening statement if he wishes to make one.

[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR TED STEVENS

Good afternoon everyone. I'm pleased to see such a fine panel representing Alaska
aviation today. As you know, we’re here to discuss aviation issues facing us in the
new millennium. Your complete prepared statements will be made part of the
record, each of you will get five minutes to summarize your statements, and then
we should have some time left over for questions.

Let me begin by stating the obvious: There is not another state in the Union more
dependent on aviation for its way of life than Alaska. Let me repeat that—There
is no other state in the Union more dependent on aviation than Alaska.

More than 70 percent of our 300 plus communities are accessible only by air.
Alaskans in those communities count on aircraft to deliver mail, supplies, food, and
medicine. When someone in a remote village becomes too ill to be treated locally,
evacuation by air becomes a matter of life or death. People who live in the lower
48 have a hard time grasping that concept. They don’t understand that we use small
airplanes like they use buses and taxis. They have highways—we use skyways.
Alaska has the highest per capita aircraft ownership in the country. In relation to
its population, Alaska has more flights, by far, than any other state. Frank, Don
and I spend a lot of time trying to convince our colleagues that Alaska requires spe-
cial consideration when it comes to aviation legislation and funding. We've been
fairly successful in that endeavor—but we cannot afford to stop educating others on
the special reliance Alaska has on aviation.

Flying is an inherently dangerous occupation made relatively safe through tech-
nology innovations, the world’s best air traffic control system and, most important,
well-trained, experienced pilots. For safe air transport, we need excellence in all
three areas—the machine, the pilot, and ground support.

We need to redouble our efforts to procure and deploy safety enhancing equipment
and weather reporting capabilities. We have some of the roughest terrain and
weather in North America. The vast majority of our low altitude airspace is not
radar monitored. Most of our intrastate air traffic takes place below 10,000 feet.
And the planes we fly are, on average, older than most planes flown in the lower
48. Does this mean we cannot improve aviation safety in Alaska? The answer is,
“No.” We can—and must—continue to improve aviation safety. Every one of us par-
ticipating in this hearing today can make a positive impact on aviation safety.

That is why we’re here today—to talk about where we want to be ten, twenty,,
or even a hundred years from now. All of you work in the aviation community every
day. Some of you, like me, are licensed pilots—so your commitment to improving
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how we fly in Alaska is personal. I see my good friend Tom Wardleigh at the wit-
ness table. He helped me get my float plane license last summer. As president of
the Alaskan Aviation Safety Foundation, Tom is deeply committed to improving
aviation safety.

I chair the Senate Appropriations Committee and sit on the Aviation Sub-
committee of the Senate Commerce Committee. Soon, Congressman Young will
chair the House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee. Senator Murkowski
chairs Energy and Natural Resources. All of us are deeply committed to improving
aviation safety in Alaska. Most states have a heck of a lot more than three legisla-
tors fighting for their interests. But I'll tell you, when Frank, Don and I get to-
gether—the “three amigos” can more than hold our own in pursuing Alaska’s inter-
ests.

We can fight the broad aviation policy battles in Washington—making sure our
government recognizes and honors Alaska’s unique aviation needs. We can also
work to maximize federal funding for Alaska aviation. But nothing we do can really
make a difference without the mutual cooperation and commitment of the people in
this room and throughout the aviation community in Alaska.

Safety improvements are not borne of increased regulation. Some people in this
room, maybe on this panel, may not agree with me on this. But I know, personally,
that Alaska has some of the finest pilots in the world. Our job is to provide the best
possible environment for them to practice their essential profession.

I hope our discussion here today is a step toward improving that environment and
the air transportation system that is so critical to Alaska’s future.

STATEMENT OF HON. DON YOUNG

Mr. YouNG. Thank you, Senator, and I have a written statement
that will be submitted for the record, without objection. My inter-
est, as the Senator has mentioned before, is the safety factor, but
also the capability of our Alaskans to travel without a great deal
of hindrance, to arrive at their destinations on time, and to make
sure that we will be able to improve the capability of the FAA and
the runways, the lighting system, navigation systems, and to make
it safe and practical for every Alaskan that participates in air
transportation.

It is my vision that we will improve these airports, that we will
be able to solve many of these problems in the future. I will say
that there are many different feelings about this issue. Everyone
seeks safety. I know that, and there are some who believe that we
are doing everything possible.

The air transportation industry, which employs over 10,000 peo-
ple in this State, is one of the largest employers in the State of
Alaska. We want to allow the aviation industry, to continue grow-
ing and improving service without any undue hardships, and yet
do it safely. It is going to be my goal to see that this will be
achieved.

PREPARED STATEMENT

Thank you, Senator, for having this hearing. I think it will be
important. We have two panels, I believe, and we will hear from
the expertise in that field, and with that I am ready to do business.

[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN DON YOUNG

Chairman Stevens—thank you for the opportunity to participate in this hearing.
I'll keep my remarks brief.

Every Alaskan knows aviation plays a major role in Alaska. Without a major road
system only 100 of Alaska’s 300 communities can be served by road. With over 1,100
airstrips and airports and more than 9,700 registered aircraft and 10,605 pilots, it
is easy to understand how vital aviation is to Alaska. Further, because of Alaska’s



4

distinct geographic location between Europe and Asia, Anchorage International Air-
port lands more freight than any other airport in the nation. Fairbanks Inter-
national is also becoming a player in the cargo arena. It is also a well recognized
fact that Alaska’s air transport industry provides over 10,000 aviation related jobs.

The average Alaskan flies nine times a year, compared to the average American,
who flies twice a year. This brings me to an issue I have a great interest in
aviation safety. According to the General Accounting Office, the number of people
using the airways will grow to over a billion by 2002. With that many people in the
air, it is crucial that we continue to modernize our air traffic control systems. In
Alaska that means making the investment at small, rural airports with the installa-
tion of runway lighting, runway lengthening and paving, accurate weather reporting
and modern communications systems.

Nationally, the U.S. Air Traffic Control System remains one of the top systems
in the world. Unfortunately, the FAA’s current modernization program has experi-
enced cost overruns and schedule slippages which have caused delays with imple-
mentation. Congress will address this and other issues when it returns next year.

Although there are other equally important issues, I want to conclude my state-
ment with the subject of funding. The resources to upgrade safety and make airport
improvements exists.

How much is actually needed and how to spend taxpayers money are issues that
Congress will need to resolve next year. It is my position that all Americans deserve
safe and affordable air travel, and that taxpayers are provided with a healthy re-
turn on their investment.

Thank you Senator Stevens for the opportunity to speak on these important issues
and I look forward to hearing the testimony of the witnesses.

Senator STEVENS. Thank you very much. My staff has prepared
a short handout for all of you. I do not know if you have got a copy
of it, but I want to point out the statement that is in there that
last month I met with Linda Rosenstock, who is Director of the Na-
tional Institute of Safety and Health, and the Director of the Alas-
ka Office, George Conway, to discuss ways to enhance aviation
safety in Alaska.

Linda has agreed to focus on recommendations of Jim Hall from
the National Transportation Safety Board. He came here last Au-
gust to help us find ways to improve aviation safety, and he
brought back a series of recommendations, including a proposal for
an industry-guided initiative to reduce accidents and fatalities, fo-
cusing on voluntary compliance.

Congress has agreed to my request to make additional resources
available to Dr. Rosenstock, as well as the FAA and NTSB, to fur-
ther the study, so we look forward to the witnesses today telling
us what they think about that study, and what we ought to do to
concentrate our total efforts on aviation safety.

[The information follows:]

ALASKA’S AVIATORS

As a lifelong pilot, safety has always been number one on my flight checklist, both
in the cockpit and in the Congress. In August, Jim Hall, Chairman of the National
Transportation Safety Board, came to Alaska to find ways to improve aviation safety
in Alaska. He came back to Washington with recommendations including a proposal
for an industry-guided initiative to reduce accidents and fatalities focusing on vol-
untary compliance rather than new government regulations.

Below is a short summary of some of the safety initiatives Congress funded this
year along with other projects of interest to the aviation industry in our state.

If you have questions about any of these provisions, you may call my chief of staff,
Mitch Rose, at 202-224-3004 or any of my Alaska offices located in Anchorage,
Fairbanks, Ketchikan, Wasilla, and Kenai. My Washington office is open until 7:00
p-m. Eastern Standard Time (3:00 p.m. Alaska Standard Time) for your conven-
ience.
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AVIATION SAFETY INITIATIVE

Last month I met with Linda Rosenstock, Director of the National Institute of Oc-
cupational Safety and Health and the director of the Alaska office, George Conway,
to discuss ways to enhance aviation safety in Alaska.

She agreed to focus on the recommendations of Jim Hall and to pursue a vol-
untary effort with Alaska’s air carriers, pilots, and taxi services. A similar approach
has dramatically reduced accidents in the fishing and logging industries and has all
but eliminated occupational fatalities in what were the two most dangerous occupa-
tions in the nation. Congress agreed to my request to make additional resources
available to Dr. Rosenstock as well as to the FAA and the NTSB.

MIKE-IN-HAND

Many remote village airports have no automated weather reporting equipment or
FAA weather personnel. As a result, pilots must rely on dated weather forecasts
rather than real-time field observations.

Under a new federal program called “Mike-in-hand,” any airport with regular,
part time, or contract employees will be able to report weather conditions directly
to inbound pilots via VHF radio. At my request, sufficient funds were provided to
acquire the necessary equipment, train personnel, and initiate the program.

MOUNTAIN PASS CAMERAS

At last year’s mini-conference, a number of pilots indicated that remote video
cameras were a valuable flight tool.

Through a new NTSB-recommended initiative, cameras will now be placed in dan-
gerous mountain passes where weather conditions change rapidly. The cameras will
provide real-time color weather pictures to pilots who can make the decision on
whether to fly through a pass without having to go in to take a look. This will re-
duce the risks that pilots face.

ST. GEORGE INSTRUMENT LANDING

No longer will pilots be locked out of St. George Island for weeks at a time be-
cause weather is below NDB minimums. By the end of next year, the FAA will fi-
nally have an ILS in place at St. George. Congress agreed to fund the plan this
year.

AUTOMATED SURFACE OBSERVING SYSTEM
Funding was provided to continue this project.
JUNEAU WEATHER RESEARCH

Additional funding was made available at my request to continue weather re-
search on turbulence and wind shear at Juneau International Airport. This project
is a continuation of a multi-year effort initiated in response to several weather re-
lated mishaps in Juneau.

ALASKA CAPSTONE

This program, which will install state of the art cockpit upgrades for participating
aircraft, along with airport, communication and GPS modernization throughout the
Bethel region, is the test bed for the entire nation. When fully operational, CAP-
STONE will be an integrated, nonradar, low-altitude, IFIR airspace designed to
bring Alaska’s airports into the 21st century.

ALASKAN NAS INTERFACILITY COMMUNICATIONS SYSTEM (ANICS)

Congress fully funded this project which integrates interagency communications
throughout Alaska.

Senator STEVENS. Our first panel this morning—this afternoon.
You know—if it’s Tuesday it’s Anchorage, right—is Pat Poe, Direc-
tor of the Alaska Region, Paul Bowers, the Director of Statewide
Aviation for the Alaska Department of Transportation, Mort
Plumb, Director of Anchorage International Airport, and Jim
LaBelle of the National Transportation Safety Board. Gentlemen,
you are at your liberty to see who goes first. Do you want to toss
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a coin, or proceed in the order I read them? It is all right with me,
whatever you want to do.

Thank you for taking the time to be with us. We are, inciden-
tally, going to take this record back. This is an official hearing, and
it will be reported to the Appropriations Committee and be part of
our consideration of the legislative package for aviation early next
year.

So Pat, do you want to go first?

STATEMENT OF PAT POE

Mr. POE. Yes, sir. Thank you, Senator, Congressman, ladies and
gentlemen.

At the outset, let me respond, Senator, to your question about my
reaction and the FAA reaction to the proposed collective effort of
NIOSH, the NTSB and the National Weather Service. I think that
study in the background upon which it is based is absolutely excel-
lent. We are eager and more than ready to participate. We have
done two other studies earlier, that lend some relationship and
support to that, and I think this will be an excellent building block.

If T might just a moment, I was told the light was going to be
on. It would give me an indication of when I should talk, and there
is no light, so I am not sure if I am ahead of my time.

Senator STEVENS. Well, I decided that you all have been asked
to talk about 5 minutes, but I was not going to ring the bell on you,
so we turned off the light. Let me make a correction on this hand-
out of ours. It is George Conway, not George Newman, and I apolo-
gize for that.

But we do hope you will keep it about 5 minutes, but I do not
think the time we have that the people are here to listen to it. We
want to hear your views about what we can do to assist you to im-
prove aviation safety. That is really our target today.

Mr. POE. Great. Thank you, Senator. Well, let me say this, that
in the few minutes that I have I am going to focus on some of the
new initiatives, the things that are being done in Alaska. As I
think all of you know, we have had a consistently high accident
rate, and if we expect something different, I think we have to do
something different.

CAPSTONE PROJECT

I want to point out that the items which I will cover are really
a product of two things, one, cooperation with our industry, and
second the direct support that we enjoy and get from our congres-
sional delegation. The first of the items is the Capstone project,
which concentrates in the Yukon-Kuskokwim Delta in the Bethel
area, a radius of 200 miles, and we are equipping at Government
expense a total of 150 aircraft.

Those aircraft will have, within their cockpits, for the pilot, infor-
mation as to the moving map of the terrain. It will change colors
if the pilot does not have the altitude to clear the obstacle. It will
also show the targeting, the position of other similarly equipped
aircraft, and in phase 2 of Capstone it is possible to uplink radar
images so that you will see all aircraft, not just those that are Cap-
stone-equipped.
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It also will uplink weather information. As the aircraft moves, it
will downlink its position and potentially in the future be an aid
to air traffic control. We have done Indian testing. It takes the gen-
erated downlink and through satellite brought it into the Anchor-
age Center, and it appears on the screen just as though it were a
radar-generated target. In the event that there is a mishap, the
ability to immediately initiate a very successful and timely search
and rescue is made possible by the ground tracking capability asso-
ciated with this technology.

The University of Alaska here at Anchorage, under contract to
the FAA, is doing the training. The first beta training class was
conducted the week of December 7. They will also do an evaluation
covering 3 years, totally independently of the FAA to determine the
beneficial impact of the Capstone project.

If I might say, I think we’ve come a long way in the 1 year since
we first got the appropriation, and it is a project that has been
made possible by the very close support of the industry.

WEATHER CAMERAS

I want to talk briefly, too, as to the Alaska weather cameras. 1
notice this is covered in some of the other information. We have
cameras up and operational, four of which belong to the University
of Alaska Fairbanks. It was a part of the doctoral program effort.
They have asked that we take those cameras, and the reality of the
situation, why we are studying it, certainly we will.

With the $1.7 million that has been appropriated this year, it is
feasible by the end of this coming calendar year we will have 25
of these cameras operational. They give you the ability to go on the
Internet and see a clear day picture and a current day picture and
give the pilot the added information as to whether this is the right
time to fly, or perhaps not. It also has an archiving capability, so
we can look to see if the weather is worsening or getting better.

The bottom line for all of that is, it is intended to help the pilot
make the best possible decision. The user community has identified
a total of 50 sites at which they would like to have weather cam-
eras.

Another program in which I personally am more than enthusi-
astic about, for which the FAA cannot take any credit, is the train-
ing of the Alaska Native community to be the future commercial
pilots for the State of Alaska. Yute Air, Will Johnson, head divi-
sion, worked with the Association of Villager Council Presidents,
and the Kuskokwim Tribal College at the University of Alaska here
at Anchorage.

Students from 14 villages are going through training. Seven of
them have their private pilots licenses, and they are now going on
to their commercial licenses. There is a grant from the State that
is going to continue that program. The FAA presented an award to
the president of the Association of Village Council Presidents for
that initiative.

ALASKA AIRPORTS

In terms of airports, we have a good story there, and it is a good
story that belongs collectively to all of the airport sponsors as well
as the FAA Airport Division. If you go back to about 1990, the AIP
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grants were about $50 million. For the past 2 years it exceeded $80
million. During this decade, $3 to $4 billion have gone toward im-
provement, and working with the community, the Airports Division
has developed a regional airport plan.

I do not want to leave without acknowledging the ongoing infra-
structure effort. A great many of the people of the FAA in the State
of Alaska worked daily to keep the current systems as active and
robust and growing as is possible. An example of that might be
that every year we initiate about 120 new projects. In 1997, we
have 40 weather-reporting sensor stations. Today, we have 87,
more than doubled.

With 17 days left until the year 2000, I am pleased to report that
in June the FAA was judged to be Y2K-compliant. I want to ac-
knowledge the close relationship we have enjoyed with the State,
and also with the DOT, which has declared the airports under its
control Y2K-compliant. Certainly we are going to have a lot of peo-
ple working over New Year’s, and I will be one of them, just to be
there, just in case, but we have a high confidence that comes from
working together.

PREPARED STATEMENT

So in closing, this is the end of my first year in the State of Alas-
ka, and it has been terrific. It is a warm community. There are no
bashful pilots in the State of Alaska, so you certainly get to know
their thoughts quickly.

With that, that concludes my statement. Thank you.

[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF PATRICK N. POE

Senator Stevens and Congressman Young. Good Afternoon. I am Patrick Poe, the
Federal Aviation Administration’s (“FAA”) Regional Administrator for the Alaskan
Region. I appreciate the opportunity to appear before you today to discuss the status
of aviation in Alaska and the many efforts that are under way to improve service
to the 10,000 Alaskan pilots, the thousands of passengers and people of Alaska who
depend upon aviation.

In my first year as Regional Administrator, I have attended many public meetings
and have had numerous conversations with Alaskans across the state. I know that
the people here are well informed about the FAA and our basic mission. As Admin-
istrator Garvey has repeatedly stated, our first priority is safety. Within Alaska,
aviation remains the primary, and in some areas the sole, means of transportation.
Increasing the level of safety in Alaska is critically important. We have recently un-
dertaken a number of initiatives to improve the level of safe operations within Alas-
ka. These initiatives include the Capstone program, the Alaska weather camera
project, and the investment of millions of dollars from the Airport Improvement Pro-
gram (“AIP”) to improve and develop Alaska’s aviation infrastructure. In addition,
we have undertaken a number of initiatives that will place Alaska in the forefront
of aerospace in the 21st century, most notably, the licensing of the first commercial
space launches at Kodiak.

As I stated above, safety remains our top priority. Here in Alaska, we are cog-
nizant of the unique weather and terrain that poses greater challenges to aviation.
Indeed, for the past decade, there has been one accident every other day. And there
has been an aviation-related fatality every nine days. We were sadly reminded of
this by the crash last Tuesday of a plane departing from Bethel where all six per-
sons on board were killed. In light of these statistics, the FAA developed the Cap-
stone project. Capstone is an effort to use new technology to improve safe operations
and substantially reduce the number of accidents. Under a contract with UPS Avia-
tion Technologies, the Capstone project will equip up to 150 aircraft with govern-
ment-furnished Global Positioning System based avionics. Coupled with a ground
system of weather observation equipment, Capstone will provide pilots with terrain
data and position reports of similarly-equipped aircraft. Capstone will increase the
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number of airports served by an instrument approach. We believe that by equipping
commercial aircraft in the Yukon-Kuskokwim Delta, an area in western Alaska not
covered by radar that was selected for the test, we can make a substantial reduction
in accidents.

It is important to note that the Capstone project reflects a real partnership be-
tween the FAA and the aviation industry within Alaska. We have had industry user
participation throughout the entire design of the project. In addition to UPS Avia-
tion Technologies, we are partnering with the University of Alaska, which is con-
ducting pilot training in the use of the new equipment, and will conduct baseline
research for use in measuring project results.

Another exciting program that is up and running this year is the Alaska Weather
Cam project. This project places video cameras at bush airstrips and other remote
locations to provide real time views of landing areas and mountain passes. To date
the cameras are in operation at ten locations, four of which were initiated by the
University of Alaska at Fairbanks. These cameras offer multiple views at each loca-
tion, and compare a clear day picture with current conditions. Views are archived
for later viewing and to track trends. Pilots can access the views of the landing
areas and mountain passes through the FAA’s Internet site. Additional funding will
permit us to expand the program and install more cameras next year. In the mean-
time, we are exploring how to better use the visual information in our Flight Service
Stations and are considering such issues as liability for interpreting the data to pi-
lots, who ultimately have to make the decision to fly or not.

The Capstone and weather camera initiatives demonstrate that the Alaskan Re-
gion is a leader in demonstrating how to use new technologies to improve safety and
develop greater efficiencies in the system to take aviation into the 21st century. But
that leadership is not limited to commercial aviation. As I noted above, the Alaskan
Region is Kodiak launch facility. Kodiak is the first commercial space launch facility
to operate outside of a Federal facility. To date there have been two launches and
more are anticipated in 2000.

Leading aviation into the 21st century is not limited to improvements in the oper-
ational aspects of aviation. The Alaska Region has made tremendous strides in our
outreach to the Alaska Native community to educate the community about aviation
and to increase awareness of the employment opportunities in the aviation industry
here in Alaska. Our aviation education program delivers information and material
to village schools as remote as Tununak. We support the cooperative effort of the
Kusklokwim Tribal College, Yute Air and the University of Alaska to train Alaskans
as pilots.

This outreach activity ties in with our safety initiatives because we believe that
people who live here and understand the geography and climatic conditions will
make better pilots in the long run. At present, Alaska does not produce enough of
its own pilots to staff the industry so carriers must hire pilots from the lower 48.
Very often, those pilots work a few years here in Alaska, build hours and leave, and
the cycle starts over again. As a result of this summer’s program, seven Alaskan
Natives obtained their pilot’s licenses and several are working toward commercial
ratings. I was very pleased to be able to personally, recognize the work of one of
the sponsors of the program, the Association of Village Council Presidents, at this
year’s Alaska Federation of Natives convention.

In addition to improving safety in the air, the FAA’s Airport Improvement Pro-
gram is critical to improving the airport infrastructure throughout Alaska. The AIP
program, which was funded for fiscal year 1999 at $1.95 billion, provides funding
to communities nationwide for critical infrastructure projects. Since 1990, annual
ATIP grants to Alaska have increased from approximately £50 million to $80 million.
While some may not understand why Alaska should garner such amounts, you here
know that we are a young state just developing the airport infrastructure that is
essential for both air commerce and aviation safety. Our Airports Division, working
with the sponsors such as the State of Alaska Department of Transportation and
Public Facilities, developed a regional airports plan that addresses the needs for ex-
panded runways, lighting and safety features. One of the most significant projects
is the expansion and renovation of Anchorage International Airport. We were able
to support the project with a letter of intent (“LOI”) for future federal funding in
the amount of $48 million that enabled the State to proceed with bonding.

The AIP program is just one aspect of the investment FAA continues to make in
terms of navigation aids, communications systems and other facilities. Our construc-
tion program includes approximately 120 projects annually. Overall the region’s
total budget last year including AIP grants, construction, personnel and operating
costs equaled $270 million.

Finally, I would like to note that we are now just 17 days away from the Year
2000. As you know, the FAA systems were deemed compliant in June. We in the
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Alaska Region want to take this opportunity to express our appreciation for the co-
operation of the State of Alaska and other governmental agencies and businesses
with whom we have conducted Y2K exercises and discussed contingency plans. I as-
sure you that the Region will be monitoring events December 30 through January
2 with additional personnel on the job.

In closing, I wish to thank each of you for your support of the FAA in Alaska.
Our challenge here is very different from that of the agency in other regions of the
country. We know that Alaskans are especially dependent upon aviation and we are
committed to maintaining the best and safest system we can in partnership with
the aviation community. I look forward to working with you on these and future
projects within Alaska.

This concludes my prepared statement. I would be pleased to answer any ques-
tions that you may have.

Senator STEVENS. Thank you very much. Paul, do you want to
go next?

STATEMENT OF PAUL BOWERS

Mr. BOwWERS. Thank you, Senator. Good afternoon, and thank you
for the opportunity to address this forum on Alaska aviation issues.
There are three primary points I would like to speak to. The first
one is the deficiencies in our rural Alaska airport system.

As you noted, we have an extensive aviation program here that
is very dependent, that the communities are very dependent on for
transportation. But unlike the rest of the country, where the air-
port infrastructure is relatively mature, where well-established,
long, lighted, paved runways are commonplace, Alaska has a rel-
atively immature airport infrastructure, where ours are typically
rough-surfaced, short, and unlighted. That creates a bit of a prob-
lem when the State is so dependent upon them.

Of the 286 publicly owned, publicly used airports, the DOT oper-
ates 262 of them. Of them, 177 are gravel-surfaced, 43 are paved,
42 are float facilities. Of these, 94 are 3,000 foot in length or less,
and 42 are less than 2,000 foot. IFR-capable airports are also in
short supply, with only 61 of the 262 IFR capable.

Basically the needs for airport development have far surpassed
funding. Even though we have done exceedingly well with AIP
funds in recent years, we have needs that far exceed the supply.
Historic AIP levels still leave unaddressed approximately $265 mil-
lion in the next 5 years alone of infrastructure that is not being
met with the current AIP level.

The second point I would like to note is the FAA national focus
on airport safety area improvements, which we believe is detri-
mental to the runway infrastructure improvements that are actu-
ally needed. Briefly, the issue here is the FAA on a national basis
prioritizes and allocates AIP dollars for improvements to safety
areas, that area that is immediately adjacent to the runway that
is brought to grade, free of obstructions, and the purpose of which
is to reduce the risk to aircraft in the event of undershoot, or over-
run, or some other unplanned excursion from the runway. The rel-
ative beneficial use perspective is important here in that the run-
way is used each and every time for take-off and landing, whereas
the safety area is potentially utilized only if there is a problem, and
often those problems develop from the runway surface itself.

In the lower 48, where we have got a well-established runway
system, a national safety area priority policy does, indeed, make
sense. We believe it does not make sense in Alaska, where so many
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of our airport runways are substandard. That is the real problem
that needs to be addressed here, and we believe this national policy
uses up precious AIP dollars that could and should first be used
to actually improve the runway surface. We believe this well-mean-
ing but misdirected national priority system needs to be changed,
and we would like some relief from that.

The third issue is that DOT supports the 5-year aviation stra-
tegic plan that was developed by the Alaska Aviation Coordination
Council. That is an ad hoc group of aviation interests, period, that
outlined fiscal year 200 through 2004 infrastructure deficiencies
and needs and an associated resolution methodology.

The key elements of that that DOT supports are that public
owned and used airports should be a minimum of 300 feet in
length, if practical, with lights, and have at least some minimal
shelter for passengers from inclement weather, that airports with
scheduled service should have an all-weather approach and landing
capability, that collection and dissemination of weather information
should be available State-wide, and that so-called CNS, commu-
nication, navigation and surveillance capability, should also be
State-wide. That, as Pat Poe noted, would support sufficient rout-
ing, traffic, and train avoidance, real-time flight locating, and en-
hanced search and rescue.

And finally, site-specific operational needs should be addressed,
like video cameras and other nontraditional systems to relay moun-
tain pass information and visibility information, for example.

Finally, we note that a lot of the accidents are caused between
airports, and that lack of weather data and a lack of communica-
tion capability is the real problem. For example, there is no official
weather west of Bethel, and coincidentally, or not coincidentally,
that is a high accident area of the State. The strategic plan, which
is a derivative of the Capstone program, addresses these issues.

PREPARED STATEMENT

DOT also supports expansion of the Capstone program on a
State-wide basis, and with those issues, improving our rural air-
port system, applying FAA or AIP funding to runway improve-
ments first, and supporting the Alaska aviation strategic plan I
think will go a long way toward reducing our accident rate and
making safer aviation in Alaska.

Thank you.

[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF PAUL BOWERS

This paper on Alaskan Aviation Issues is submitted as backup to verbal testimony
of Paul Bowers, A.A.E., Director, Statewide Aviation, Department of Transportation
& Public Facilities (DOT&PF'), State of Alaska, before Senator Ted Stevens’ Con-
gressional Hearing re Alaskan Aviation Issues for the 21st Century, Loussac Li-
brary, Anchorage, AK, December 14, 1999. Issues are set forth as follows:

Deficiencies in Rural Alaska Airport Infrastructure

Unlike the other 49 states, where airport infrastructure is “mature”, with well es-
tablished, long, paved, lighted runways being commonplace, Alaska has a relatively
immature airport infrastructure. Here gravel surfaced, short, unlighted airport run-
ways are the norm. Ironically, this is where aviation and an airport system are vi-
tally important. This is because our rural airport system effectively becomes our
rural road system, as geographically some 90 percent of Alaska is inaccessible by
road, which affects about 30 percent of the state population that has no year round
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means of community ingress or egress except by air. That means no emergency med-
ical, no commerce, no transportation link to the rest of the state or the world, except
by air. And often that air service is via short, unlighted gravel surface runways.

Specifically, our Alaskan airport infrastructure consists of 286 publicly owned,
public use airports, of which the State DOT&PF operates 262. Of these, 177 are
gravel surfaces, 43 are paved, and 42 are seaplane basins. 94 airports are less than
3,000 feet in length (and of these, 42 are less than 2000 feet in length!). Most (237
of 262) are non-certificated (meaning they do not meet national airport FAR 139 cer-
tification standards that include Airport Rescue and Firefighting [ARFF] equipment
and trained personnel; an emergency response plan; and maintenance standards).
Additionally, Navaids are limited; only 61 of 262 state airports are equipped to sup-
port Instrument Flight Rule (IFR) usage.

Airport Development money is the missing ingredient to improve this airport in-
frastructure situation. Historically, the Airport Improvement Program (AIP—which
is presently awaiting Congressional action) has provided approximately one half of
our continuing airport infrastructure needs. However, that level still leaves airport
development needs of approximately $265 million over the next five years
unaddressed. Specific infrastructure deficiencies are defined and attached as part of
the below referenced Five Year Plan.

FAA National Priority Focuses on Airport Safety Area Improvements, to the resultant
detriment of Alaska Airport Runway Improvements

FAA follows a national policy of prioritizing and allocating AIP dollars for devel-
opment of airport safety areas whenever any runway development or improvement
is undertaken. (The “Safety Area” is that area surrounding the runway on the sides
and ends that is brought to grade and free of obstructions, the purpose of which
is to reduce risks to aircraft in the event of an undershoot, overrun, or other un-
planned excursion from the runway). A relative use perspective is important here:
the runway is used for each takeoff and landing, whereas the safety area is poten-
tially utilized only when the pilot using the runway develops a problem, often re-
sulting from activity on the runway.)

In the lower 48 where well established runways are commonplace, this national
safety-area-priority policy makes sense. However, it does not make sense in Alaska,
where so many of our airport runways are substandard (typically rough surfaced,
too short, and unlighted, with minimal navaids), which is the real airport problem
that needs addressing. If the runway length and width were up to reasonable stand-
ards, there would likely be less need for the safety area. Please note the DOT&PF
is not opposed to Safety Area development. Rather it is a question of timing:
DOT&PF fully supports safety area development after the primary issue of fixing
poor condition runways is addressed. This FAA national policy uses up precious AIP
dollars that could, and should, be used first to actually improve the runway surface.
We need specific relief from this well meaning but mis-directed national
prioritization policy.

Support for the Five Year Aviation Strategic Plan

The Alaska Aviation Coordination Council, an ad-hoc group of Alaskan aviation
interests, has prepared a statement of fiscal year 2000 through 2004 Alaska Avia-
tion infrastructure deficiencies and needs, with associated resolution methodology.
The key elements of that plan DOT&PF supports are:

—Publicly owned and used airports should be a minimum of 3, 300 feet in length,
with runway lights, and have at least a minimal shelter for passengers from
inclement weather.

—Airports with scheduled air service should have an “all weather” approach and
landing capability.

—Statewide availability of weather information systems (collection and dissemina-
tion).

—Communications, navigation and surveillance (so-called CNS) capability should
be available state-wide to support efficient routing, traffic and terrain avoid-
ance, real time flight locating, and enhanced search and rescue. CNS will in-
clude both Automated Dependent Surveillance Broadcast (ADS-B) data link
and strategically placed radar in the Bethel area.

Statewide availability of Flight Information data that addresses site specific oper-
ational needs, such as Video Cameras and other Non-traditional systems (i.e., relay
of mountain pass visibility information, VASI in lieu of PAPI light systems, etc.).

The intent of this Strategic Plan is to improve aviation safety in Alaska and lit-
erally bring Alaskan aviation into the 21st century. While doing so, it is important
to note that the majority of aircraft accidents happen during phases of flight other
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than takeoff or landing. If this is to be remedied, the problems causing the accidents
needs to be addressed.

A recurrent causal theme in Alaskan aviation accidents is lack of weather data
and/or lack of communication capability to validate pilot decisions (for example,
there is no official weather west of Bethel!). Both of these issues are addressed in
the Strategic Plan, which in part is an outgrowth of the FAA Capston program now
underway in the Yukon-Kuskokwim area.

Capstone is a widely supported effort will gain ten much needed AWOS (Auto-
mated Weather Observation Station) installations, and Capstone avionics installa-
tions will enable weather and communication info transmission to so equipped air-
craft, as well as positional awareness and aircraft tracking capability for Search and
Rescue purposes. DOT&PF supports expansion of the Capstone program statewide.

Bald Eagles/Aircraft Hazards

Bald eagles nests on airport property near or within the approach and departure
ends of runways create safety hazards for both the aircraft and the eagles. The Bald
and Golden Eagle Protection Act of 1940 prevents airports and the Fish and Wildlife
Service from removing these hazards. Furthermore some nests are in or near trees
that violate FAA height restrictions, but the trees cannot be removed or shortened
because of the restrictions in this Act.

This Act needs to be amended to allow removal of bald eagle nests in areas that
create safety hazards for aircraft. Such amendment could, of course, be specific to
Alaska if necessary, as Alaska has many bald eagles and has extensive alternate
habitat for these birds.

In summary, we believe much safer aviation in Alaska will result from improving
our rural airport system, applying precious AIP funding to runway improvements
first, and implementing an Alaska Aviation Strategic Plan. Thank you for the oppor-
tunity to explain these aviation infrastructure needs. Attached is a copy of the Alas-
ka Aviation Coordination Council Five Year Strategic Plan. Please advise if any
questions or additional information is desired.

ALASKA AVIATION COORDINATION COUNCIL
STRATEGIC PLAN—FISCAL YEAR 2000 THROUGH 2004

Intent

To articulate Alaska Aviation infrastructure deficiencies and needs, and to outline
a resolution methodology.

Background

Alaska is unique in lacking highway infrastructure. In a State that literally com-
prises 16 percent of the total U.S. land mass, only about 10 percent of the State
geographically is accessible by road. This forces those non-road accessed commu-
nities, comprising 30 percent of the population, to heavily rely on aviation for day
sustenance, transportation (schools, work, etc.), and livelihood.
Vision

That Alaska will enjoy an air transportation system that has safe, efficient, and
reliable access to population centers and other areas of general and commercial in-
terest. This same transportation system would enhance the health and welfare of
residents and visitors alike, while serving as a vehicle for commerce throughout the
State.

Discussion

Federal Programs involving disbursement of dollars for transportation normally
balance highway and aviation needs. However, in Alaska, environmental, logistical,
and financial limitations, preclude highway construction in many areas, forcing
transportation requirements to be highly dependent on aviation. As a general rule,
highway funding is not available to be used for aviation infrastructure. The result-
ing imbalance is a transportation infrastructure that is inadequate and unable to
provide the safety and efficiency commonly expected of transportation systems in
the rest of the United States. No where else in this country is there a complete de-
pendency on aviation for basic transportation and commerce as in Alaska.

A safer airport and aviation infrastructure in Alaska will bring Alaska up to par
with other states’ basic transportation systems.



14

Key Elements of a Safe and Efficient Alaskan Air Transportation Infrastructure In-
clude

Publicly owned and used airports should be a minimum of 3,300 feet in length,*
with runway lights, and have at least a minimal shelter for passengers from inclem-
ent weather.

Airports with scheduled air service have an “all weather” approach and landing
capability.

Availability of weather information systems (collection and dissemination).

Communications, navigation and surveillance (CNS) capability should be available
state-wide to support efficient routing, traffic and terrain avoidance, real time flight
locating, and enhanced search and rescue. CNS will include both Automated De-
pendent Surveillance Broadcast (ADS-B) data link and strategically placed radar in
the Bethel area.

Availability of Flight Information data that addresses site specific operational
needs, such as Video Cameras and other Non-traditional systems (i.e., relay of
mountain pass visibility information, VASI in lieu of PAPI light systems, etc.).

A change of U.S. Postal Service policies to remove pressure on carriers to deliver
U.S. Mail within strict time periods without consideration of weather.

Stable (local) aviation work force, including an emphasis on aviation education.

A Standing Aviation Advisory Council to ensure continuous safety and user need
assessment and input to ensure effective planning and development.

Comparison of Alaskan Air Transportation Infrastructure to What is Needed

Public airports minimum 3,300 foot length, runway lights, and minimal shelter.—
150 Alaska airports are less than 3,300 feet (35 runways less than 2,000 feet). 71
airports unlighted. More than half of rural airports without minimal passenger shel-
ter.

Airports with scheduled air service have an “all weather” approach and landing
capability.—176 public use Alaska airports do not have basic instrument approach
capability. Weather information, communications capability, and approach proce-
dures are required to support commercial, passenger, and U.S. Mail operations.

Communications, navigation and surveillance (CNS) capability should be avail-
able statewide to support efficient routing, traffic and terrain avoidance, real
timeflight locating, and enhanced search and rescue.—194 locations in Alaska need
CNS capability. Data-link ground stations to provide CNS capability are projected
in the Safe Flight 21 budget line items for fiscal year 1902.

Stable (local) aviation workforce.—Alaska currently has a high turnover in the
aviation work force. This appears to be due to a combination of factors.

At the entry level, non-local pilots, dispatchers, mechanics and other skilled work-
ers often serve in bush locations while building experience enroute to promotion
elsewhere. In turn, their successors are also of non-local origin, because local bush
based personnel do not have the entry-level training and skills required for employ-
ment in the aviation industry, which training is not readily available in the bush
environment. The resulting systemic turnover has historically precluded a stable,
experienced workforce, which likely contributed to the higher accident rate associ-
ated with rural operations. Local training and aviation-focus educational opportuni-
ties can remedy this.

Conversely, at the senior level, imposition of FAR Part 121 rules on historically
Part 135 operations, specifically the mandatory retirement at age 60 rule, is forcing
experienced and locally knowledgeable airmen into comparatively early retirement.
Waiver of the age 60 rule for Alaskan operations would beneficially resolve this.

As a direct result of these two issues, Alaska aviation experience levels are erod-
ed, and aviation safety is significantly and adversely impacted.

Flight Information data needed to address site specific operational needs.—Site
specific operational needs can be addressed through non-traditional application of
technology, such as Video Cameras in mountain passes to supplement weather (visi-
bility, etc.) information and associated technology to relay such information, im-
proved runway alignment information from older VASI equipment in lieu of newer
PAPI approach light systems, etc.

U.S. Postal Service policies pressure carriers to deliver U.S. Mail regardless of
weather.—Present system penalizes carriers, by loss of Postal revenue, who do not
deliver mail within specific allocated timeframes. U.S. Mail distribution system
should be revamped to allow redispatch of mail without penalization of carriers who
decline to fly in unsafe conditions.

1Nominal 3,300 foot Runway length, with lights, will accommodate FAA recommended min-
imum 3,200 foot length for instrument flight operations, plus 100 feet to accommodate terrain
and temperature induced density altitude differences at various sites throughout Alaska.
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Bethel Radar.—The Capstone program does not currently include radar for the
Bethel area, or elsewhere in Alaska. Radar is recommended, initially in Bethel, ulti-
mately elsewhere as needed, as it is necessary to view both the ADS-B equipped
and non-equipped aircraft. Capstone will not be able to supply ADS-B equipment
for all of the ‘resident’ aircraft flying in the Bethel area, plus other non-ADS-B-
equipped aircraft periodically fly in or through the Bethel area. Radar will provide
the locations of these non-equipped aircraft to air traffic control, allowing a compari-
son of the effectiveness of ADS-B to eventually replace radar. The MICRO-EARTS
equipment currently used at the Anchorage Air Traffic Control Center has software
in the final stages of testing and approval to allow both radar and ADS-B aircraft
position reports to be displayed.

Continuous safety and user need assessment to ensure effective planning and devel-
opment.—Currently, no formal communication mechanism exists between the FAA
and the aviation community at large to ensure effective feedback and/or advice in
planning programs or resolving issues. Informal processes (i.e., Alaskan Aviation
Coordination Council, Capstone industry Council, Weather Enhancement Group,
e]toc.l) lack the structure and authority necessary to ensure follow-up and account-
ability.

Existing legislation empowers the FAA Administrator with authority to waive or
modify regulations as necessary to address specific Alaska aviation issues. However,
current processes do not provide a widely accepted forum that effectively works to-
wards resolution of such issues. As a result, Alaska specific aviation issues are often
worked congressionally prior to sufficient constructive dialogue between FAA and
the aviation community. Often this results in a ‘situation’ mentality, wherein issues
are not formally addressed or effectively resolved until a crisis level is reached. Mul-
tiple examples exist of issues that could have been better addressed through im-
proved communications.

A formal “Alaskan Federal Aviation Advisory Council” to the Alaskan Region
FAA, that includes multiple representative elements of the Alaskan aviation com-
munity, is recommended to address this communication deficiency.

FIVE YEAR P1AN 2

Year 1—fiscal year 2000:

—Establish a formal Alaskan Aviation Advisory Council comprised of the Alaskan
aviation industry to assist the Alaskan Region FAA planning efforts.

—Coordination and assessment of Alaska aviation infrastructure needs.

—Phase in (over initial three years) funding of the State Five-Year Airport Cap-
itol Improvement Program.

—Establish Alaska site-specific supplemental weather, NAV-aid, and lighting sys-
tems operational needs.

—Develop locally available aviation skills training programs.

Year 2—fiscal year 2001:

—Begin airport infrastructure enhancements.

—Develop/Publish GPS approaches.

—Standardize ADS/FIS system design.

—Begin installation of Alaska site-specific supplemental weather, NAV-aids and
lighting systems equipment (including Bethel radar).

Year 3—fiscal year 2002:

—Continue airport infrastructure enhancements.

—Flight check & publish approaches.

—Begin ADS-B/FIS equipment installations.

—Continue installation of Alaska site-specific supplemental weather, NAV-aids
and lighting systems equipment.

Year 4—fiscal year 2003:

—Continue airport infrastructure enhancements.

—Continue ADS-B/FIS equipment installations.

—Continue weather and lighting systems.

—Expand CNS network to ARTCC and FSSs.

Year 5—fiscal year 2004:

—Complete Five-Year airport infrastructure enhancements.

—Complete ADS-B/FIS equipment installations.

—Complete weather and lighting systems.

2The grand total cost of this five year plan is estimated at $265,130,000. The most efficient
way to complete this five-year program is to receive one-fifth of the funding in each of the next
five years, or approximately $53 million each year. This will allow the project development work
and actual construction work to be completed within the target 5 year period.
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List of specific infrastructure improvement needs and estimated improvement
costs at runways less than 3,300 foot lengths provides detail re above is attached.



AACC FIVE YEAR AVIATION STRATEGIC PLAN

Existing

Community Existing surface length Existing inst. appr. Total estimated cost Notes

AKIACHAK Gravel .... 1,600 $4,000,000

ALAKANUK Gravel 2,200 7,000,000

ALEKNAGIK Gravel 2,100 3,000,000

ANVIK Gravel .... 2,900 7,500,000

ATMAUTLUAK Gravel ... 2,000 2,400,000

CHEFORNAK Gravel 2,600 7,000,000

CHEVAK Gravel 2,600 6,500,000

CHICKEN Gravel .... 2500 .. 4,500,000 Road accessible in summer only. Creek relocation required for extension.
CHIGNIK Gravel ... 2,600 Terrain limited .. 4,500,000 Terrain Limited, may not be able to construct full 3,300 foot length.
CHIGNIK FLATS Gravel 1,600 Terrain limited .. 4,500,000 Terrain Limited, may not be able to construct full 3,300 foot length.
CHIGNIK LAKE Gravel 2,800 Terrain limited .. 3,000,000

CHUATHBALUK Gravel 1,500 6,500,000

CLARKS POINT Gravel 2,600 .. 8,200,000

CORDOVA Gravel 1,800 Terrain limited .. 4,500,000 Terrain Limited, may not be able to construct full 3,300 foot length.
CROOKED CREEK Gravel 2,000 Terrain limited .. 4,500,000 Terrain Limited, may not be able to construct full 3,300 foot length.
DEERING Gravel 2,600 3,000,000

EEK Gravel 1,400 2,800,000

EKWOK Gravel 2,700 .. 2,500,000

ENGLISH BAY Gravel .... 1,800 Terrain limited .. 5,000,000 Airport expansion not practical, road to Nanwalak best transportation

solution.

FALSE PASS Gravel 2,100 Terrain limited .......... 4,500,000 Terrain Limited, may not be able to construct full 3,300 foot length.
GOODNEWS Gravel ... 2,800 2,500,000

GRAYLING Gravel 2,300 1,500,000

KARLUK Gravel 2,000 2,500,000

KIPNUK Gravel ... 2,100 5,500,000

KOBUK Gravel ... 2,300 3,500,000

KOKHONAK Gravel 2,800 2,500,000

KONGIGANAK Gravel 1,900 3,780,000

KWETHLUK Gravel 1,700 4,500,000

KWIGILLINGOK Gravel 2,500 .. 3,000,000

LARSEN BAY Gravel 2,700 Terrain limite 4,500,000 Terrain Limited, may not be able to construct full 3,300 foot length.
LEVELOCK Gravel 1,900 3,000,000

LIME VILLAGE Gravel 1,400 . 500,000

LITTLE DIOMEDE ISLAND/IGNALUK .... Gravel 100  Terrain limited .. 1,000,000 Runway construction not practical. Expand heliport, erosion stabiliza-

tion.

LT



AACC FIVE YEAR AVIATION STRATEGIC PLAN—Continued

Existing

Community Existing surface length Existing inst. appr. Total estimated cost Notes

MANLEY HOT SPRINGS Gravel .... 2,900 4,500,000 Cannot be extended, project would relocate runway.
MANOKOTAK Gravel 2,700 4,500,000 Terrain Limited, may not be able to construct full 3,300 foot length.
MOUNTAIN VILLAGE Gravel 2,500 2,500,000
NEW STUYAHOK Gravel 1,800 8,500,000
NIGHTMUTE Gravel 1,600 4,500,000
NIKOLAI Gravel 2,300 3,200,000
NONDALTON Gravel .... 2,800 2,500,000 Terrain Limited, may not be able to construct full 3,300 foot length.
NUNAPITCHUK Gravel .... 2,000 1,200,000 Terrain Limited, may not be able to construct full 3,300 foot length.
OLD HARBOR Gravel 2,700 Terrain limited .. 4,500,000 Terrain Limited, may not be able to construct full 3,300 foot length.
OUZINKIE Gravel 2,100 8,500,000
PERRYVILLE Gravel 2,500 2,500,000
PILOT STATION Gravel 2,500 7,000,000 Master plan underway to identify relocation site.
PORT GRAHAM Gravel 2,000 4,500,000 Relocation required.
PORT LIONS Gravel ... 2,200 7,000,000 Terrain Limited, may not be able to construct full 3,300 foot length.
QUINHAGAK Gravel .... 2,600 5,300,000 Relocation required.
RUSSIAN MISSION Gravel 2,700 .. 4,500,000
SELDOVIA Gravel 1,800 Terrain limited .. 4,500,000 Terrain Limited, may not be able to construct full 3,300 foot length.
SHAGELUK Gravel 2,300 .. 5,200,000
STEVENS VILLAGE Gravel 2,100 8,300,000
STONY RIVER Gravel 2,500 7,000,000 Relocation required for a 3,300 foot RWY.
TAKOTNA Gravel ... 1,700 5,500,000 Relocation required for a 3,300 foot RWY.
TOKSOOK BAY Gravel ... 1,800 4,500,000
TULUKSAK Gravel 2,500 3,500,000
TUNTUTULIAK Gravel 1,800 2,750,000
TUNUNAK Gravel ... 2,000 5,000,000

Total for Runways 255,130,000

Bethel Area Terminal Radar 10,000,000

Grand Total 265,130,000

Notes: (1) The average runway reconstruction cost is approximately $4,500,000. This number was used through this estimate where detailed costing is not available. Airports requiring site relocation may require additional funds to com-
plete.

(2) Capital installation costs of automatic Weather Reporting machines, such as AWOS-3, are approximately $150,000 each per installation. This does not include annual operational costs. The machines could be installed with the airport
improvement project as a portion of the project and turned over to the FAA for operation and maintenance.

8T
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STATEMENT OF MORTON V. PLUMB, JR.

Senator STEVENS. Thank you very much. Mort, do you have a
statement?

Mr. PLUMB. Senator Stevens, Congressman Young, we have a
few prepared comments, and also present some for entrance into
the record.

Senator STEVENS. All of the prepared statements will be printed
in the record in full, and your comments will appear after each one
of those individually.

Mr. PLUMB. Anchorage International Airport is the gateway to
Alaska and Anchorage residents and for all Alaska visitors. The
Gateway Alaska road and terminal improvements program will ad-
dress many of the passenger service needs. Additional passenger
service needs may include people-mover connector between the do-
mestic and international terminal, and in the future we will need
to recl:onstruct the apron and the jetways at the international ter-
minal.

KOREAN VISA WAIVER REQUIREMENTS

Relaxation of the Korean visa waiver requirements would be very
helpful. Current U.S. regulations require Korean visitors to apply
for a visa to enter the United States. This requirement has had a
negative impact on the development of international tourism to
Alaska as it applies to South Korea.

The State of Alaska has felt the damaging impacts of this restric-
tive policy. This is evident by Korean Airlines flights that are by-
passing Anchorage, servicing Vancouver, British Columbia, and To-
ronto. As such, the State of Alaska would like to encourage the for-
malization of talks by the State Department to develop a pilot pro-
gram for relaxing of visa requirements for travelers between South
Elorelil and Alaska with regard to liberalizing passenger service for

aska.

In an effort to expand both international and domestic passenger
opportunities, the Alaska International Airport System would like
to see established a pilot program for the liberalization of pas-
senger service for Alaska. This program would allow for travel be-
tween Alaska and other domestic points via international carrier.
Allowing international carriers to enplane and deplane domestic
passengers enhances route profitability, increases international air
service to less competitive markets, and provides Alaskans direct
air service to additional destinations.

AIR CARGO BUSINESS

Cargo is big business at Anchorage International Airport. Air
cargo is the fastest-growing sector at Anchorage International Air-
port. The airport is responding with a focus on marketing and in-
frastructure. In marketing, a comprehensive program for retaining
and expanding and attracting cargo activity focuses on two levels.

On the international level, the airport is seeking to take max-
imum advantage of our global location that we can reach 95 per-
cent of the industrial centers of the northern hemisphere within 9
hours flight time. We are seeking liberalization of international
aviation agreements to open up new cargo transfer opportunities
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for foreign and domestic carriers. The Alaska International Airport
System would like to encourage the formalization of talks between
USDOT and the State Department to liberalize international air
cargo service beyond open skies, and look at relaxing regulations
against seventh and eighth freedoms.

With regard to infrastructure, Anchorage International Airport
faces global challenges to its current role as the world-class air
cargo crossroads, long-range aircraft in the next decade, a trend we
cannot control. Foreign airports hungry for their piece of our pie is
another trend we cannot control. However, modern and efficient
airport facilities is something we can control.

LAKE HOOD FLOAT PLANE FACILITY

The Alaska International Airport System, with the critical assist-
ance of the FAA airport improvement program, must continue to
improve its competitive position to serve air cargo markets. With
regard to general aviation, Lake Hood provides access to rural
Alaska for both residents and tourists. No other public float plane
facilities exist in the Anchorage area. Additional needs to support
this vital facility include:

Relocation of tie-downs from Anchorage International to Lake
Hood to reduce taxi distances and vehicle-aircraft conflicts.

Dredging Lake Hood to remove shallow areas in the lake that
create safety concerns during low water periods.

Construct shoreline stabilization in eroding areas. This could be
developed as a Corps of Engineers project.

Address safety concerns by constructing a safety area at Hood
strip, establishing buffer areas around the taxiways and con-
structing new taxiways where aircraft can taxi on the roadways.

Support for a new float plane facility to serve Anchorage and the
Matsui area is very sorely needed.

REGULATORY AND SAFETY ISSUES

With regard to regulatory and safety issues, wetlands mitiga-
tions, wetlands and airports in Alaska are generally incompatible.
Wetlands often attract birds, creating hazards for aircraft oper-
ations. Airports in Alaska must fill wetlands to both reduce bird
hazards as well as construct necessary aviation infrastructure. FAA
safety guidelines regarding wetlands are in conflict with wetland
regulations under the Clean Water Act.

While the FAA guidelines require elimination of wetlands that
create safety hazards, other Federal agencies restrict construction
on the airport during nesting season, require expensive wetlands
replacement mitigation at airports, and limits the types of land
uses that can occur on airport wetlands.

Anchorage International Airport air traffic control tower. Certain
parts of the airfield at Anchorage International Airport cannot be
seen by the air traffic control tower. Lack of tower visibility re-
duces safety and increases aircraft delays. Furthermore, the tower
is currently located within the terminal road loop on land that
could otherwise be used for other necessary functions at the air-
port.

Runway and aircraft deicing is necessary for safe aircraft oper-
ations in the air and on the ground. Deicing chemicals are under
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increasing control and regulation by the Environmental Protection
Agency because of their effect on water bodies around the airports.
Capture and treatment of deicing chemicals is difficult and expen-
sive. Many less expensive solutions at other airports do not work
in Alaska. A deicing collection facility and treatment plant may be
required for the airport to continue to grow and provide for safe op-
erations in an environmentally friendly manner.

PREPARED STATEMENT

Senator, Congressman, this concludes my testimony. Thank you
for the opportunity, and thank you for the support at Anchorage
International Airport.

[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF MORTON V. PLUMB
PASSENGER SERVICES/BUSINESS OPPORTUNITIES

Passenger Facilities

Anchorage International Airport is the gateway to Alaska for Anchorage resi-
dents, rural Alaska, and visitors. The Governor’s Gateway Alaska road and terminal
improvements program will address many passenger services needs. Additional pas-
senger service needs include:

—Upgraded (with people mover) connector between domestic and international

terminal

—Reconstructed international passenger terminal apron and jetways

—Additional parking and rental car facilities

Relaxation of Korean Visa Requirements

Current U.S. regulations require Korean visitors apply for a visa to enter the U.S.
This requirement has had a negative impact on the development of international
tourism to Alaska as it applies to South Korea.

The current application requirements generally require the traveler to take an ad-
ditional trip to another city to apply and obtain a U.S. visa.

The State of Alaska has felt the damaging impacts of this restrictive policy. This
is evident by Korean Airlines flights that are bypassing Anchorage and servicing
Vancouver, British Columbia and Toronto.

As such, the State of Alaska would like to encourage the formalization of talks
by the State Department to develop a pilot program for the relaxing of Visa require-
ments for travelers between South Korea and Alaska.

Liberalization of Passenger Service for Alaska

In an effort to expand both international and domestic passenger opportunities,
the Alaska International Airport System would like to see established a pilot pro-
gram for the liberalization of passenger service for Alaska. This program would
allow for travel between Alaska and other domestic points via an international car-
rier.

Allowing international carriers to enplane and deplane domestic passengers en-
hances route profitability, increases international air service to less competitive
markets, and provides Alaskans direct air service to additional destinations.

CARGO SERVICES/BUSINESS OPPORTUNITIES

Air Cargo is the fastest growing sector at Anchorage International Airport. The
Airport is responding with a focus on marketing and infrastructure.

Marketing

A comprehensive program for retaining, expanding and attracting cargo activity
focuses on two levels:

1. On the international level, the Airport is seeking to take maximum advantage
of our global location reaching 95 percent of the industrialized centers of the North-
ern Hemisphere within 9 hours flight time. We are:

A. Seeking liberalization of international aviation agreements to open up new
cargo transfer opportunities for foreign and domestic carriers here. The Alaska
International Airport System would like to encourage the formalization of talks be-
tween the U.S. DOT and the State Department to liberalize international air cargo
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service beyond Open Skies and look at relaxing the regulations against seventh and
eighth freedom flights.

B. Strengthening business relationships with industry leaders by frequent air car-
rier and air freight forwarder contact to ride the wave of change in “time definite”
delivery of cargo and small packages.

—This requires personal contact in airline headquarters in Asia, Europe and the

United States.

—The Airport brings many airline executives to our turf at our annual “Top of

the World Air Cargo Summit”.

—The Airport participates in national policy formation affecting cargo issues by

serving as Chair of the Airports Council International Air Cargo Subcommittee.

—Airport staff provides practical assistance to carriers and logistics providers in

locating usable airport land, operating efficiently and keeping reliability at the
highest levels.

2. Within Alaska shipping more fresh and live Alaskan seafood is certainly the
best opportunity in exports. Our Seafood Working Group is tackling obstacles and
has a goal of doubling air shipped fish and shellfish in three years.

Infrastructure

ATA faces global challenges to its current role as a world class air cargo cross-
roads:

—Long range aircraft in the next decade, a trend we cannot control

—Foreign airports hungry for their piece of the pie, another trend we cannot con-

trol

—DModern, efficient airport facilities, which we can do something about.

Modern and efficient infrastructure is essential to keep abreast of technological
change and the pace of growth. Infrastructure improvements at AIA include new
taxiways to reduce airfield delays, cargo support facilities, seamless access under
runways between airparks, emergency operations center and maintenance facilities
to ensure a safe and efficient operating environment, and navigational improve-
ments.

The Alaska International Airport System, with the critical assistance of the FAA
Airport Improvement Program, must continue to improve its competitive position to
serve air cargo markets.

GENERAL AVIATION SERVICES/BUSINESS OPPORTUNITIES

Lake Hood provides access to rural Alaska for both residents and tourists. No
other public floatplane facilities exist in the Anchorage area. Additional needs to
support this vital facility include:

—Relocation of tie downs from Anchorage International to Lake Hood to reduce
taxi distances and vehicle/aircraft conflicts and free up space at AIA for other
uses.

—Dredging Lake Hood to remove shallow areas in the Lake that create safety
concerns during low water periods. Construct shoreline stabilization in eroding
areas. This could be developed as a Corps of Engineers project.

—Address safety concerns by constructing a safety area at Hood Strip, estab-
lishing buffer areas around taxiways, and constructing new taxiways where air-
craft taxi on roadways.

—Support for a new floatplane facility to serve the Anchorage/Mat-Su area, ad-
dress unmet demand for floatplane slips, and relieve airspace and airport con-
gestion.

REGULATORY/SAFETY

Wetlands Mitigation and Bird Hazards

Wetlands and airports in Alaska are generally incompatible. Wetlands often at-
tract birds, creating hazards for aircraft operations. Airports in Alaska must fill
wetlands to both reduce bird hazards as well as construct necessary aviation infra-
structure. FAA safety guidelines regarding wetlands are in conflict with wetland
regulations under the Clean Water Act. While the FAA guidelines require elimi-
nation of wetlands that create safety hazards, other federal agencies restrict con-
struction on the airport during nesting season, require expensive wetlands replace-
ment (mitigation) near airports, and limit types of land uses that can occur on air-
port wetlands.

Airspace Capacity

The FAA is completing an Anchorage Area Airspace Study that is identifying
ways to reduce aircraft delays in the air and on the ground in the Anchorage area.
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While the study is not yet complete, it appears some ideas, such as establishing new
flight procedures, corridors, or constructing new runways or taxiways at Elmendorf
and Anchorage International Airport will require further evaluation. Because the
issues are complex and involve many levels of government and many airports, a for-
mal interagency working group may be needed.

Anchorage International Airport Air Traffic Control Tower

Certain parts of the airfield at Anchorage International Airport cannot be seen
by the Air Traffic Control Tower. Lack of tower visibility reduces safety and in-
creases aircraft delays. Furthermore, the tower is currently located within the ter-
minal road loop, on land that could otherwise be used for terminal parking and ter-
minal-related functions. These safety, efficiency and land use concerns could easily
be addressed if the Air Traffic Control Tower at Anchorage International Airport
was relocated.

Deicing

Runway and aircraft deicing is necessary for safe aircraft operations in the air
and on the ground. Deicing chemicals are under increasing control and regulation
by the Environmental Protection Agency because of their affect on water bodies
around airports. Capture and treatment of deicing chemicals is difficult and expen-
sive. Many less expensive solutions at other airports do not work in Alaska. A deic-
ing collection and treatment facility may be required for the airport to continue to
grow and provide for safe operations in an environmentally friendly manner.

Senator STEVENS. And we are going to have some questions
about that, Mort.
Jim LaBelle.

STATEMENT OF JAMES D. LABELLE

Mr. LABELLE. Good afternoon, Senator Stevens and Congress-
man Young. It is a pleasure to represent the National Transpor-
Kiltiollil Safety Board before you today regarding aviation safety in

aska.

Flight operations in Alaska are diverse, with challenging envi-
ronments, which is rough terrain, adverse weather, and unique air
transportation requirements. Due to the large geographic area and
the lack of other forms of transportation, aviation is often the only
way to travel. These challenges increase the risk to safe flight oper-
ations.

Because of Alaska’s unique aviation needs, the National Trans-
portation Safety Board has had a longstanding interest in aviation
safety in Alaska. In 1980, the safety board published a special
study on the air taxi industry in Alaska. Although we have seen
improvements to the safety of the aviation system in Alaska as a
result of recommendations issued from that study, investigations
indicated that the safety issues identified in the 1980 study con-
tinue to be a concern. Therefore, in 1995, the safety board pub-
lished a second study on aviation safety in Alaska.

As a result of that study, new safety recommendations were
issued regarding weather observing and reporting, airport inspec-
tions and airport condition reporting, pilot flight, duty, and rest
times, visual and instrument flight rules, and the needs of special
aviation operations in Alaska.

ACTIONS TAKEN IN RESPONSE TO NTSB STUDY

The safety board is encouraged by the actions taken since publi-
cation of our study. For example, a demonstration project for a sat-
ellite-based navigation and traffic surveillance is underway in the
Yukon-Kuskokwim region as part of the FAA’s Capstone project.



24

The FAA approved the use of single-engined airplanes for commer-
cial passenger-carrying flight operations under instrument flight
rules.

The FAA and the National Weather Service implemented a test
program in which color video cameras provide real-time weather in-
formation available over the Internet. The FAA and the State of
Alaska are cooperating to equip and train ground personnel in
Alaskan airports so they can provide near real-time information di-
rectly to pilots by radio. The FAA has fully staffed its Alaska Re-
gional Airport Certification Office, and the FAA and the State of
Alaska are cooperating to improve the inspection program for air-
ports in the State, and the FAA implemented a State-wide program
to collect and disseminate information about Alaskan airport condi-
tions provided by pilots and unofficial observers through the auto-
mated flight service station network.

As you are aware, Public Law 106-69, the Transportation and
Related Agencies Appropriations Act for Fiscal Year 2000, directed
that an interagency initiative, with the goal of reducing the num-
ber of occupational aviation fatalities in Alaska and the number of
aviation accidents and resultant deaths in the State, be under-
taken. We believe this initiative, which involves the FAA, the
NTSB, the National Weather Service, and the National Institutes
for Occupational Safety and Health, or NIOSH, is a good step to-
ward improving aviation safety in Alaska. You may be assured that
the safety board will cooperate in every way possible with this ef-
fort to its completion.

Mr. Chairman, it should be noted that over 90 percent of the ac-
cidents that occur in the State are attributable to human factors
and operational errors. The ultimate responsibility for any flight
lies with the pilot and a good educational program will go far to
eliminating unwarranted risk-taking and human errors.

Most commercial operators are dedicated to providing the trav-
eling public with the highest level of safety, but our accident inves-
tigations show that there is often inadequate pilot training for the
environment in which they fly, less than adequate management
oversight, and a less than aggressive safety program, or no safety
program at all. To decrease the 90 percent human error figure,
these issues must be addressed by the Alaska aviation industry.

PREPARED STATEMENT

Mr. Chairman, that completes my prepared remarks, and I
would be happy to respond to any questions you have.
[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF JAMES LABELLE

Good morning Mr. Chairman and members of the Delegation. It is a pleasure to
represent the National Transportation Safety Board before you today regarding
aviation safety in Alaska.

Between 1990 and 1998, there were 1,510 aviation accidents, an average of one
accident every 2 days, that took the lives of 355 people. The commercial aviation
accident rate in Alaska is three to four times greater than that of the other 49
States. Indeed, we were saddened to learn of the most recent commuter airline acci-
dent that occurred just last Tuesday 50 miles from Bethel, Alaska. That accident
took the lives of 6 people. It is also significant to note that aircraft accidents are
the leading cause of occupational fatalities in Alaska.
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Flight operations in Alaska are diverse, with a challenging environment, such as
rough terrain, adverse weather, and unique air transportation requirements. Due to
the large geographic area and lack of other forms of transportation, aviation is often
the only way to traverse much of the State. These challenges increase the risks to
safe flight operations.

Because of Alaska’s unique aviation needs and diverse challenges, the National
Transportation Safety Board has had a longstanding interest in aviation safety in
Alaska. In 1980, the Safety Board published a special study on the air taxi industry
in Alaska. As a result of that study, the Board issued 10 safety recommendations
to the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) and the State concerning the planning
and development of Alaska’s aviation system and infrastructure, weather observa-
tion and dissemination of weather information, regulatory surveillance and operator
safety oversight. As a result of those recommendations, we have seen many im-
provements to the safety of the aviation system in Alaska.

Despite these recent improvements, Board accident investigations indicated that
the safety issues identified in the 1980 study continued to be of concern. In 1995,
the Safety Board published a second study on aviation safety in Alaska. As a result
of that study, 23 new safety recommendations were issued to the FAA, the United
States Postal Service, the National Weather Service (NWS), and the State of Alaska
regarding weather observing and reporting; airport inspections and airport condition
reporting; pilot flight, duty, and rest time; visual and instrument flight rules; and
the needs of special aviation operations in Alaska. Twenty-one of those rec-
ommendations have been classified as acceptable. The Safety Board is encouraged
with action taken since publication of our study. For example:

—A demonstration project for satellite-based navigation and traffic surveillance is
underway in the Yukon Kuskokwim Region of Alaska, as part of the FAA’s Cap-
stone Program;

—The FAA approved the use of single-engine airplanes for commercial passenger-
carrying flight operations under instrument flight rules;

—The FAA and the NWS implemented a test program in which remote color video
cameras provide real-time weather information, available over the Internet. As
of mid-1999, video cameras are providing views of several airport environments
and mountain passes within Alaska;

—The FAA and the State of Alaska are cooperating to equip and train ground per-
sonnel at Alaskan airports so they can provide near real time information di-
rectly to pilots by radio. The State of Alaska implemented a program to equip
and train airport maintenance personnel for radio updates;

—The FAA has fully staffed its Alaskan Region airport certification office, and the
FAA and the State of Alaska are cooperating to improve the inspection program
for airports in the State; and

—The FAA implemented a state-wide program to collect and disseminate informa-
tion about Alaskan airport conditions provided by pilots and unofficial observers
through the automated flight service station network.

Many of these were taken as a result of the efforts of the Alaska Congressional

Delegation, and we commend you for your continued work on these matters.

Unfortunately, two of the safety recommendations issued as a result of our 1995

study were closed as unacceptable action. Those recommendations were:

To the Federal Aviation Administration

Ensure, at all automated surface weather observing sites in Alaska for which FAA
is responsible, and where currently there are qualified FAA weather observers (in-
cluding contract weather observers) on site, that (1) operationally significant infor-
mation, including distant weather 3 information, is manually added to automated
weather observations until technological progress eliminates the need; and (2) all
such information is combined and disseminated in a single aviation weather report.

To the National Weather Service

Revise current policies to provide mike-in-hand (near real-time) radio service for
aviation weather information at locations in Alaska where National Weather Service
and surface and contract personnel are sited until automated surface weather ob-
serving systems transmit observations of an operationally significant weather phe-
nomena to pilots operating in the terminal area.

We believe the interagency initiative directed in Public Law 106-69, the Trans-
portation and Related Agencies Appropriations, fiscal year 2000, is a good step to-
ward improving aviation safety in Alaska, and we look forward to working on the
unacceptable recommendation issues as part of that effort.

As you are aware, the interagency initiative involves four federal agencies—the
FAA, the NTSB, the NWS, and the National Institute for Occupational Safety and
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Health (NIOSH). This initiative involves five elements: (1) the gathering and ana-
lyzing of data; (2) bringing together working groups, including representatives of the
aviation industry, the aviation workforce, and the insurance industry; (3) working
with local professional groups such as individual pilots and the Alaska Airmen’s As-
sociation, industry, and educational leadership; (4) evaluating the effectiveness of
changes in flight safety practices; and (5) evaluating progress and suggesting addi-
tional improvements.

The goal of this three-year joint effort is to reduce the number of occupational
aviation fatalities in Alaska by 50 percent for the years 2000 through 2009, and to
reduce substantially the number of aviation accidents and resultant deaths in the
State. You may be assured that the Safety Board will cooperate in every way pos-
sible with this effort to its completion.

Mr. Chairman, these initiatives will go a long way to improving aviation safety
in Alaska, but it should be noted that over 90 percent of the accidents that occur
in the State are attributable to human factors and operational errors. The ultimate
responsibility for any flight Res with the pilot, and a good educational program will
go far to eliminating unwarranted risk taking and human errors. Most commercial
operators are dedicated to providing the traveling public with the highest level of
safety. But our accident investigations show that there is often inadequate pilot
training for the environment in which they fly, less than adequate management
oversight, and a less than aggressive safety program or no safety program at all.
To decrease the 90 percent human error figure, the change must come from within
the industry.

Mr. Chairman, that completes my prepared remarks, and I will be happy to re-
spond to any questions you may have.

ALASKA’S UNIQUE NEEDS

Senator STEVENS. Thank you very much.

Pat, as you know, we have written this legislation to direct the
FAA administrator to take into account Alaska’s size and unique
reliance on aviation before imposing new rules. We wonder, is that
legislation being followed?

Mr. POE. I cannot cite a single situation in which a rule was to-
tally disregarded regarding the State of Alaska. There are situa-
tions, and ongoing ones, where we look at ways to accomplish the
intent of the rule in ways that are consistent with the environment
that we have here in Alaska. I think those types of balanced ap-
proaches serve both causes well.

Senator STEVENS. I have been told there has been some attempt
to consolidate this region with the region in Seattle. That would be
automatically just putting us in a position where the Alaska region
would not be subject to review by people who are familiar with our
unique circumstances. Is that being pursued now, do you know?

Mr. POE. To my knowledge, it is not. We had one incident re-
cently, and your office was involved, I believe, looking at the possi-
bility of merging civil aviation security responsibilities between the
two regions. That did not go forward, and as we speak I know of
no other initiative.

Senator STEVENS. You have been here, as you said, just a little
over a year now, and you came very highly recommended by the
Administrator, and I would be interested to know if you have
reached any conclusions as to what are the significant challenges
that the industry faces here that it does not face outside. Too big
a thing for 5 minutes?

Mr. PoE. The range of issues here in the State of Alaska was
something for which I was not fully prepared, to be very candid.

The thing that struck me the most about my time here in Alaska
has been the sense of community among the aviators, and the dif-
ferent organizations, whether it is the Alaska Aviation Safety
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Foundation, or the carriers, or the Airmen Association, or the Sea-
plane Association. We come together on an issue, and we come to
point on trying to make a difference. That does not mean we al-
ways agree, but I think that that is one of the things that sets
Alaska apart from any place I have been before.

One other thing is that the FAA people here have been here long
enough that they know people who have fallen to the system, and
so this is not just a professional responsibility, it is a personal com-
mitment, and it is a great group of people.

Senator STEVENS. I am sure we agree with that.

REVILLA CORRIDOR EXEMPTION

Senator Murkowski has asked me to point out to you that for 20
years VFR traffic has been able to obtain a special VFR clearance
exemption through the Revilla Corridor that maintains a steady
flow of traffic into Ketchikan, and there is a decision been made
not to renew the exemption. He would like to know, in the absence
of the exemption, how is FAA going to prevent a backup of VFR
traffic in and out of the Ketchikan Harbor during marginal weath-
er conditions, and is FAA delaying a reestablishment of the exemp-
tion?

Mr. POE. When we began to evaluate the new routes that were
being taken in and out, and we saw this probable conflict in traffic,
we began to look to see if the exemption had already expired. It
had not, and as a result it remains in effect today. In a way that
was good fortune, because that gives us an opportunity to work
with all of the community there to try and find a palatable solu-
tion. Right now, we think without extraordinary and extra care
given to that situation, that it could run a safety risk, and so we
want to find a way to remove that, so the work is ongoing.

Senator STEVENS. It is in effect right now?

Mr. POE. The exemption remains in effect I believe through Jan-
uary. Someone can confirm that for me.

Senator STEVENS. All right. I will tell him that.

KETCHIKAN FLIGHT SERVICE STATION

He also noted that in January 1999 there was a notice to the
public that the Ketchikan flight service station hours would return
to a 24-hour operating schedule following the recruitment of two
new employees to fill the staffing losses. He said in February that
the FAA reduced that flight service station hours to 14 hours and
15 minutes due to staffing losses, and that the new recruits had
not been fully certified. What is going to be the schedule, as we go
into the next quarter for the new century, for the flight service sta-
tion? Will it return to the 24-hour schedule?

Mr. PoOE. It is our long-range intent that it do so. I do not have
the answers to whether it will be effective within the first quarter
of the next calendar year.

Part of the problem is the grade structure of that particular facil-
ity, and that promotion opportunities come and people leave as a
result of that. The other thing is that with minimum staffing, when
training and other losses occur, it requires that we adjust the oper-
ation not only of that facility, but on occasion others, and we look
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for ways to do that that has the minimum impact to the public in
terms of timing and in terms of the seasons of the year.

To the best of my knowledge, our intent is to return that to a
24-hour operation.

NEEDED INVESTMENTS AT ANCHORAGE INTERNATIONAL

Senator STEVENS. Mort, just a question or two for you. The tran-
sition of the Anchorage airport from an interim stop for passenger
refueling to becoming, really one of the world’s major cargo air
hubs, as I think we have all noted that, and we have every indica-
tion that it is going to continue to grow. Are there investments that
you think that we should be familiar with, steps we need to take
to assure that that growth will be able to continue as scheduled
and serve the air cargo and passenger markets? Is there anything
further we should do in the Federal level to assist?

Mr. PLUMB. Senator, I think there is a few things we can do on
the passenger and the cargo side, as I mentioned a little earlier.
I think on the cargo side we need to take a close look at liberalizing
the seventh and eighth freedoms, so we could capitalize on this
globalization of aviation.

In that regard, I might just give a quick example. Let us just say
hypothetical purposes, if we had a package that was on a bill of
lading, we would like to have the ability to have that package car-
ried by a carrier such as United Airline from New York to Anchor-
age and then be put on a carrier such as JAL and go from Anchor-
age on to Tokyo.

On the passenger side, we would like to see a pilot program that
at least would give us an opportunity to show that it should not
have any disadvantage in the marketplace, so Alaskans who are
currently denied the opportunity to fly between Anchorage and
New York could get on an international airline such as Korean Air-
lines and make that travel from Anchorage to New York as well
as from New York back to Anchorage.

With regard to infrastructure, there are some things. We believe
we are going to need some new taxiways to reduce airfield delays.
There are certain support facilities we are going to need, possibly
seamless access between some of the airparks, which would mean
a tunnel under some of the runways to get between the north and
the west side there. We certainly see a need for an efficient oper-
ations center, and emergency operations center, where we could
consolidate in case we did have a mishap here.

Just recently we had an opportunity to exercise with the FBI on
one of their exercises, and we both concluded that it would be ad-
;antageous to have a facility on the airport where we could operate
rom.

I think that would conclude my comments on that area.

Senator STEVENS. I just have a couple more comments, Don.

Mr. YOUNG. You are the chairman.

CAPSTONE

Senator STEVENS. You have all mentioned Capstone. How is it
really coming along? Whoever would like to comment.

Mr. PoE. Well, I am sure there are several opinions. Let me offer
mine straight away. I think with the help of industry and with
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your support, I think it has made remarkable progress, considering
that it was almost exactly 12 months and a few days ago that the
first appropriation was made, and we have done in-house testing,
we have awarded the contract to train new pilots who began the
equipage of aircraft that will start in January, we have a listing
of 150 airplanes, we have funded the first 132. I think it is moving
remarkably well, almost too well. We usually do not get this fortu-
nate to move this fast.

I also think that the user community here is very strongly be-
hind Capstone, and at the end of the day, that is what is going to
make it work.

Senator STEVENS. When will we get the report that will indicate
how fast we can go forward and make it State-wide?

Mr. PoEk. The University of Alaska Study is a 3-year study which
was looking at the safety aspect of Capstone. In my judgment, the
$6 million appropriation that we received this year, we will use
part of that as a scene-setter to move beyond the Yukon delta.
Whether that’s into Juneau, or whether that is into Fairbanks, or
whether that is into Anchorage, but it will be into a different area.
I think this will be an incremental process, and it is somewhat de-
pendent on future appropriations.

One of the main issues deals with spectrum, which is frequency.
Right now we are using a frequency that belongs to the military
and to go State-wide we are going to have to have one that the
FAA owns and controls, and we are hoping to see that accom-
plished by January of next year, not of 2000 but 2001, as a part
of the certification process, also as part of looking at ways to use
this technology to actually sequence and separate aircraft.

Senator STEVENS. How is it viewed from the State’s point of
view, Paul?

Mr. BoweRs. The State absolutely supports Capstone, and would
very much like to see it implemented State-wide, expanded State-
wide. It cannot be soon enough.

NTSB’S VIEW OF SAFETY PROGRESS

Senator STEVENS. Jim, I am not sure everybody knows that you
made the basic recommendations for following out so far on the
safety process, 15 more closed-circuit weather surveillance cam-
eras. That was one of your recommendations. We have got ten sup-
port, I think, for your mike-in-hand proposal so pilots can update
runway conditions in flight.

I guess Capstone really was one of your ideas, as a matter of
fact. At least my staff tells me they think it was your idea.

Mr. LABELLE. Well, actually it came out of the NTSB Alaska
Safety study in 1995.

Senator STEVENS. Did it?

Mr. LABELLE. It was 23 recommendations, and I am pleased to
say 21 of those 23 have been acceptable.

Senator STEVENS. What is next?

Mr. LABELLE. Well, we hope with the Alaska safety initiative to
make some inroads into some of the issues with human factors,
and with the help of my office and the FAA and the National
Weather Service, we hope to get a coalition together and hopefully
make some progress to perhaps reidentify some old problems and



30

make some new approaches to those old problems and deal with
perhaps more effectively some of the human factors issues in Alas-
kan aviation, and in particular, pilot decisionmaking, management
oversight, training for the Alaskan environment, and dealing with
industry.

There has been some resistance. I have sensed, from industry to
more regulation, and I concur. This is not a regulatory event, as
we see it. Those involved with the Alaska safety initiative. We are
looking at a nonregulatory approach, with industry buy-in, and I
think it is absolutely crucial that we have their support, hear their
views, get their perspective, and act as a facilitator to help them
reduce the accident rate in Alaska.

Senator STEVENS. I spent the morning with the tourism industry,
and it is really taking off, you know. There is no question about
it.

One of the bright spots on our resource utilization screen is the
increase in tourism, and substantial commitments there. The one
dampener that could slow that down is the continued statistics we
have had in recent months on aviation accidents and deaths. I real-
ly think the study that is underway is a very important one, to try
and secure voluntary compliance with the type of procedures that
would bring about the reduction in those statistics.

If we cannot get voluntary compliance, of course, in time your
agencies, at least three of the four of you, will be forced to bring
about mandatory compliance with procedures. I think we would be
anxious to learn any way we can to help bring about that voluntary
compliance. I think it will come about sooner, and it will be more
effective, if it is voluntary.

Don.

INFRASTRUCTURE NEEDS

Mr. YOUNG. Thank you, Senator. I first want to thank the panel.
I notice, Mr. Bowers, that you were making some suggestions and
I was trying to write them down as fast as I could, about money
could be better used on the runways, et cetera, than be used on an-
other thing that Mr. Poe is proposing, or the FAA is proposing.
XVoulod you like to explain that, and what you think should be

one’

Mr. BOwERS. It comes back to the infrastructure that we have
got in Alaska. We really have an immature infrastructure. We do
not have well-developed runways. In the rest of the country, in
America, so to speak, we do have a fairly mature infrastructure.

Runways are well-developed, they are lighted, they are paved,
taxiways—we are into multiple iterations of improvement at those
facilities. The last things we need to do are improve safety areas,
and that is, indeed, the national direction. That is the policy that
the FAA follows on a Nation-wide basis, and that makes a lot of
sense in the rest of the country.

In Alaska, however, any time we do any development on a run-
way, if we are doing any airfield infrastructure development, the
FAA national policy is to marry that with implementing a full safe-
ty area at that airport. DOT absolutely supports having safety
areas, but only after we have addressed the primary problem area,
and that is having a decent runway. It makes no sense to me to
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implement a full safety area at some of our airports when most of
them are short, unlighted, rough surface.

The priority is, get the runway fixed first. After we have ad-
dressed that, then let us go back and do the refinements like im-
proving the safety areas, keeping in mind that every landing and
take-off uses the runway, but the safety area is only used if there
is a problem, and typically that problem is a direct result of the
operation from that rough, short, unlighted runway.

NATIONAL FAA POLICY

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Poe, this is nothing personal, but are you having
to follow the national direction of the FAA, or do you have the lati-
tude to do what Mr. Bowers suggests?

Mr. PoE. We have the latitude to work in the concept of a cost-
benefit and look at the extent to which safety aprons are needed
at airports in Alaska. That provides some flexibility. However, we
consider the safety apron part of the airport runway. We consider
one, if you will, one formula for safety.

I can understand, when Paul indicates maybe we should pick pri-
orities and surface the runway before we consider the accom-
panying safety implications.

Mr. YouNG. Well, I am just going to suggest, Mr. Bowers—I have
landed on a lot of those airfields, and I agree with you 100 percent.
I do not necessarily agree with you, Mr. Poe. I want you to know
that right now.

Mr. PoOE. I understand that.

Mr. YouNG. But I am hoping the industry itself will have some
comments, and I hope you are not locked into concrete with the
idea that you may not be totally right on this issue. There may be
another side of the coin to avoid—we are supposed to be here for
safety. We are not supposed to be here for turf acquisition. That
is what I really want to stress.

HUMAN FACTORS

Mr. LaBelle, you have mentioned that 90 percent of the accidents
were related to human factor, and 10 percent were related to air-
craft and regulations.

Mr. LABELLE. I am sorry

Mr. YOUNG. 10 percent would be aircraft, 90 percent

Mr. LABELLE. Well, the mechanical issues, or environmental
issues. Essentially we look at three basic elements in any accident
investigation. That is the pilot, the machine, and the environment
they fly in.

Mr. YOUNG. So you are finding 90 percent, usually pilot?

Mr. LABELLE. That is correct.

Mr. YOUNG. With all the new ideas and thoughts in weather re-
porting, automated weather reporting, all the other things that
have been recommended by Senator Stevens, we still have that fac-
tor of 90 percent, do we not?

Mr. LABELLE. We still have the factor, but a lot of the infrastruc-
ture relating to Alaska safety study, the 1995 Alaska safety study,
is just now coming to fruition, so hopefully Capstone and other ini-
tiatives down the road will have some impact.
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But again, the operational issues are still, even Nation-wide out-
side of Alaska they are still paramount. Those are still the prin-
cipal precipitators of accident—the human element, and the more
we can do, I believe, in Alaska to address the unwarranted risk-
taking, the so-called bush pilot syndrome, through training,
through awareness, and strong safety programs within the indus-
try, I think we can make an impact on the accidents in Alaska.

Mr. YOUNG. The hand mike, does that basically replace the—you
see, I was never a great supporter of the automated weather re-
porting. You know, I have flown enough in the State to not really
believe in it. Now, will that take and make up with the lack of good
weather reporting, with the hand mike report?

Mr. LABELLE. I think it will be an adjunct to it. I do not think
it is—there is now automated weather reporting sites scattered
throughout the State, and there is going to be more. I just had the
opportunity to talk to the director of the National Weather Service,
Richard Pesotti, and he indicated that they are going to be working
with the mike-in-hand and some training for the National Weather
Service individuals to help implement that, which is good, which is
very proactive.

Mr. YOUNG. Now, I just came from an area that has an auto-
matic weather reporting system. It tracks weather, wind-wise,
cloud-wise, wind coverage, et cetera, just very, very good. Why can
Weﬁ‘l%t put that in the airplane itself? It is just not practical finan-
cially?

Mr. LABELLE. I really cannot respond to that. I suspect it would
be financially prohibitive. Perhaps Capstone—the Capstone initia-
tive has some of that inherent in it with the weather display and
weather mapping and some other issues, and some of the
downlinks that they have from satellite data, so that is coming.
That is available at least in part in the Capstone initiative.

OLDER AIRCRAFT

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Poe, you know I have had some questions—I
will not bring them up today—about a couple of other subjects like
airplane maintenance and certain things that I do not think are
necessary, old planes being proposed in the Lower 48 that now they
say are outdated. No plane has been shown where it has collapsed
or has had metal fatigue. It is pilot error.

Alaskan industry itself, as you are well aware of, is dependant
upon many of our old vintage aircraft. That is what they were built
for, and as long as they are inspected, and I think that is your re-
sponsibility, and as long as they are, you know, studied for stress,
engine maintenance is kept up, and everything is done, there is no
reason physically why an aircraft cannot run forever, and one of
my proud moments in Alaska is, I see planes flying that I see
standing in the Smithsonian Institute, and I have flown on most
of those.

So I think there has got to be a working relationship, and I am
glad to hear you say that that has occurred, or is occurring. I want
to continue that, because as I mentioned in my opening statement,
my goal is to make sure it is safe, but make it available, and make
sure that the competition exists, and make sure that my consumers
are able to get from A to B without having to pay an arm and a
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leg. Every time we have to do something within the insurance area,
or addition, et cetera, our constituents end up paying for it, and
very frankly I do not think it creates that much more safety.

So with that, I want to thank the panel. Mr. Plumb, you have
a great operation out there. Keep it going. One of my proud mo-
ments, as the Senator has mentioned, is the growth of that inter-
national airport, and we just hope that it continues, and we employ
people, and we get jobs and get people off the airplane and on the
airplane, and achieve the goal of good transportation.

Thank you, Senator.

Senator STEVENS. Thank you. On that aging aircraft issue, I
talked to FAA Administrator Garvey on that issue. You may know
about that, Pat. She told me she is aware of the legislation I men-
tioned, specifically the law that requires the FAA to consider Alas-
ka’s unique environment and its dependance on aviation before im-
posing any new rules or regulations, and she assures me that Alas-
ka’s concerns would be addressed in the final rule.

That has not been made public yet how it will be done, but we
are going to monitor that very closely, Don. I am told now that that
will be almost a year before that final rule is published, so we still
have time to work on that.

Mr. YOUNG. Which reminds me, Senator, Mr. Poe, on that Ketch-
ikan deal, has there been any problem with the existing exemption,
the one that you brought up, of the corridor?

Mr. POE. Yes. The problem is, as traffic has intensified in that
area, that we are no longer comfortable with the way the arrange-
ment exists, and so——

Mr. YOUNG. May I ask this question: if you change it, what is
the alternative, unless there is just less flights?

Mr. PoE. Well, we have people looking into what the best alter-
native is. Our intent is not to reduce the number of flights. Our in-
tent is to increase the level of safety, and that is what we are
studying as we speak.

Senator STEVENS. We do thank you very much for taking the
time to be with us. We do, by the way, have staff on the committee
representing other Senators here today. That is important impact
to have on our committee by the testimony we have, and far great-
er than if we had waited to have just one of you appear in a hear-
ing in Washington, so I thank you for taking the time.

Our next group is what we call the user group panel. Dick Har-
ding, president of PenAir, representing the Air Carriers Associa-
tion, Tom Wardleigh, president of the Alaska Aviation Safety Foun-
dation, and ALPA representative Felix Maguire, the president of
the Alaska Airmen’s Association, and Ken Acton, an aviation con-
sultant.

I have just been informed, to my sadness, that because of a coun-
cil meeting we must evacuate the building before 4:30, but we still
have plenty of time, but I just want people to know there is a time
constraint on us in order that the area may be cleaned and made
presentable for the assembly.

For no other reason that that is the way it appears on the sched-
ule I was given, why don’t we just start with you, Dick.
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STATEMENT OF RICHARD HARDING

Mr. HARDING. Good afternoon, Senator Stevens, Congressman
Young, members of the committee, members of the public. My
name is Richard Harding, and I am speaking to you as past presi-
dent of the Alaska Air Carriers Association and as general man-
ager of PenAir. I have been a pilot all my life, and I still occasion-
ally fly the line. I will talk about the age 60 rule, but before that
I would like to discuss a couple of other aviation safety issues.

The State of Alaska consistently has a significantly higher acci-
dent rate than the rest of the country. The Federal Government
has invested millions of dollars in the FAA funding through new
regulations and other programs. The sad reality is, the FAA has
only minimally improved the safety record in Alaska. The accident
rate today is the same as it was 15 years ago.

Over the past 15 years, the FAA has implemented major regu-
latory changes, mandatory installation of GPWS, CVR, drug and
alcohol testing, the commuter rule, and they have proposed now
new regulations on repair stations and aging aircraft. The cumu-
lative cost to Alaska-based carriers is in the millions of dollars. De-
spite all of these mandatory regulatory compliance items, the acci-
dent record in Alaska has not changed.

PenAir took an inventory of the airports we serve, 2 years ago,
and compared the accident and incident data relating to sub-
standard airports. We made a difficult business decision to dis-
continue operations at several locations. This left a few small com-
munities without options for air transportation. We did it because
we realized the risk operating into those unimproved airports was
not worth a potential accident.

Recently, the airlines and other user groups met with State and
Federal agencies to draft a 5-year plan of infrastructure projects,
system changes and recommendations to improve safety in Alaska.
Seven major issues were a minimum of 3,300 feet of runway length
with lights, and minimum shelter for the passengers, all-weather
approach and landing capability, availability of weather informa-
tion, communication navigation systems, weather cameras, and
support of Capstone, and very important, a stable aviation work-
force.

The Aging Aircraft Safety Act mandated the FAA to implement
rules requiring engineering data that would forecast structural fail-
ure in aging aircraft and further apply that data to inspection pro-
grams. The Alaska air carriers and PenAir both support the regula-
tions that improve airplane safety. Implementation of this regula-
tion, however, will not provide a level of safety that is measurably
better than provided by more feasible means. If the rule becomes
regulatory, it will have a devastating effect on aviation infrastruc-
ture in Alaska.

AGE 60 RULE

The current proposed legislation by Senator Frank Murkowski to
extend the retirement age to 65 is a rule we believe would benefit
nearly everyone. The flying public would benefit by the greater ex-
perience level on the flight deck, pilots would benefit from their
ability to select their time of retirement, airlines would reap bene-
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fits of a lower pilot turnover rate, and retention of their most expe-
rienced pilots.

This year, PenAir will lose two pilots, including me, directly re-
lated to the age 60 rule. Indirectly, our company has an annual
turnover rate of about 25 percent within our pilot ranks. However,
the loss would be less if the major carriers were not experiencing
a rash of vacancies as a result of this forced retirement. The mili-
tary would also benefit by less pilot turnovers in the airline indus-
try.

Experience is still the most important criteria for hiring pilots at
PenAir. We operate in Alaska, and we have no choice but to fly in
the most demanding conditions and under onerous geographical
challenges.

When 1 first came to Alaska to fly for PenAir I had 2,000 hours
of flight time. All of my previous experience consisted of training.
I was either getting trained, or as a flight instructor, training oth-
ers. I could ace any written test, pass any flight test with ease.
However my first year of flying in Alaska was an education in
itself. I found myself saying many times, boy, I will never do that
again. After hundreds of never-again mental notes, I had a year
under my belt, and a little experience.

I have been fortunate enough to have flown in Alaska for 30
years, and accumulated over 30,000 accident-free hours. Many pi-
lots are not as lucky. A study by the State labor economist confirms
my personal experience. Her 1997 study confirmed that pilots with
less than a year experience contributed the most pilot fatalities on
the job.

The general health of Americans has improved over the last 40
years, and most people are working to an older age. The median
age of the Nation’s workforce has risen from 28 in 1970 to 39
today. Even Social Security is raising the retirement age to 67.

Most people I know would prefer to have a little gray hair in the
front seat, particularly when the flying conditions are not ideal.
Maybe they say that to spare my feelings, but I do not think so,
because I feel the same way.

In conclusion, I sincerely hope the age 60 rule is amended to 65.
I fully believe it would be beneficial to everyone, and would help
reduce the pilot shortage we face today.

Aviation in Alaska is an integral part of the daily economic and
social fabric of our State. Ever more restrictive and expensive oper-
ational equipment requirements force carriers to make business de-
cisions that are not market-driven, but are regulatory compliance-
based.

The FAA continues to force carriers that have reached a financial
and operational threshold of using larger turbine-powered equip-
ment to pay a compliance penalty to operate that equipment. At
the same time, operators of smaller, reciprocating engine equip-
ment do not have the same regulatory compliance cost structure.
The cumulative effect is to drive operators toward increased utiliza-
tion of old technology, while exposing the traveling public to a
greater risk.
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PREPARED STATEMENT

The industry needs relief from well-meaning but misdirected reg-
ulatory proposals that accomplish little, or are of substantial cost.
We do not expect to undo the mistakes like the commuter rule, but
we would like to see one-size-fits-all regulations addressed to meet
Alaska needs. You, Senator Stevens, provided the FAA a vehicle
with recent regulation that allows the Administrator to consider
Alaska’s unique requirements. The Administrator still needs your
guidance on how to apply this regulation. We also need your help
in bringing Alaska into the 21st Century. We will never have the
highway system provided to the Americans in the Lower 48, but
Alaskans deserve an aviation infrastructure equivalent to that road
system, one that provides the same safe, reliable transportation
system as our fellow Americans.

And thank you for letting me speak today.

[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF RICHARD HARDING
ALASKA AVIATION ISSUES FOR THE 21ST CENTURY

Good afternoon Senator Stevens, members of the committee and members of the
public. Thank you for providing this opportunity to inform you of critical issues af-
fecting commercial aviation today. My name is Richard Harding and I'm speaking
to you as past-president of the Alaska Air Carriers Association (AACA) and as Gen-
eral Manager of PenAir, an Anchorage based company with 45 aircraft, 98 pilots
and 425 employees. I have been a pilot all my life and have accumulated 30,000
accident free hours over 30 years in the industry. At times I still fly the line, al-
though my commercial flying will come to an abrupt halt in 5 days because of an
unjustified and antiquated rule. The FAA rule does not consider the value of my
lifetime experience or good health. I'll talk more about the Age 60 rule in depth
later. But, before that, I'd like to discuss aviation safety and Alaska’s accident sta-
tistics, recent regulatory initiatives, the Commuter Rule, the condition of Alaska’s
airports and Aging Aircraft.

SAFETY FIRST

First, let’s talk safety. The State of Alaska consistently has a significantly higher
accident rate than the rest of the country and, anybody remotely involved with avia-
tion in Alaska is acutely aware of that fact. The Federal government has invested
millions of dollars into FAA funding through new regulations, increased oversight,
and initiatives including a new approach to “dictating” and how the industry will
operate “more safely.” We’ve seen times of heavy-handed enforcement practices by
the agency and have experienced the pendulum swinging the opposite direction to
accommodate and work with carriers. The sad reality is what the FAA has done has
only minimally improved the safety record in Alaska; and the safety rate today is
the same as it was 15 years ago.

REGULATORY INITIATIVES

Over the past 15 years, the FAA has implemented the following major regulatory
changes: (1) mandatory installation of GPWS on turbine-powered aircraft with 10
or more seats; (2) mandatory installation of TCAS on turbine-powered aircraft; (3)
elimination of the allowance of 15 minutes flight to VFR conditions; (4) Part 135
flight crewmember training to Part 121 training program standards; (5) drug, and
alcohol testing and training for aviation vendors’ employees; (6) equipment installa-
tion requirements for single-engine IFR operations; (7) “commuter rule” conversion
to Part 121 operations for single-engine aircraft with 10 or more passenger seats;
(8) NPRM 99-09 Repair Stations, and (9) NPRM 99-02 Aging Aircraft. The cumu-
lative costs to Alaska based air carriers has been in the millions of dollars. Despite
all of these mandatory regulatory compliance items, the safety record in Alaska has
not changed significantly.
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THE COMMUTER RULE

In 1995, we felt the biggest and most onerous rule to ever hit the industry was
the “Commuter Rule.” It has been nearly 5 years since its effective date with little
or no change in the industry’s safety record—while there has been a documented
decline in service in parts of Alaska. Where 10-19 passenger twin turboprops with
two pilots in the cockpit were once used, they have now been reduced to 9 passenger
seats with a single pilot. The results for those who completed the changeover are
higher operating costs, higher ticket fares, and those who didn’t change over have
more exposure to risk through increased numbers of takeoffs and landings. Cer-
tainly, the move back in time to older, single-engine piston-powered aircraft vs. the
more reliable and safer twin and single engine turboprops is not progress.

In 1995, the FAA passed a rule that required Part 135 10-19 seat aircraft to tran-
sition into more restrictive and expensive Part 121 operation rules. Only two compa-
nies made a successful transition into Part 121, PenAir and Frontier Flying Service.
Three others that made the transition, Taquan Air Service (Air One), SouthCentral
Air and Yute Air have either gone out of business or into bankruptcy. In effect, the
rule took many of the newer, more technically advanced aircraft out of operation
and literally set Alaska aviation back 25 years.

FUNDING

We have experienced a slow improvement in runway conditions over the years be-
cause of an increased investment of federal dollars. We need to increase the number
of dollars to get airports up to minimum service levels. Investments in Alaska’s
aviation infrastructure are such a slow and arduous process because of the bureau-
cratic process of the FAA, the value of much needed improvements isn’t something
we can count on in the near future, with the exception of Capstone.

We all understand the different operating culture and infrastructure of Alaska
transportation as compared with the Lower 48. Most of the Alaskan commuter fleet
is composed of single-engine aircraft flying VFR. Aviation takes the place of a road
system infrastructure throughout most of Alaska’s bush, and it always will. The cost
of building and maintaining a half-mile of airport is much less expensive than build-
ing and maintaining roads between villages.

AIRPORTS

Speaking of airports, two years ago, PenAir took inventory of the airports we
served and compared accident and incident data relating to substandard airports.
We made a difficult business decision to discontinue operations into several destina-
tions. This left a few small communities without options for air transportation. We
did it because we realized the risk operating into those unimproved airports wasn’t
worth the potential costs involved with an accident.

The conditions at our rural airports are only one of several topics I would like
to discuss today. All of the subjects, however, address safety and offer recommenda-
tions for reducing accidents in Alaska.

Recently, the airlines and other user groups met with state and federal agencies
to draft a five-year plan of infrastructure projects, system changes and recommenda-
tions to improve safety in Alaska. The six major recommendations of the “Alaska
Aviation Coordination Council” were; (1) publicly owned airports, a minimum of
3,300 feet in length with runway lights and minimum shelter for passengers; (2) all
weather approach and landing capability; (3) availability of weather information; (4)
communication and navigation systems; (5) weather cameras; and (6) very impor-
tantly, stable aviation work force. The estimated cost to bring Alaska’s airport sys-
tem up to these minimums statewide was estimated to be $265 million over the next
5 years.

AGING AIRCRAFT

Congress initiated the Aging Aircraft Safety Act of 1991 (AASA) in reaction to an
accident involving an older Boeing 737 in Hawaii. The Act mandated the FAA im-
plement rules requiring engineering data that would forecast structural failure in
aging aircraft and further apply that data to inspection programs. The manufactur-
ers of the types of aircraft involved in the accident that precipitated this Act of Con-
gress have already addressed the aging aircraft issue. Of the remaining light twin-
engine aircraft used in commuter service, a disproportionate amount of these air-
craft are being operated in Alaska.

Operators in Alaska, including PenAir, rely heavily on light twin-engine aircraft
to provide the aviation infrastructure necessary to serve Alaska’s small communities
that are totally dependent upon air transportation. Implementation of this rule
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would eliminate light twins and force carriers (those that survive the economic loss
of their light twins) to revert to single-engine aircraft. Most single-engine aircraft
in Alaska are older than the light twins, and most cannot fly IFR, which will in
turn create a less safe environment for the public. Please note that accident statis-
tics show that in Alaska, single-engines have six times more accidents than twin-
engine aircraft.

In Alaska, the light twin engine aircraft we fly are primarily the Piper Navajo,
and the Cessna 402. Neither has been manufactured since 1983. It is not practical
or economically feasible for the manufacturer to provide the design data necessary
for engineers to create the information required to establish damage-tolerance-based
inspections and procedures. Under the current NPRM, expanded inspection proce-
dures apply damage-tolerance inspection criteria. Considering that this NPRM is di-
rected toward aircraft designed under FAR 3 and FAR 23, it effectively requires re-
engineering of the airframes.

In addition to the lack of design information availability, the National Air Trans-
portation Association (NATA) estimated the cost per air carrier to be approximately
one million dollars per aircraft type. The only result of the new regulation will be
the elimination of light twin aircraft in Alaska, not increase safety.

The AACA and PenAir both support regulations that improve airplane safety. Im-
plementation of this regulation, however, will not provide a level of safety that is
measurably better than provided by other more feasible means. The Aging Aircraft
Safety Act of 1991 did not mandate the FAA require operators to re-engineer entire
fleets of operational aircraft, and the Act did not mandate the FAA to ground them.
There is no mention in the AASA of damage-tolerant inspection criteria. There are
other measures available to ensure the continued airworthiness of aging aircraft for
the remainder of practical service life, such as implementation of additional age sen-
sitive maintenance procedures requiring progressive inspection programs, tailored to
each affected type, and incorporation for planned obsolescence provisions.

Damage tolerance inspection procedures are inappropriate for retrofit inspection
programs. There is no need to expand the scope and detail of inspection criteria for
PenAir. To place this burden on each air carrier to develop its own program, includ-
ing damage tolerant inspection criteria for each type of aircraft the air carrier in-
tends to operate in the future, is not practical nor economically viable. The proposed
aging aircraft regulations, as currently written, are unnecessary and cumbersome.

If the rule becomes regulatory, it will have a devastating effect on the aviation
infrastructure in Alaska. The most critical safety concern with older aircraft fleets,
and the most immediate concern, is the individual airplane’s history of damage, re-
pair maintenance and alterations. A progressive inspection plan such as Approved
Airworthiness Inspection Program, designed by -certification engineers and air-
worthiness inspectors incorporating increasingly stringent requirements as the air-
craft ages, would identify fatigue problems before they affect safety.

Grounding fleets of aircraft in Alaska will enhance neither safety nor serve the
public interest. The regulation needs to be modified to allow reasonable inspection
programs an opportunity to address the aging aircraft issue.

AGE 60 RULE

The Age 60 Rule is not a new idea, as the very first FAA Administrator, Elwood
Quesada, introduced it during his term and on March 15, 1950 it took effect requir-
ing mandatory retirement for pilots as they reach age 60 even though neither sci-
entific studies and/or medical documentation ever supported this rule. Over-
whelming opposition was presented and only after the rule had taken effect was a
study undertaken to examine critical issues. The study was performed by the FAA
in the early 60’s but later abandoned by the agency before final results were made
public. In 1969, an independent report was commissioned and completed, but again
results were never made public.

In 1979, a Navy study of pilots and their long-term health histories was per-
formed on one thousand aviators. The FAA reviewed the study but concluded it
failed to provide an adequate basis for revising the Age Sixty Rule.

Congress became interested in the issue and directed the National Institute of
Health (NTH) to do research on the viability of the rule and they were tasked with
substantiating the reasons pilots were retired at sixty. A panel was convened out-
side the authority of the FAA and that panel “expressed doubts about the need for
all pilots to step aside at age sixty.” Subsequently, the panel recommended initiation
of a comprehensive study focusing on selected captains over sixty.

After reviewing the NIH report, the FAA issued two notices of proposed rule-
making (NPRMs). First, the agency suggested extending the Age Sixty Rule to in-
clude flight engineers and the second proposed a test program for selected pilots
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over sixty. This mirrored exactly what the NIH had suggested. Two years later the
furor died down and the FAA quietly dropped the proposal.

The current proposed legislation by Senator Frank Murkowski to extend the re-
tirement age to 65 is a rule we believe would benefit nearly everyone. The flying
public would benefit by the greater experience level on the flight deck. Pilots would
benefit from their ability to select their time of retirement. The airlines would reap
benefits by experiencing a lower pilot turnover rate and retention of the most expe-
rienced pilots in the system.

Of course, no issue is without opposition. Those that wouldn’t benefit from a rule
change are the young pilots on the fast track to the left seat. Certainly the rule
would delay them back, which in actuality would provide a quiet benefit by allowing
them more time to gain valuable experience.

This year PenAir will lose two pilots, including myself, directly related to the Age
Sixty Rule. Indirectly, our company has an annual turnover of about 25 percent
within our pilot ranks. However, the loss would be less if the major carrier’s weren’t
experiencing a rash of vacancies as a result of this forced retirement. The military
would also benefit by less pilot turnovers in the airline industry.

Last year, for the first time ever, we lost a 48-year old pilot to the majors! And,
I'm amazed to hear some carriers are now hiring pilots over 50. On the opposite
end of the spectrum some majors are now hiring pilots with less than one thousand
hours. In contrast, at PenAir, we won’t even consider employing pilots with such a
low experience level to fly our five-passenger airplanes. We used to give hiring pref-
erence to pilots without a four-year college degree because we knew the airlines
weren’t interested in them, but that is not true anymore.

Experience is still the most important criteria in hiring pilots at PenAir. We oper-
ate in Alaska and have no choice but to fly in the most demanding conditions and
onerous geographical challenges. On an average day we have “poor” weather report-
ing and operate within strict limitations because most airports have only VFR capa-
bility and many of the airports we depend upon have sub-standard runways.

When I first came to Alaska to fly for PenAir, I had 2,000 hours listed on my em-
ployment application. All of my previous experience consisted of training. I was ei-
ther getting trained or training others as a flight instructor. I could ace any written
test and pass any flight test with ease. However, my first year flying in Alaska was
an education in itself. I found myself saying many times, “Boy, I'll never do that
again.” After hundreds of “I'll never do that again” mental notes, I had a year under
my belt and a little experience. I have been fortunate to have flown in Alaska for
thirty years and accumulate over 30,000 accident free hours. Many pilots aren’t as
lucky. A study by state labor economist Taktha Lukshin confirms my personal expe-
rience. Her 1997 study confirmed that pilots with less than one year experience con-
tributed to most of the pilot fatalities on the job.

The general health of Americans has improved over the last forty years and most
people are working to an older age. The median age of the nation’s workforce has
risen from 28 in 1970 to 39 today. Even social security is raising the retirement age
to 67.

Most people I know would prefer to have a little gray hair in the front seat, par-
ticularly when the flying conditions aren’t ideal. Maybe they say that to spare my
feelings, but I don’t think so. I feel the same way.

CONCLUSION

I sincerely hope the Age 60 Rule is amended to Age 65. I fully believe it would
be beneficial to everyone, whether they know it or not, and would help reduce the
pilot shortage we face today. Aviation in Alaska is an integral part of the daily eco-
nomic and social fabric of our state. Evermore restrictive and expensive operational
and equipment requirements force air carriers to make business decisions that are
not market-driven, but are regulatory compliance based. The FAA continues to force
air carriers that have reached the financial and operational threshold of using larg-
er, turbine-powered equipment to pay a “compliance penalty” to operate that equip-
ment. At the same time, operators of smaller, reciprocating-engine equipment do not
have the same regulatory-compliance cost structure. The cumulative effect is to
drive operators toward increased utilization of old technology while exposing the
traveling public to greater risk.

The industry needs relief from well meaning but misdirected regulatory proposals
that accomplish little or nothing but add substantial costs. We don’t expect to undue
mistakes like the commuter rule but we would like to see “one size fits all,” regula-
tions addressed to meet Alaskan needs. You, Senator Stevens, provided the FAA a
vehicle, with recent regulation, that allows the Administrator to consider Alaska’s
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unique requirements. The Administrator still needs your guidance on how to apply
this regulation.

We also need your help to bring Alaska aviation into the 21st century. We will
never have the highway system provided to Americans in the lower 48; but, Alas-
kans deserve an aviation infrastructure equivalent to that road system that provides
the same safe, reliable transportation as their fellow Americans.

Senator STEVENS. Thank you very much. We appreciate it, Dick.
Tom.

STATEMENT OF TOM WARDLEIGH

Mr. WARDLEIGH. Thank you, Senator Stevens and Mr. Young. It
is a pleasure to greet you here. I just returned from New Zealand.
I did not have time to prepare a written dissertation, but the one
thing I noticed is that user fees were instituted in New Zealand in
1987, with general aviation exempt from those fees.

However, in January 1999, those user fees were applied to gen-
eral aviation in that country. It is my personal observation, after
visiting several airports there, that Mort Plumb hosts more general
aviation at the Lake Hood airstrip than the nation of New Zealand
has. I commend you for protecting us so far from user fees and
other things that would just put the lid on general aviation.

Addressing safety directly, Alaska has a unique mix of topog-
raphy and weather that makes it extraordinarily demanding to
serve airports like Dutch Harbor and St. George Island, St. Paul
Island, Ketchikan, Juneau, Wrangell, Petersburg, and so forth. Re-
tention of experienced pilots is going to be a critical factor in im-
proving any safety record in the Yukon Delta, Kuskokwim area,
anywhere that we have been consistently going into the mining
business with aluminum bits, which just does not work.

I believe that through your efforts, the University of Alaska has
a fine plant facility. They are capable of training resident Alas-
kans, people born and raised here, people who want to live in the
rural communities, and serve those communities. One of our appar-
ent problems is a lack of gainful employment opportunity in the
small communities of rural Alaska. Being a professional pilot, even
a ticket agent or a dispatcher or a weather observer is certainly an
attractive alternative to not doing any of those tasks.

I urge that politically we get together with the Bureau of Indian
Affairs, with the unemployment people and the Federal Govern-
ment, any source of funds that will enable us to bring young people
in from graduating in rural high schools, train them to useful ca-
reers in aviation at the University of Alaska, perhaps protect them
a little bit from the city environment when they first get here, en-
able them to have a productive life in aviation, and become a
PenAir pilot working for Dick, and stay at PenAir, rather than
going to the worldwide air carriers or other, more lucrative jobs.

I believe some stability and some lesser accident rate could im-
prove the insurance rates, make the companies more profitable,
and make the people in the communities a little bit more com-
fortable when they ride in a small airplane from place to place, and
when their athletic teams go from village to village to just play
basketball.

Mort mentioned a problem with seaplane adequacy here in the
Anchorage area. There is a possible opportunity for the State, and
with some political influence, the railroad. The Alaska railroad had
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a large gravel pit at Eklutna, Alaska. One of the local construction
firms even created a proposed plan to make a good, safe, seaplane
base in that old gravel pit.

Unfortunately, it had just been Eklutna Village Corporation.
They had a vote whether to support the accommodation of sea-
planes or to keep it as it is, and with the population of 27, the vote
was 14 to 13 to not have a seaplane base there.

It is my feeling that if an attractive land exchange program could
be created, perhaps those people would exchange that land, where
it could become very convenient. It is in a very sheltered wind area,
and would in fact make a fine reliever seaplane base for the com-
munities of Eagle River and Palma, and Anchorage.

We are concerned not so much for safety, but for utilization of
the air space over national parks, refuges, and other Federal do-
main in the State of Alaska. We notice, for instance, that the park
service employees use gravel bars and rudimentary strips, but they
discourage the general public from using them.

At the present time, we have got a tentative agreement with the
park service at McKinley to continue the McKinley air strip in
service for the foreseeable future, or, quote, until a suitable re-
placement is identified. That air strip was used recently for
medevacs and service to people in need, as well as just the tourist
population. We feel that access to that park should not be re-
stricted to just those people who are able to walk and who have the
time to walk. There are handicapped folk who can see Mount
McKinley in no other way than getting in an airplane and viewing
that majestic piece of real estate. We hope that you can intervene
with that.

We notice that the insurance availability can be a business deter-
rent. Right now, there is considerable flux in the availability of
commercial insurance for aviation purposes. I do not exactly know
how the Congress can fit in that, but hopefully there can be found
a way to make affordable insurance available land, of course, the
key to that is stop having accidents. The key in my view to stop
having accidents is have more proficient, skilled pilots and more
conservative management who will tell them, you may not take
that flight under certain conditions.

We recognize that the FAA is basically air carrier oriented, be-
cause the air carriers serve the huge bulk of the national popu-
lation, but we urge that it stay close to the administration, to Mrs.
Garvey and her successors, so that Alaska’s unique needs can be
met. One size did not fit Alaska any better than a sharpei dog’s
coat, and not many of them run in the Iditerod.

I would suggest that our Anchorage population reading the let-
ters to the editor recently has lost sight of the fact that Anchorage
International is one of the most unique and beneficial airport sites
in the whole world, to my knowledge. We have three flight paths
from those runways that go over water. They do not imperil peo-
ple’s houses, residencies. They do not make a lot of noise.

The thought of moving a large airport into the Susitna Valley
would preempt a great deal of livable land by virtue of the noise
and the approach and departure paths. I believe Mr. Plumb has a
tremendous challenge to develop that beautiful airport site success-
fully and skillfully, and sell it to the population of Anchorage, who
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benefit by the fact that 747’s full of fuel oil do not fly right over
the middle of town on take-off most of the time.

I join you in the issues already mentioned about aging aircraft.
We still have a 1929 Traveler in commercial service here in Alaska.
It seems to be doing fine. I would hope that the FAA’s enforcement
program—and be reminded of the original language of the enabling
act that said, and to regulate in the interest of safety. We get the
feeling that some of the regulation goes on just because the law is
the law is the law. We would like to have some direction to their
legal department, and to their enforcement people. Focus it on safe-
ty. Make the regulation in the interest of safety come to life.

And thank you for this opportunity.

Senator STEVENS. Thanks, Tom. Glad you got back in time.

Felix Maguire.

STATEMENT OF FELIX MAGUIRE

Mr. MAGUIRE. Senator Stevens and Congressman Young, ladies
and gentlemen, it is an honor to be able to speak before you this
afternoon.

I am president of an association that is a State-wide association
that is 1,200 members scattered throughout the State with regional
directors in Fairbanks, Juneau, Kenai, and Bethel, so we keep an
eye out on most things around the State for general aviation.

Personally, I have been the chief pilot for AT&T ALASCOM for
the last 20 years, and I have flown into most villages throughout
the State, and I do so on a regular basis, so I am very familiar with
the structure of the State.

There are six points I wanted to mention this afternoon. Number
1 is that the 5-year strategic plan that has already been men-
tioned, we are very supportive of that. It came out of an initiative
when people gathered together and had communicated well and
shared well their vision and their feelings for the future, and there
is a good sense of vision in that strategic plan.

The only thing that I personally would disagree with is that it
asked for runways of 3,300 feet, and I think we should go for 4,000.
The reason I say that is because, when I started flying here 25
years ago, and in the first 10 years I flew a King Air, and I kind
of was the first one to fly a King Air around for a while, and then
the King Air started to catch on and we started moving from piston
airplanes to turboprops, and by the end of my 10 years of flying
that King Air and we sold it and replaced it with a Cessna Cita-
tion, we noticed other people flying King Air’s, and even the air-
lines were flying the Beech 1900’s, which is the stretch version of
the King Air.

I have flown the Citation now into gravel strips all over the
State, and even took Citation into Chungnak, which kind of sur-
prised them that a jet would get in there, and the movement is
that the older airplanes are not being replaced. They are not mak-
ing any more Navajos, so gradually we are going to move to
turboprops, and then we are going to move to jets down the line,
and if we are looking in the next century, then we have to look to
providing runways that are capable of taking those airplanes.

I was able to do most of my stuff on the part 91 and land on run-
ways that are 3,000 feet, but if Dick Harding is to use the Citation
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in and out of a strip he will have to have 4,000 feet to meet the
requirements of part 121.

The next issue I mention is whether we had a system here in
Alaska that was working very, very well, called LABS, and the
FAA provided that system, and we could get weather on that, and
it was available very cheaply on a commercial basis. It was not
Y2K-compatible, so it was taken away and replaced with a system
called DAWN. The only problem with DAWN is that DAWN is an
internal system. The FAA will not let the public use that. They
have this tremendous system, but they use it for themselves only,
and I do not see the rationale in the FAA gathering information
from the National Weather Service and then hoarding it to them-
selves and not letting it available to the public. If this system could
be put on the Internet, then we could all have this information,
even if we have to pay for it.

The commercial systems that are out there at the moment are
not as good as DAWN. They are not as good as the LABS situation.
They do not allow you to have collectives. If you want the weather,
if you are going from here to King Salmon, you have to get the
weather for Barrow and every other place, so it is a waste of paper
and time, and is not as efficient as the LABS system was.

The cameras are a great contribution to the State, and we thank
the Senator for his getting the first appropriations to try out the
first cameras, and it took us a while to get the FAA to do that, but
now that we have got them, everybody sees the advantage of hav-
ing cameras throughout the State, and we look forward to having
a camera in every pass as well as at some of the remote locations
where we do not have a human being to report the weather.

Flight service stations are still a concern. You have already men-
tioned the fact that the flight service station in Ketchikan is short-
staffed, and it has to do, at that post has partially to do with the
fact that the flight service station personnel are grade 10’s. Those
at the FASS are grade 12’s, and so everybody who is in the flight
service station wants to move to an FASS and get extra pay.

In the meantime, with the shortage, an FASS person comes to
Ketchikan to fill in. They are not only getting two grades higher
in pay, they are also getting per diem, and that destroys the mo-
rale of the flight service station, so people want to leave the flight
service stations and go away.

There is no training facility in Oklahoma for flight service sta-
tions as they are today. The equipment is outmoded, and for some
reason the FAA is adamant that training has to take place in Okla-
homa and not on-site. If they would train people on-site in Ketch-
ikan and Sitka and Dillingham and Barrow, then we would not
have the shortage. We could train local people to do that, and we
would be able to employ perhaps the Native residents to work at
the flight service stations.

Maintenance is a concern of navigation facilities throughout the
State. The FAA in the last month has decided to centralize mainte-
nance in Anchorage, so all the people who maintain things out of
Juneau or Ketchikan, Barrow and so forth, are all going to be cen-
tralized in Anchorage.

I work for a corporation that tried the same thing. AT&T brought
all their technicians in from the bush and put them all here in An-
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chorage, and found themselves in a real bind when something went
out, such as ADAK went off the air 3 months ago, and the only way
to get somebody out there—you cannot fly them out commercially
because there is no weather available.

You cannot charter an airplane because the charter cannot go
without weather available. The only thing they could do was, they
fortunately had a corporate airplane that flew under part 91 that
could go out and take a look-see.

The FAA does not have a part 91 airplane in the State of Alaska,
and we know how difficult it is to get into Juneau on most days,
and if we have to get a technician down to Hoonah or to Haines
to fix a beacon, then the difficulty of getting them from here to Ju-
neau is the first step, and then to get them the other way. So I
think it would be a retrograde step and a depreciating of service
if FAA centralizes the maintenance in Anchorage.

The Capstone project is a great project. We support that, but we
see that even though it is a 3-year experiment within 3 years, if
it is a total success, it will take at least 20 years before this is im-
plemented Nation-wide. In the meantime, Bethel is a bad spot
without radar, and each year we encourage the FAA to put radar
in Bethel since 1987.

They have approved it each year, and each time it comes round
to appropriations it gets killed, because the appropriation is based
on the number of passengers who move through the terminal. The
number of passengers moved through Bethel could be all put on
one 747, or two 747’s, in one day, and that is inadequate to justify
the place to have radar.

If we counted airplanes instead of passengers, the movement of
aircraft would justify the radar, and I think an exemption should
be made on how we justify the radar in Bethel and go ahead and
put it in. The radar could be in and up and working in 2 years,
whereas the Capstone project equipment will not be working for at
least 20.

Senator STEVENS. 20?7

Mr. MAGUIRE. I would think, by the time we get around the
whole Nation, everything that would have to be done to use this
as a national project. This is an experiment that is going on, the
Capstone, and it is going to be very successful, but by the time you
get every aircraft equipped, and every center equipped with the
radar, the ADSB to read this stuff, and you need radars around
and facilities to pick up the ADSB, it is going to take a longtime
to implement the whole thing as a national program, and the way
the FAA works, and the way the appropriations work, it will take
time, and that is not hitting them or saying there is anything
wrong with them. They are doing the best they can, but they are
severely limited by their funding.

Aging aircraft is a problem. It will force us back into single en-
gine airplanes, and single engine airplanes have more accidents
than twins, and we know we have not been successful even though
we have had single engine IFR approved. Not many are doing it
because of the extra equipment they have to carry on the airplane.
If we force people out of the aging aircraft, then we are going to
force them back into singles.
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Generally, airplanes start out in the Lower 48, and in Europe,
and they run 10 years, and we see them for the second wind up
here in Alaska, so to speak, and then after we are done with them
they might end up in some third world country, but we do not get
many new airplanes into Alaska, and if they are going to interpret
the regulations to deprive us of the use of the current, every 737,
every airplane that ERA has over there will go away. They are
Conairs, they are twin Mortons, they are all Morton 10 years, 14
years old. They will all disappear. It would be an intolerable situa-
tion for the State.

The last thing I would like to mention is the Ketchikan corridor,
seeing as how you brought it up. What I was told precipitated the
Ketchikan Corridor was a new ILS that was asked for by Alaska
Airlines and other airlines, an ILS 2, and it reduced the minimums
from 1,000 feet down to 500 feet, and it was the fact that they
would come down to 500 feet, that they would be too close to the
people going out in the corridors.

I find it hard to believe that after all these years somebody has
brought that up as an objection, because even if you fly the normal
ILS down to 1,000 feet, at some point you are going to be at that
same point of 500 feet as you go in, and you are going to be at that
in VFR conditions if you are flying the ILS 1, and people can fly
past you.

If it is down to 500 feet, they will not be flying down the corridor,
so I do not know why FAA is making this such a big problem. The
exemption is good, the separation is sufficient, it has worked well
for 20 years, let us keep it going.

Paul Bowers brought up the idea that the FAA is kind of locked
into with the airports of improving the safe areas around the air-
ports rather than improving the runway. There is a similar thing
happening with PAPI’s and VASI’s. Those are the lights and the
approaches to runways. PAPI’s our international standard. It is the
IKO standard, and they are warning us to put those in all our run-
ways because it is the IKO international standard.

VASTI’'s work much better in Alaska, because if you come down-
wind at Fort Yukon and you turn base and you can see the VASI,
you know whether you are high or low. You cannot tell on a PAPI
until you are lined up straight with the runway whether you are
high or low. A VASI is a much better indicator and safety device
for Alaskans than a PAPI, and just because it is national policy to
go with PAPT’s and its IKO does not necessarily mean that we have
to go that way in Alaska, and that is one of the problems again.

For your own home town, Congressman Young, from Fort Yukon
down to Circle and down to Eagle, you cannot fly a small airplane
down there, I discovered to my horror, because the MOA is now
down to 100 feet in that area, and we are trying to work with the
military so that we can get a corridor between Fort Yukon, Circle,
and Eagle, so people can go down there at least to 2,000 feet safe
altitude, especially in the summertime when we have people com-
ing visiting Fort Yukon.

But it is an unprecedented time of cooperation that is going on
at the moment. We are sitting around tables, we are talking to
each other, Tom, from the Safety Foundation, the Air Carriers As-
sociation, the military, the FAA, the DOT, and we have been work-
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ing so well together in this last year, it has been very refreshing
to see that everybody is willing to speak out, and nobody is afraid
to say certain things, and yet everybody is cooperating to make
tlllings better, and that is part of what led to that 5-year strategic
plan.

PREPARED STATEMENT

I congratulate them for doing that. I congratulate both of you for
inviting us here this afternoon, for having our say. Thank you very
much.

[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF FELIX MAGUIRE

Good afternoon Senators and members of the committee. Thank you for the oppor-
tunity to present some comments on the major issues affecting aviation in Alaska
and their impact into the 21st Century. My name is Felix Maguire and I am presi-
dent of the Alaska Airmen’s Association, which is non-profit organization dedicated
to the preservation and enhancement of General Aviation through education and
safety. The Association has more than 1,200 member Statewide. It has its head-
quarters in Anchorage and has regional Directors in Fairbanks, Juneau, Kenai and
Bethel. We work closely with all other civil aviation organizations, including AOPA,
as well as the Military and State and Federal Government Agencies to preserver
and enhance general aviation.

MAJOR ISSUES

Five year strategic plan.—We have worked with the above organizations to
produce the Five Year Strategic Plan for Alaskan Aviation as proposed by the Ad-
hoc Alaska Aviation Advisory Committee. This proposal is the result of all agencies,
civil and government, gathering together and communicating openly with concerns
for the best interest of aviation in our State. We whole-heartedly endorse its rec-
ommendations concerning: (1) The lengthening of runways to a minimum of 3,300
feet and providing safe shelter at every airport; (2) All weather approach and land-
ing capabilities; (3) Availability of weather information; (4) Good communication and
navigation facilities; (5) Weather video cameras; (6) A stable aviation work force.
This vision for the future will meet many of the safety needs at the airports
throughout the State. Our inter-model transportation system relies heavily on Ma-
rine transportation in the SouthEast, Road and Rail in South Central, and totally
on Aviation in the North, the West and SouthWest. In a State where the infrastruc-
ture is so different from the rest of the United States, we emphasize that Aviation
is the lifeline to the outside world for most Alaskan villages.

Weather information.—The installation of AWOS and ASOS has replaced many
human observers throughout the State. Weather continues to be a major factor in
aviation accidents in Alaska. The introduction of Video Cameras has been the great-
est enhancement to weather reporting in the past 15 years. We encourage more use
of this technology and greater availability to the public. The availability of weather
and NOTAMS through such systems as LABS enabled users to access vital safety
information before flight. LABS was discontinued this year as not being Y2K com-
patible. The replacement system, DAWN, is not available to the public. It is for FAA
in-house use only. Other commercial systems are not as good and very costly. Why
can’t the FAA make DAWN available to the users via the Internet? It does not make
sense for the FAA to hoard the information and give it out piece meal by phone or
on DUATS. LABS provided for collectives. For example if an aircraft were flying
from Fairbanks to Ketchikan, LABS would give weather at the appropriate airports
en-route, Anchorage, Cordova, Yakutat, Juneau, Sitka as well as winds aloft and
forecast. Using current commercial systems, the pilot gets the weather for every sta-
tion in Alaska, using more paper and wasting time and energy. The FAA gets good
information from the National Weather Service but is not making this available to
the general aviation users. Why?

FSS stations.—These are the backbone for distributing information and weather
in our State. The specialists at FSS are Grade 10 while their counterparts at AFSS
are Grade 12. The AFSS has more sophisticated equipment but the FSS personnel
are hard to replace. There is no scheduled training for replacements and after a
year at an FSS the specialist inevitably moves on to an AFSS for the higher grade
of pay. Ketchikan has been on reduced service for a year now awaiting replace-
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ments. Temporary replacements come from the AFSS, get higher pay plus per diem,
and this breaks down the moral of the FSS staff. Consequently, we the users suffer
from shorter hours of operation; staff with less experience as the longer serving ones
leaves. If this continues the FSS will close due to staffing shortages and the users
will lose a valuable safety net.

Maintenance of facilittes.—The FAA recently proposed to centralize its mainte-
nance for the State in Anchorage. I was Chief Pilot for AT&T Alascom for twenty
years here in Alaska and saw that company go through the same cost cutting exer-
cise. There were several instances that will be paralleled by the FAA when trouble
hits. The communications earth station at ADAK went off the air three months ago.
All scheduled aviation came to a stop, as there was no weather reporting available
and no ATC frequencies in operation. The island was isolated. Maintenance could
not travel on a Charter, as there was no weather. Fortunately, the company has a
corporate aircraft that operates under Part 91. We were able to fly to Dutch Harbor,
fill up with fuel and then proceed to Adak for a “look see.” Being part 91 we were
able to land and get the maintenance technician to repair the Earth Station. The
FAA does not have as part 91 aircraft in Alaska so what will it do if a critical navi-
gation system goes down. We know how difficult it is to get into Juneau some days
even with all systems working. We encourage to FAA to rethink this policy as long
as there are ground-based facilities. In the middle of the next century, if we have
only Satellite based non-ground facilities, then the technicians could be centralized.

Future planning.—I came to Alaska in 1974 as an Air Force Pilot and since then
I have noticed the great improvement in many airports and a deterioration service
by the FAA. This is in part due to a plan that implemented to replace FSS stations
and weather reporting with un-tried automatic equipment. Future plans should not
be implemented until the replacement systems are proven to be successful. Our As-
sociation fully supports the Capstone project that has so much promise for the fu-
ture. At the same time we know that it will be some twenty years before it is all
refined and ready for operations use everywhere. In the meantime, Bethel needs its
radar. The radar has been approved for installation in Bethel every year since 1987
and each year it gets dropped for lack of funding. The measurement used that
counts passengers passing through the airport is unsatisfactory. Two B.747’s could
carry all that travel in one day so the FAA drops the requirement for Radar. If they
used the number of aircraft movements, they would find Bethel is a busier airport
than of the lower 48 airports. An exemption needs to be made so that Bethel gets
the Radar that is necessary to provide more safety. The record of radar being intro-
duced at King Salmon shows that the flow of aircraft increases with the introduc-
tion of approach radar.

Aging aircraft—Twenty years ago I flew the first King Air around the state. Oth-
ers were flying Navajos, and Cessna 402 as well as a myriad of single engine air-
craft. Over the ten years of flying the King Air other started flying similar aircraft.
In 1989 we switched to a Cessna Citation V. The runways were improving and the
Citation 560 could handle gravel and short runways of 3,000 feet. This is a part 91
operation. To use the aircraft for Part 135 or Part 121, a longer runway would be
required. The trend has been from Piston twins to Turboprop, and in the future it
will lead to jets. There are no piston twin being made that would replace the aging
Navajos and others. In Alaska, we tend to get the second-wind aircraft; those that
have been used for ten years in the lower 48 and Europe appear in Alaska. When
they finish their time here they go on to Africa and other less developed countries.
The new NPRM would kill the aviation business in Alaska. Surely, the intent was
to prohibit failures such as the B.737 that came apart in Hawaii. This NPRM will
force Alaskans back into single engine aircraft. They have a worse record for safety
and mainly fly VFR. The result would be a retrograde step for Aviation.

Better communications, cooperation and interchange of ideas is a necessary ingre-
dient for the future. I thank you for allowing us to express these thoughts and hope
that you will be able to consider the special needs of a State that depends so much
on aviation.

Senator STEVENS. Thank you.
Ken. Ken Acton.

STATEMENT OF KEN ACTON

Mr. ActoN. Thank you, and good afternoon, Senator Stevens,
Congressman Young, and the public. Thank you for holding this
hearing in Alaska, and so close to those of us who are directly af-
fected by the issues of commercial aviation.
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I would like to address three fundamental issues and two emerg-
ing issues for the future. In the same manner that many of the
challenges facing Alaskan aviation are not new, I would like to sug-
gest that some of the first issues for the future are not new, either,
namely, any future demands and accommodation of Alaska avia-
tion will still include reliance on a handful of fundamental require-
ments, and they are, available weather information, reliable airport
facilities, and consistent FAA oversight and support of the indus-
try.

I believe both the weather and the airport facilities have been
addressed prior to my time, so in the interest of time I will not
dwell on those. I would like to reinforce the issues that Mr. Bowers
brought up and Dick Harding brought up and Felix brought up, all
about the Alaska aviation, the 5-year plan and the minimum
standards for airports.

I would also like to endorse the comments, the previous com-
ments about alternative and more weather sources. This is the sin-
gle best way that we can improve aviation safety in Alaska, is the
expansion and the increase in the number of weather sources
throughout the State.

The third fundamental need that I mentioned was the need for
consistent FAA oversight and support of commercial operators. My
business allows me to work with several operators and with several
FAA representatives, and I have discovered, along with my clients,
that there are certain patterns that impede both the FAA and com-
mercial operators from maintaining an open working relationship.
The three most common patterns are the lack of accessibility of as-
signed FAA inspectors for their oversight and support, the insta-
bility of inspector assignments, and the inconsistent interpretation
of FAR.

I believe these patterns that exist between operators and their
assigned inspectors are indicative of a much larger pattern, and
Dick Harding mentioned it earlier, specifically the well-intentioned
FAA initiatives for safety that we have seen in the last 10 years
have not significantly improved the safety record of Alaskan avia-
tion. What we need instead are consistent, stable, and predictable
expectations from the FAA that will help create the trust and the
cooperation that will strengthen safety, service, and compliance.

Several speakers prior to me have mentioned Capstone, and I,
too, would like to endorse Capstone, and mention it as illustrative
of the need for these three fundamental issues in the future, name-
ly, when we look at the system, I mean, it is an exciting system,
and I cannot think of a better model for the theme of this hearing,
you know, the issues of the 21st Century, and when we look at the
ingredients of how it works, being able to download weather into
the cockpit, being able to tell where you are and have that commu-
nicated to the other airplanes, that is all great, but still we under-
stand the importance of the fundamental needs, one, the impor-
tance of state-of-the-art weather services, and more of them; sec-
ond, reliable airport facilities as aircraft operate in an IFR type op-
eration into many of these locations; and third, broad support and
participation, which can only occur with an open and trusting rela-
tionship between the regulators and the aviation users.
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I did mention that I would like to bring up two issues that I see
as emerging issues in the future, the first of which is an increased
need for responsible risk management on the part of and by the
initiative of operators, incumbent on the Alaskan aviation industry
and individual operators to create better risk management and
safety systems for its operations. Increased market competition and
the experience level of the pilots flying in Alaska require this.

Without specifically defining a model, or defining what would be
the best program for all, I think the need defies that. Rather, I
think we can identify qualities of good risk management that are
appropriate to rural Alaskan aviation. Initial and recurrent train-
ing programs should include aeronautical decisionmaking not only
for pilots, but for management as well.

It is time to recognize and respond to the fact that the corporate
culture of operators influences the safety of flight operations, and
that this culture can be trained and managed.

The second quality of good risk management is the incorporation
of increased two-pilot experience and revenue flight operations. I
am not suggesting doing away with single-pilot operations. I am
simply suggesting that operators need to pay more attention to the
quality control of the pilot in the cockpit. This would include pro-
grams that require new-hire pilots to fly in revenue line operations
with experienced pilots prior to assignment in single-pilot oper-
ations, and especially during marginal and winter operation and
flight conditions. This also includes routine company checks of line
pilots throughout the year.

The last quality that I would like to identify of good risk manage-
ment systems in the future are the need to make the go no-go deci-
sions of operators, to define them in procedural terms. I am speak-
ing of the decisions surrounding specific flight assignments and
their release for flight. PenAir has demonstrated leadership in this
area by developing a model for flight release that is not only par-
ticipative between management and pilots, but it also is defined in
qualitative terms.

The FAA needs to encourage and support the efforts of operators
to define appropriate risk management for their operations. I do
not believe that the FAA should regulate a one-size-fits-all model
for such programs, and I was pleased to hear Mr. LaBelle say that
as well. I would agree with what Felix said, that the industry, the
operators, general aviation, and the regulators have a relatively
good long-range planning atmosphere right now.

What I do believe is that operators are in a better position to cre-
ate appropriate risk management measures for their own oper-
ations, but they need resources, training and support to do so, to
design these systems.

The last issue I will address is changing patterns of scheduled
air service in Alaska. We are all familiar with the established pat-
tern of large aircraft serving mainline routes to hub cities, and
small aircraft serving bush village destinations.

As we experience more competition, improvements to our airway
and airport infrastructure, there will be greater pressure to support
different types of aircraft and route structures than we have seen
in the past. We are already experiencing pressures from the pas-
senger, freight, and mail markets that will blur the line separating



50

large mainline aircraft on given routes versus small aircraft on
other routes. The introduction of the commuter rule in 1995 is one
example of regulation that inhibited the improvements to service
and safety, and reinforced this two-class system of scheduled air
service. I believe our future will include and require the use of
more midsize aircraft in the creation of nontraditional route struc-
tures. While both small and large aircraft will diminish, they will
also still be represented in several markets. In other words, the
market will be much more complex, and it will be nice to think
that the regulatory environment in the future will not only be flexi-
ble enough but also accommodate and support these changing pat-
terns in scheduled service.

In closing, the challenges of maintaining a safe and viable com-
mercial aviation industry I think will depend on improving airway
and airport infrastructure, the cooperative efforts between FAA
and the industry to address safety and compliance, and the regu-
latory environment that supports appropriate service to the Alas-
kan market.

PREPARED STATEMENT

Thank you very much. I will be submitting written comments.
[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF KEN ACTON

Good afternoon Senator Stevens, Congressman Young, members of the committee,
the panel and the public. Thank you for holding this hearing in Alaska and close
to those of us who are so directly effected by commercial aviation. I have worked
in the Alaskan aviation industry for 21 years in administration and training. In that
time, I have worked for Part 121 and part 135 carriers in rural Alaska, have served
on the board of the Alaska Air Carriers Association, and been a consultant to the
industry. I would like to speak in behalf of the issues of rural Alaska aviation and
many of my clients, including the interests of Part 135 operators, both scheduled
and on-demand, and the markets they serve including Alaska communities as well
as on-demand off-airport flights for the tourism, recreation, and sport fishing and
hunting industries.

INDUSTRY CHALLENGES

We all know that aviation is the essential transportation link in rural Alaska, and
we also know that rural Alaska is a demanding flight environment. There is a lim-
ited airport and airway infrastructure. The weather is harsh and often unpredict-
able. Most airports consist of small, unpaved runways that are subject to varying
year-round maintenance requirements. There are few options for IFR flight. The na-
ture of the market and its economy of scale dictate the use of small aircraft in VFR
operations. The flight activity can be intense with the industry currently supporting
some 300 certificated operators in the State of Alaska. And finally, because of the
nature of the commercial pilot profession, rural Alaska operators attract low time
pilots who are unfamiliar with the area and its unique requirements.

RESPONSIVE EFFORTS

Most of these industry challenges are not new, nor have they been ignored. There
have been several responsive efforts to the challenges of creating and maintaining
a safe and affordable air transportation system in the State. The automated weather
reporting systems, both AWOS and ASOS, have been a welcome addition. We have
seen a continuing program to upgrade and improve many rural Alaskan runways.
The Capstone project 1s an exciting and promising plan for improving airway capa-
bilities. And the mail transportation policy supports the presence and viability of
scheduled air service at reasonable cost.

Indeed, many things are working very well, and we all share a debt of gratitude
for the support and leadership of the congressional delegation.

I would like to address 3 fundamental issues and 2 emerging issues for the future.
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FUNDAMENTAL NEEDS OF THE FUTURE

In the same manner that many of the challenges facing Alaskan aviation are not
new, I would like to suggest that some of the first issues for the future are not new
either. Namely, any future demands and accommodation of Alaskan aviation will
still include reliance on a handful of fundamental requirements: available weather
information, reliable airport facilities, and consistent FAA oversight and support of
the industry.

WEATHER INFORMATION

Weather information is essential. Unfortunately, most aviation accidents in the
State of Alaska are weather-related. The availability of reliable and more weather
information is the single best way to improve the flight environment and it is the
most repeated concern of the industry. The automated weather stations, both AWOS
and ASOS, have significantly addressed the need for increased weather information.
The “mike-in-hand” program and the addition of “flight cam” installations help pi-
lots and operators see an even broader picture of the weather. The industry sup-
ports all of these systems. Simply put, the availability of reliable weather reporting
systems in multiple locations will remain a fundamental requirement for maintain-
ing a safe flight environment in Alaska’s, future. We need more weather reporting
locations. We need a variety of source information.

RELIABLE AIRPORT FACILITIES

Maintaining reliable airport facilities is the second fundamental need I would like
to highlight. The State of Alaska with FAA capital investment continues to upgrade
and improve the runways in rural Alaska. We would all like to see it happen sooner
than later.

As we enter the 21st century, most of our runways are still short, unlighted, and
unpaved, and are subject to mud, ice, and drifting snow. One of the highest levels
of Part 135 flight activity occurs in the Yukon-Kuskokwim delta where 70 percent
of the runways are under 2,500 feet in length and many are unlighted. And even
though the Alaska Supplement may describe the surface of these runways as gravel,
we know that in several locations that means the best fill material which was read-
ily available, which is often a coarse river silt. We need runway improvements to
bring our airports up to at least the minimum standards identified by the Alaska
Aviation Coordination Council.

We also know that we cannot always rely on future capital funding of runway im-
provements. In fact, capital funding is a small part of the long-term equation. Run-
ways, navaids, and automated weather systems come with the price of maintenance.
The State of Alaska and the FAA both face budgetary constraints that seem to di-
rectly effect the response time of runway and airport facility maintenance. Reports
of unreliable or irregular airport facilities are often first reported by users and not
by the providers. VFR pilots and operators have learned that you often have to “go
see for yourself” because the accuracy of some of the AWOS/ASOS systems and the
reliability of some runway maintenance has not been proven. Unfortunately, this
puts all of us right where we don’t want to be; namely it invites operators and pilots
to ignore some of the intended support systems for flight ops decisions. We need
definitions and criteria for reporting facility outages and predictable response times
for their repair. And we need reliable runway maintenance.

Another part of our airport facilities include the flight service station system. The
current flight service station system is still functional, but the regional aspect of the
FSS system lacks sensitivity to the local flight environment. This is particularly
true in areas that require operations under special VFR flight rules of FAR 91.157.
Let me give you a recent example. Class E airspace was recently extended down
to the surface area in both Aniak and Saint Marys. This has made for a safer flight
environment when the airspace is accommodating both IFR and VFR flight activity
simultaneously. However, these flight conditions represent less than 10 percent of
the daylight hours and introduces control of a VFR flight environment without any
local presence. Prior to these new airspace procedures, all airport traffic participated
in the Common Traffic Advisory Frequency (CTAF) procedures. Under the new air-
space classification whenever the ceiling is less than 1,000 feet and 3 miles of visi-
bility and regardless of any IFR flight activity, the VFR pilots must obtain special
VFR clearance from the Flight Service Station in Kenai to operate into and out of
these runways. This includes having to wait for a landing clearance while holding
in the vicinity of mountainous terrain in marginal weather, especially in Aniak. The
remote control of VFR flight arrivals and departures at these airports does not in-
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clude a sensitivity to the flight conditions nor the presence of ATC to encourage
broad compliance.

Alternatively, there was a time when both Saint Marys and Aniak had the equiv-
alent type of airspace (a control zone) but it was only activated when an IFR ap-
proach was initiated. This seemed appropriate to the level of mixed VFR and IFR
flight activity and in lieu of any local ATC personnel in these locations. Outside of
the times of active IFR flight activity, the airspace was uncontrolled and the traffic
relied on use of the CTAF.

At the end of the day, and on the threshold of the 21st century, we need improved
airport facilities and some assurance that these facilities will be reliably maintained
and appropriately administered.

FAA OVERSIGHT AND SUPPORT

A third fundamental issue for future operations is the need for consistent FAA
oversight and support of commercial operators. My business allows me to work with
several operators and with several FAA representatives, and I have discovered along
with my clients that there are certain patterns that impede both the FAA and com-
mercial operators from maintaining an open and working relationship. The three
most common patterns are (1) The lack of availability of assigned inspectors for
oversight and support, (2) the instability of inspector assignments, and (3) the incon-
sistent interpretation of FAR.

Accessibility of FAA certificate inspectors can be difficult. Operators are some-
times stymied in their efforts to obtain requested Ops Specs changes, required check
rides, or simply a request for FAA guidance due to the absence of their inspector.
Many inspectors work a 4-day work week, are often assigned to training or other
administrative duties, or are simply unavailable for unexplained reasons. In such
cases, other inspectors can seldom respond to a specific operator’s request and the
operator must wait until their assigned inspector becomes available. Commercial op-
erators must necessarily rely on assigned FAA representatives to conduct operations
and the operators need to rely on the FAA’s availability as well.

There has also been a pattern of apparent random reassignment of inspectors to
commercial operators. In the past three years, I have several clients who have had
as many as three and four inspectors assigned to their certificate oversight in less
than 12 months. In fact some inspectors have been assigned to operators and subse-
quently reassigned to new operators without any introduction or exchange between
the operator and the inspector. This pattern seems to be especially prevalent among
the smaller operators.

Any re-assignment of inspectors can quickly reveal a third pattern and that is the
inconsistent interpretation of FAR across different inspectors. As a result, regu-
latory compliance matters rather than safety or service can dominate a commercial
operator’s management. A lot of my client workload consists of helping operators re-
spond to varying interpretation of FAR due to inspector re-assignments.

These patterns of oversight between operators and inspectors are indicative of a
much larger pattern. Specifically, the well-intentioned FAA initiatives for safety
that we have seen in the last 10 years have not significantly improved the safety
record of Alaskan aviation. Consistent, stable and predictable expectations from the
FAA will help create the trust and the cooperation that will strengthen safety, serv-
ice, and compliance.

CAPSTONE

I would like to briefly mention the Capstone project to illustrate my concern for
the first three fundamental issues I have addressed. Capstone offers some real
promise for increased aviation safety with 21st century technology and an appro-
priate governmental response to the theme of this hearing. When we look at the in-
gredients of its systems and how it will work, we are reminded that our future will
still require: (1) state-of the art weather services, (2) reliable airport facilities, and
(3) broad support and participation which can only occur with an open and trusting
relationship between FAA and the aviation users. Capstone will highlight and in-
crease the demand for these basic Alaskan aviation needs.

INDUSTRY RISK MANAGEMENT ISSUES

There are two more issues for the future that I would like to address. The first
of which is an increased need for responsible risk management on the part of opera-
tors. It is incumbent on the Alaskan aviation industry and individual operators to
create better risk management systems for its operations. Increased market com-
petition and the experience level of pilots flying in Alaska require it. Without spe-
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cifically defining these systems, we can identify a few qualities of good risk manage-
ment that are appropriate to rural Alaskan aviation.

Initial and recurrent training programs should include aeronautical decision mak-
ing for both pilots and managers. It is time to recognize and respond to the fact that
the corporate culture of operators influences the safety of flight operations and that
this culture can be trained and managed.

A second quality of good risk management systems is the incorporation of in-
creased 2-pilot experience in revenue flight operations. This includes programs that
require new hire pilots to fly in revenue line operations with experienced pilots prior
to assignment in single pilot operations, especially during marginal and winter
flight conditions. This also includes routine company checks of line pilots throughout
the year. I know of several operators who have incorporated these qualities into the
training and management of their pilots and have acquired greater confidence in
their own flight operations, and have earned the respect of the public, regulators,
and their insurance underwriters.

The go/no-go decisions of operators, that is, the decisions surrounding specific
flight assignments and their release for flight, need to be defined in procedural
terms. Penair has demonstrated leadership in this area by developing a model for
flight release that is not only participative between management and pilots, but is
also defined in quantitative terms.

The FAA needs to encourage and support the efforts of operators to find appro-
priate risk management systems for their operations. I do not believe that the FAA
should regulate a one-size-fits-all model for such programs. Operators are in a bet-
ter position to create appropriate risk management measures for their own oper-
ations, but they need resources and support to do so.

The interests of the industry and the public will benefit when operators proce-
durally define risk management systems and make them the priority they deserve
in their daily operations.

CHANGING PATTERNS OF SCHEDULED SERVICE

The last issue I will address is changing patterns of scheduled air service in Alas-
ka. We are familiar with the established pattern of large aircraft serving mainline
routes to hub cities, and small aircraft serving bush village destinations. As we ex-
perience more competition and improvements to our airway and airport infrastruc-
ture, there will be greater pressure to support different types of aircraft and route
structures than we have seen in the past. We are already experiencing pressures
from the passenger, freight and mail markets that will blur the line separating
large mainline aircraft on given routes versus small aircraft on different routes. The
introduction of the “Commuter Rule” in 1995 is one example of regulation inhibiting
improvements to service and safety and reenforcing this two-class system of sched-
uled air service. I believe our future will include and require the use of more mid-
sized aircraft and the creation of non-traditional route structures. While the use of
both small and large aircraft will diminish they will also still be represented in sev-
eral markets. Service and safety will be enhanced if the regulatory environment ac-
commodates the changing patterns of scheduled air service.

SUMMARY

In closing, the challenges of maintaining a safe, viable commercial aviation indus-
try in rural Alaska will depend on improving the airway and airport infrastructure,
cooperative efforts between FAA and the industry to address safety and compliance,
and a regulatory environment that supports appropriate service to the market.
Thank you for the opportunity to express these issues. I will be happy to answer
any questions and will be submitting written comments for the record.

SAFETY IMPROVEMENT TREND

Senator STEVENS. Thank you very much. Don, do you want to go
first this time?

Mr. YOUNG. Thank you, I want to go back to what I said before
about the efforts put forth, especially Mr. Harding and Mr.
Wardleigh. You have been around here a long time. The percentage
of accidents now, today, with all the advantages we have, was that
the percentage improved, or is it about the same as what it was,
say, 25 years ago?
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Mr. HARDING. One of the things we do not have is an actual ac-
curate number of flight hours for 135 operations. It is not required
for people to report that. We do not. We know there is an increase
in aviation activity, and we know that the accident rate has been
level, so we can say there has been some improvement, but we do
not what that number is in actual hours flown in 135 operations.

Mr. YOUNG. This is another thing that I am seeking here, if any-
thing is, you know, we are supposed to be for safety and not for
regulation for just regulation’s sake, and that is my philosophy and
always has been. That is one of my biggest concerns over the years
is, we pass regulations because it is the thing to do, but in result
we did not become any safer, and you know, I may be incorrect in
this, but when I first started flying up here 40 years ago, we had
a pretty good safety record. We had a lot of experienced pilots, by
the way, even then, and if I go back to the 9010, one of our biggest
concerns, and I am glad to hear we are getting more local people
into the flying, a lot of the pilots, as you well know, come up here
to get their hours in to go back outside. Those first hours, I think
you mentioned it, and you mentioned it, you know, those first
hours are the period of time we have the most accidents, and I still
think that is what we should be addressing, is the pilot involve-
ment in the accidents, more so than anything else. I do not know
how we do that. Maybe we are addressing it.

But you talk about gray hair, I can remember one thing, I went
to New York about 3 years ago and jumped in a cab, the worst ride
and the biggest scare I ever had in my life. The guy was from Rus-
sia, had been here 6 months, driving in New York. Now, think
about that a moment. Some of the time you get in these airplanes
and you see somebody in the airplane that has got nice—he is a
young fellow, good guy, wants to do well, find out he has not been
flying in Alaska but about 3 weeks. That bothers me.

Now, this is for the industry to think about. I think that is some-
thing you have to address.

As far as the 60-year-old, Mr. Harding, I happen to agree with
you on this 100 percent. The problem is, you have some people
within your industry that are flyers that do not agree with you,
that they do want the age of retirement at 60 years old. If we were
to change that, I think the only way we could possibly do it would
be for Alaska only. I want you to know that there are certain peo-
ple that are flying within the unions that do not like the idea of
changing that retirement age. I like seeing that gray beard and the
gray hair to make sure I have got somebody with a little experience
in that seat.

So you can comment on that. As far as the air space goes over
national parks, we are addressing that issue every day. I am not
terribly confident, under this president and administration, that
they believe as we do. We think the law is on our side, but it is
going to be maybe a big battle. We hope we can win on that one.

DAWN SYSTEM

I want to ask one question, Mr. Maguire, on the DAWN deal.
Why can we not use that? I mean, are they saving——

Mr. MAGUIRE. What they say is that if somebody gets into the
DAWN system they can get into the FAA’s whole system, and then
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they might be able to do some damage within the FAA computer
system.

Mr. YOUNG. But that information was available under the other
system, was it not?

Mr. MAGUIRE. It was available, but you know, in this age of com-
puters, I do not see why a fire wall could not be put in that you
can go in and find the weather and not go beyond that. The way
it was explained to me was that if you got in that you might be
able to alter something, or change something that may be bad for
the country.

But at the same time, I can go into the military one and I can
get the weather from the military for Elmendorf or even the air-
ports over in Bosnia if I want, and they do not seem to be con-
cerned about the security, but the FAA seems to have tighter secu-
rity requirements.

Mr. YOUNG. Well, I think that is something the Senator and I
can look into, because if the information is there and improves the
safety factor, to me it is ridiculous not to have that information
available for you. That does not make sense to me.

Mr. MAGUIRE. It does not make sense to us, either.

Mr. YOUNG. Senator.

AGE 60 RULE

Senator STEVENS. Thank you very much. You know, on the age
60 rule. I agree with Don, it is going to be very difficult to deal
with. We do need to keep the retirement age in perspective, how-
ever, because one of the great problems right now is to attract
more people into training, younger people into training, and that
is one of the reasons that they say they want the old ones out so
that there are opportunities for new ones to come in. It is a very
difficult problem.

Mr. YouNG. Will the Senator yield just for a moment?

Senator STEVENS. Sure.

Mr. YOUNG. I think I am correct, I was flying with a 59-year-old
person the other day on a major airline, and he informed me that
in 2 years time 60 percent of the existing pilots today will have to
retire by the year 2002. Now, who are they going to replace them
with? Now, that is something we had better think about.

Senator STEVENS. I was going to get to that. Our statistics show
that the demographics of society are such that if the older pilots
cannot fly, we will soon not have enough pilots to keep our com-
mercial lines going. It is a very difficult problem to deal with.

OPERATIONAL RISK MANAGEMENT

Dick, my staff tells me you have got this innovative program
now, ORM, operational risk management, which the Army started
sometime ago. I am told you are the only commercial carrier of any
class that has instituted the concept. I think we need to know, for
the staff and all of us, what is PenAir’s risk management program,
and should we try to make it apply outside of Alaska to the avia-
tion industry?

Mr. HARDING. The operational risk management system is some-
thing we have developed. We started with doing risk assessment of
runways, putting a numerical value on them, and when they got
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to a certain risk factor we would quit operating there, and that is
how we discontinued serving some of them.

We met with the military, and we were talking to them, and they
said, you know, we have this RM program. We had the worst heli-
copter safety record in the world, and 6 years after adopting this
program we went to the best, so that kind of caught my attention,
and I plagiarized everything they had, rewrote our program, and
we have one now for our 135 and our 141 operation.

Senator STEVENS. Could I interrupt you, please? They have given
me an emergency message. If Dr. Robert Alberts is in the audience,
would you please step out into the lobby.

Thank you very much, Dick.

Mr. HARDING. Anyway, we have taken the program, and before
a pilot leaves the home station he has to fill out a piece of paper,
it takes about 15 to 30 seconds to do it, it gives him two things.
One is an awareness of the risk involved in that particular flight,
and the other one, when it gets to a certain point, it gets manage-
ment involved, and this is one of the biggest problems we have in
Alaska, is getting operational control, getting the managers—I can-
not fly with every pilot in Bethel and King Salmon all the time,
so I have to rely on them working in that area to make the deci-
sions, and with this operational risk management it gives us an op-
portunity to, with higher risk flights to get involved in the decision-
making of go or no-go, and we have been doing it for about 2 years
now and it has been very successful and, of course, the pilots had
first fought it because pilots are not paper-oriented people, but
after they realized that it has taken some of the responsibility
away from them and sharing it with management they endorse it
now.

Senator STEVENS. Anyone else talked to you about using the sys-
tem?

Mr. HARDING. We have had quite a few carriers in Alaska, and
I have had several major carriers from outside Alaska that have in-
quired, and I have sent them a copy of the program also.

Senator STEVENS. Have you shared that with other carriers?

Mr. HARDING. Yes. Any other carrier that is interested in that,
we are willing to share it. If we can lower the accident rate of other
carriers it is to our advantage, too. We would like to see less acci-
dents in Alaska, and I think this program is probably the most
cost-effective accident-reducing program that we could possibly
come up with. It does not cost anything. All we have to do is, it
takes a little time to fill out a piece of paper.

Mr. YOUNG. Senator, can I ask just one question? When you say
accident, are you talking about all accidents, on ground, in the air,
landing, take-off and such? You know, maybe a pilot runs into a
pylon, or something like that. Is that considered an accident?

Mr. HARDING. An accident has got a very narrow definition in the
part 830 of the regulation, and from the time he starts his take-
off, taxiing, to the time he pulls to a complete stop and stops the
airplane it is considered in-flight, and that is considered an acci-
dent at that time, if he does a certain amount of damage.
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STATE OF GENERAL AVIATION IN ALASKA

Senator STEVENS. Tom, what is the situation here now in terms
of the state of the general aviation community? I have already said
my great respect for you as an instructor, because you were able
to get me certified after 4 days. That is pretty good. But Young
says he is still not going to ride with me unless you are there. But
is the state of aviation generally in Alaska healthy? Should we be
as concerned as we are about these safety statistics we are hear-
ing?

Mr. WARDLEIGH. Senator, you certainly should be as concerned
as you are. In our review of the past 18 years or so of the Safety
Foundation’s activities, nothing much as changed, and we see the
key to reducing accidents as better information and better under-
standing by the pilot. We endeavor to change that through research
and public education.

We are trying to teach, for instance, the basketball teams, do not
wear jeans and sneakers if it is 40 below and you are going to ride
in a Cessna 206 to play a game. Everyone has to be responsible for
their own safety, and that includes the doctors, dentists, lawyers
who leave here on Friday afternoon to go catch a trout some place.

They cannot blame the weather service if the weather is different
from the forecast. They cannot blame the FAA. The weather that
is most important—I was one of the strong supporters of the
weather cameras, and of keeping the flight service stations that
you facilitated in remote Alaska, but really down to the nitty gritty,
the weather that is important to you is what you see through the
windshield. It does not matter what the forecast is. When Felix and
I are out flying together, if we cannot cope with what we see
through the windshield, we had better have an alternative plan to
go some place else and do something else.

One of the concerns that I see facing general aviation in Alaska
right now is the EPA’s mandate that we stop using leaded aviation
fuel, 100 low lead. As recently as yesterday I talked to the Shell
0Oil Company engineer in charge of these projects. They have not
yet produced a substitute fuel that is free of lead that will allow
us to operate the thousands of aircraft engines in Alaska, the pis-
tons, the old round and flat engines that are so common in our rec-
reational activities and in our air taxi activities.

Right now there is an ethanol fuel that is being assessed, and all
you have to do is change the pistons to cam shafts to cam followers
in the valve seats in order to make it compatible with your flat en-
gine, and there is no way that those folks with the big round en-
gines, like Northern Air Cargo, can ever realize the service they
need from their engine if we must in fact go to unleaded fuel with
the present state of research.

Senator STEVENS. Well, back when I was a kid in order to in-
crease the performance of engines we put more lead in it. Can’t you
add lead to some of these other products?

Mr. WARDLEIGH. Well, you can, but that does not meet the EPA
requirement that it be lead-free. At the present time there is only
one source of aviation fuel lead. That is a tiny little factory in Eng-
land that is still making the stuff. There is no other source any
more.
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Senator STEVENS. What do you think, Mr. Maguire—what do you
think about the state of aviation right now, Felix?

Mr. MAGUIRE. I think generally it is fairly healthy. I think there
are more people wanting to get back into it. The numbers have
gone down. The numbers of pilots qualified have gone down.

I think one of the problems we have—and I hate to say this with
Dick sitting here—is what Congressman Young brought up about
the young pilots coming up here and getting some experience and
leaving, and I think that is partly because we do not pay them very
well in Alaska.

Our air carriers are living on the bread line, and because we do
not pay them well, they do not stay. They make bigger dollars
somewhere else. So that is an industry problem, I think. They have
to reconcile, if they pay them more, then how are they going to
make enough money off a ticket to pay for that.

LAKE HOOD FLOAT PLANE CAPACITY ISSUES

But the general aviation, I think it is reasonably healthy. There
is still 120 people out on the waiting list at Lake Hood to get a
float plane spot, and it is still taking 15 or 16 years to get a spot
out there, so we do need another facility somewhere to cope with
that.

Senator STEVENS. Is there a plan for that?

Mr. MAGUIRE. There is not, no.

Senator STEVENS. Mort, have you gone? Did Mort leave? It is too
bad we did not ask Mort that.

Mr. MAGUIRE. One of the problems, there was a plan some years
ago to build some more float plane slots at Lake Hood, but the area
they picked, unfortunately they found when they did some dredging
that all the rest of the water of the rest of the lake would drain
out through it and it would go, because it does not have a proper
chalk base, so they decided not to touch that.

Senator STEVENS. Well, let me ask all of you, do we need another
location in this area? I am told we have about half of the float
planes in the United States up here now. Do we need another loca-
tion away from that general large airport for the float planes?

Mr. MAGUIRE. Well, we feel that we do because of the congestion
that is over there. Anchorage International is very congested with
Lake Hood traffic, Merrifield traffic, Elmendorf traffic, and Anchor-
age International traffic altogether.

Another facility would be good. However, everybody likes the fact
that it is downtown and it is out there in Lake Hood, and every-
body would give that first preference.

Mr. YOUNG. Let us go back to the Clinton project, though. That
is not that far away, and if they were willing to sell them for ex-
change, that might be the most—I would say the most logical area
to have one.

Mr. MAGUIRE. There are a limited number of aircraft available,
so even if—you know, if somebody wants an airplane they have to
probably buy one that is already out there. There is not too many
new ones coming into the State.

Mr. YOoUNG. Mr. Maguire—can I ask a question, Senator?

Senator STEVENS. Sure.
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Mr. YOUNG. Or all of you, and I am saying this because it is im-
portant. You say everybody is sitting down and talking and work-
ing for a solution. That was your statement. Does that include the
FAA?

Mr. MAGUIRE. That does very much include the FAA, but they
are hamstrung a little bit, you know. You must realize that the
structure of the FAA is such that the local administrator does not
have much clout.

Mr. YOUNG. Well, this is what I am—with all due respect, this
gentleman has a lot of clout. I like to think I have got a little clout,
and I will have a little more if I get where I think I am going to
go, and I think it is ridiculous for them to say this is the way we
are going to do it, we do not care what the local administrator says,
but we are going to do it because we are God.

We are trying to look for safety, and if there is a better way of
doing it other than one-shoe-fits-all, I think that ought to be—the
reason I asked Mr. Poe is there enough flexibility, if he does not
have the flexibility, then I would like to write something to give
him the flexibility so we can achieve what we are seeking, that
safety, and have our consumers without paying an arm and a leg,
get from A to B, and I think that can be done, you know.

Mr. MAGUIRE. Well, my impression is, it is like any major cor-
poration that has a headquarters out of State, and different depart-
ment members, as willing as they are, they report to somebody in
Washington, DC, not to Pat Poe. They report to somebody back
there.

Mr. YOUNG. You mean within the Alaska region they do not re-
port to Pat Poe, they report to Washington, DC?

Mr. MAGUIRE. They report to somebody in Washington. I am not
FAA, but that is the impression I get from them.

Mr. YouNG. We have to work that out somehow.

Senator STEVENS. No, it is an administrative management rather
than substantive management concept that they have got.

Can I go back now, chief—do you understand what I am saying?
They have a substantive line, and the control—I went through that
with them once before.

PLANNING FOR ALASKA’S FUTURE

Let me ask you this. This intrigues me to think about trying to
find another place that would be equally almost successful to the
Lake Hood location, where we might get additional float plane ca-
pability. Do you have any suggestions to us? God willing, we hope
to outlive Strom Thurmond, you understand that. But we are prob-
ably not to do it by too much. We have only just so much time in
these positions we have, and God willing, and Alaskans—I am not
supposed to say these things, probably, but you know, we have 8
to 10 years where the three of us have positions that Alaska will
not see for another 50, at least, probably.

Now, what should we be doing is to try and make sure that when
we leave our watch we have the best state-of-the-art system in
aviation. What are we missing? What should we be working on to
set in motion plans that take 5 or 6 years to come to fruition? Have
you given that any thought?
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What does general aviation, what does commercial aviation need
in Alaska to be really the state-of-the-art, top-drawer transpor-
tation system we need for the next century?

Dick, what do you think?

Mr. HARDING. The strategic plan that we put together, that 5-
year plan was put together by all of us. We all did get together on
that.

Senator STEVENS. Did it think out that far?

Mr. HARDING. Yes. It is 5 years, at least 5 years ahead.

Senator STEVENS. What is missing? What have we not done in
it?

Mr. HARDING. Well, we get down to the smaller things, like the
float plane, we do need another facility for float planes. As great
as Mort Plumb has—the more he does for drawing cargo to Inter-
national, the more it leans on the general aviation out there and
squeezes us out, and it is going to push us further and further
away, because they call the shots. The large carriers call the shots
at International.

They bring in all the money, so general aviation gets pushed
aside a little bit, and we need to protect that, and I think if we
could develop a lake out at Birchwood, I think that would be great,
as Tom said, the one at Eklutna, if you could use your influence
to get that lake for us, that would be great.

Senator STEVENS. Is the summary of the 5-year plan similar? My
staff says they have got it. I have not seen it. Okay. Tom, have you
got any suggestions?

EKLUTNA FLOAT PLANE FACILITY

Mr. WARDLEIGH. Well, I would like to speak to the Eklutna situa-
tion. It is a half-flooded, tidally influenced termination of the
Eklutna River, which is a salmon-carrying river, and the plan that
we proposed some years ago would put a dike in the form of a
wheel strip right at the tide line where the clay breaks into the
inlet to protect the float plane pond.

You could then dredge a rather large pond that would accommo-
date a large number of seaplanes, have an operating strip essen-
tially parallel to the runway, and by lining the pond with gravel
you would enhance the salmon-spawning available area and by
diking the thing and monitoring the height of it you would inhibit
the inflow of the salt water, so you would keep the whole system
fresh, it would be noncorrosive to the floats.

And essentially the Birchwood and Eklutna area lies in the eye
of the tornado, where the winds come out and spin around
Matanuska and the Kenick Glacier and just blow like the dickens
across Palma and Wasilla. There is an area of calm winds most of
the time at the Birchwood Airport and the Eklutna gravel pit area.

It just is an ideal sanctuary if some agreeable land exchange
could be made to get the land made available. I doubt that the
intertribal politics of the Eklutna Tribe will ever facilitate that. I
do not know, but it is difficult and cumbersome. If the State could
own the land, it would facilitate accomplishing what is needed.

Senator STEVENS. Okay. That is a good alternative. Anyone else
make any comments?
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Mr. AcToN. I would echo Felix’s statement about the 5-year plan,
too. I mean, that statement about what constitutes needs for the
future. That has been a collective effort, anyway, articulated by a
collective effort.

The other thing that comes to mind, Senator, is more adherence
by the FAA to accommodate the unique needs of Alaskan aviation.
When we see new initiatives, new NPRM’s, new HBATS, whatever
came out from the FAA, it is not always recognizable that there is
recognition of some of these unique needs, and more so, I do not
think that that necessarily gets communicated down to the level
that most directly affects operators, and that is the relationship be-
tween an inspector and an operator.

You know, I mentioned in my comments that there is a reassign-
ment of inspectors. That is routine and to be expected, but seem-
ingly in the last few years there has been quite a bit of it, and with
some frequency, and many operators will simply get a new set of
inspectors assigned to oversight of their operation, and find that
everything that they have been doing and have been previously ap-
proved is now needing revision. Now, that makes no sense to me.

Mr. YOUNG. What you need is a manual that is consistent.

Mr. AcToN. Consistent, stable, and simple.

Mr. YOUNG. Not changing because the personnel changes.

Mr. AcTtoN. Correct.

LACK OF TRANSPORTATION ALTERNATIVES

Senator STEVENS. One of the difficulties we have is trying to con-
vince the rest of the country of the fact that we have no highways.
Not only do we not have Federal highways, we have very few State
highways. We have very few local highways that join communities,
and we are dealing with a system that replaces an infrastructure
that covers a whole series of areas that are substantially supported
by other programs.

The highways funds, the assistance to States, the urban grants,
the HUD grants, all of those things that come into play that affect
transportation systems in the south, we see very few of those. We
are trying our best, I am trying my best to make certain some of
that money comes in to us to meet our unique needs, but it is a
very difficult thing to organize a transportation system based upon
one support group that works out of a fund that is committed and
primarily supports the commercial world.

Our general aviation is not looked at the same way as the people
who drive—husband and wife each drive a car to work in Wash-
ington, DC. If we had a husband and wife flying different planes
in Alaska, the difference would—you would see that acutely, be-
cause the assistance those two get, highway funds, local funds, po-
lice, all types of insurance coverage, et cetera, that is not available
to the people flying up here, is just two different worlds, and to
find money to finance our world is the problem. I am still working
on that, and I think we have got to find some way to do it.

The Postal Service is probably the area where we have the great-
est example of the Federal Government trying to meet our needs.
They currently lose about $125 million a year in their operations
up here. Everywhere else is operating on a plus basis, because it
is a nonprofit, really not federally subsidized system now. But we
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have to find some way to get some more money to this stream. I
think we are going to keep up the development of this concept, and
I would welcome your suggestions along those lines.

Do you have any other comments, my friend?

DISTANCE PLAYS AN IMPORTANT ROLE

Mr. MAGUIRE. Senator, if I might just—one of the thoughts that
occurred to me, with the maintenance that I mentioned, that they
are going to centralize maintenance in Anchorage, if supposing in
Washington, DC, the runway lights go out and they have to bring
somebody from as far away as Chicago to fix them, they might get
a sense of how far people have to go from here to Ketchikan to fix
the lights. They might understand a little bit better, because that
is about as far as people will have to go if they centralize all the
FAA maintenance in Anchorage.

If a light goes out in Barrow, it is like sending somebody from
Wichita all the way over to Florida to fix the lights.

Senator STEVENS. I fought that problem with the Coast Guard
once. Do you know they moved all the maintenance systems down
to Seattle, and when they started paying overtime to send people
out to Cold Bay, they learned, and it has been readjusted. It will
not take long for people to understand they cannot finance that
system.

Mr. MAGUIRE. But with the limited funds it will be wasted in the
meantime.

Senator STEVENS. Yes. Well, let me thank you all for taking the
time to come. By the way, Pat, you are still here. Anything we have
said that you want to defend yourself on or comment on?

Mr. YOUNG. We have been fairly nice. I can tell you that right
now.

MAINTAINING AN ACTIVE DIALOGUE WITH FAA

Mr. POE. No, Senator. I think I agree with a lot of what I heard.
I think the only thing I would punctuate is the fact that there is
an active dialogue.

Senator STEVENS. Well, it is to your great credit, my friend. I
think there is a different attitude here in the FAA, and I can re-
member coming home and having meetings with the Airmen’s As-
sociation in which your predecessor was not welcome. Not your suc-
cessor, but your predecessor was not welcome.

We thank you for what you are doing, and I think that attitude
that these people express of having a working relationship is good
news as far as we are concerned. It means we can do our job a lot
easier in Washington, so thank you very much. I just did want to
give you a chance to speak up if you thought there was something
that you should comment on.

RECOGNITION OF GUESTS AND APPRECIATION TO PARTICIPANTS

I do not know if you know it, but the staff of the Appropriations
Committee for the House Transportation Subcommittee is here in
Alaska with us. They have come up to witness some of the chal-
lenges and issues we face. I understand they were in rural Alaska
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yesterday, and learned how to put on their shoes at 51 below, and
other things—was it really that cold?—in Point Hope yesterday.

I do thank them for coming, and I hope that this hearing today
has been as meaningful to them as it has to Don and me. We really
do thank all of you in the audience for coming and participating,
and I thank my good friend the Congressman for all Alaska for
honoring us with his presence here today. It was a Senate hearing,
but we are pleased to have Congressman Young with us at any
time, and I do want to let the audience know if you have any com-
ments or questions about answers that were given here, and you
want to pass them on to us, you should write to me at the Senate
ihn Washington, or take your time to talk to these gentlemen right

ere.

This is my transportation subcommittee clerk, Wally Burnett. I
was there when he was born in Fairbanks. He does not like to re-
member that.

And Dan Elwell, who is what we call an extern on our staff,
working with me, who is, by the way, an American Airlines pilot,
and has really contributed greatly to our understanding of aviation
issues in this last period.

Lisa Sutherland, the vice director, deputy director of the Appro-
priations full committee staff, is here with us also.

If you want to corral someone who will listen, since we are on
our way to another meeting, feel free to trip them so that they do
not leave too fast.

ADDITIONAL SUBMITTED STATEMENTS

But we do thank you for your courtesy, and again, if you want
to add any comments or ask questions about what you—those com-
ments, if you wish them to go into the record must be in our hands
by January 7. We have to file this record on January 7 in the Sen-
ate.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE PROFESSIONAL AIRWAYS SYSTEMS SPECIALISTS

I represent the Professional Airways Systems Specialists for the North Alaska
Systems Maintenance Office. Our area of responsibility extends from Barrow to the
north, to Gambell in the west, to Eagle in the east, and as far south as Shemya,
this includes all National Airspace equipment in between. Since the beginning of
Mr. Al Gore’s initiative known as reinvention of government, personnel reform, and
now the FAIR Act some very disturbing trends are beginning to emerge. Air safety
is being measured in dollars rather than in lives saved and accidents prevented.
Here in Alaska an initiative known as Corporate Maintenance Philosophy has been
undertaken and has been in effect for about three years. New ways of doing busi-
ness are being experimented with along with a very serious attempt to change a
culture. The program started out with a list of six paths to success and a plan in-
cluding “the nows” and “the futures”. The program progressed pretty well for the
first year and a half but began to experience difficulty as staffing and money began
to go away. When opportunities existed to make capital gains and reinvestment in
the existing infrastructure I believe those funds were squandered and when staffing
adjustments were made we wound up with a whole lot of folks in the wrong places
and there is no political will or decent leadership willing to make the necessary ad-
justments. I will attempt to describe some events and projects which I feel have
failed and in the process have cost millions of hard to get taxpayer dollars.

1. Staffing of the technical workforce which maintains and repairs National Air-
space equipment and infrastructure has dropped to dangerously low levels, despite
the fact that our overhead staff in the regional office continues to grow, mostly in
higher pay grades such as GS-14 and GS-15 levels. Most of these positions provide
no direct support to the NAS or the flying public. We have assistants to assistants
to assistants and assistants who supervise assistants. The bureaucracy is so bloated
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it is no wonder we cannot manage to field new systems in a timely fashion, we can’t
get out of our own way.

2. Mean time to restore facilities has been on a steady increase as a result of our
new Corporate Maintenance Philosophy. Risk assessments conducted concerning
this situation have been ambiguous, depending on who conducts the assessment.
The Airways Facilities managers contend this is a normal result of the way we are
doing business and the Air Traffic managers are concerned about redundant sys-
tems being left to run on half a system while Airways Facilities decides whether
or not to respond. Whereas we used to respond to facility outages in 24 hours or
less our MTR “mean time to restore” numbers are running at 68 hours and more
than likely will continue to increase.

3. Our Emergency Operations Facilities have deteriorated to such a state that if
we experienced a national disaster or a serious disruption in our existing commu-
nication facilities we would not be able to communicate with the vital EOF sites out-
lined in our emergency plans. Kenai has no operational facility at all, Fairbanks has
one resource with very limited backup, and no control on the floor at the AFSS. Ju-
neau has a similar situation to that of Fairbanks. The EOF facility was to be com-
plete a year ago, but has been in a bureaucratic quagmire since the property dis-
posal that took place in Kenai two years ago. HF communications was a vital aspect
of the emergency experienced during the 1964 earthquake, our HF capabilities at
this time are in a sad state of affairs.

4. We have installed a government owned and operated satellite telephone system
here. Despite the fact that the system circumvents the private sector and costs were
on an astronomical scale we did it anyway. Litigation continues to this day over the
whole affair and the system now has become one of the most labor intensive and
biggest drain on resources in our inventory. Training has been barely adequate and
scarce at best, there is no relief in sight, instead we are continuing on with a phase
2 of the system. The facilities are known as ANICS.

5. The Microwave Landing System program purchased 26 MLS systems, Alaska
was delivered 14 of the 26. There was to be a five year test program with a clause
that if the systems proved to be inadequate, they would be replaced with a system
“equal to or better than”, what is the question? Each system cost the taxpayers
$750,000, the Alaskan portion of that acquisition was 10.5 million dollars. Well
those systems are off the air more than they are on the air. Most all of the MLS
systems were installed, flight inspected, and turned off, placed in care taker status
with a 72 hour turn up stipulated. Only one real user in the commercial area was
using these that was Reeve Aleutian Airway, the aircraft equipment was supplied
by the FAA.

6. We are planning the construction and operation of four new Flight Service Sta-
tions in our state over the next year or so, they are at Deadhorse (leased from
state), McGrath, Iliamna (leased from private vendor), and Northway. I am not
privy to the cost of these facilities but I have reviewed the plans during the engi-
neering process.

I was shocked to learn that the plans for these new “state of the art” facilities
included at the heart of the voice switching system components developed in the
1970s, not supportable, and antiquated. When the question was posed to the pro-
gram managers their reply was equally ludicrous. We have been told that STVS and
or ICSS voice switch equipment was not available for installation at the new facili-
ties. Because flight service stations no longer exist in the lower 48 states the pro-
gram managers in Washington made no provision for acquisition of new voice switch
equipment. The voice switch equipment in a facility like a flight service station is
the heart of the facility, most everything going in or out of that facility goes through
that switch. Why would anyone want to build new facilities around an outdated
switching system is beyond me!

7. Our latest effort in modernizing the NAS in Alaska is known as CAPSTONE.
I have done some research on its history thusfar and find it to be an innovative de-
velopment in technology, the subsidiary company of United Parcel Service, [IMorrow
Inc. makes the equipment being used for the ADS-B Automatic Dependent Surveil-
lance Broadcast, it also requires other facilities to be a complete system in the NAS.
Some of the other facilities are AWOS Automated Weather Observation Systems
and some lighting aids. My immediate involvement in the 3 year test project has
been with the AWOS systems and already I see cost cutting measures being taken
that will hamstring the program right from the beginning. We are currently install-
ing and getting ready to turn on four weather systems in St. Michaels, Holy Cross,
Scammon Bay, and Mountain Villiage, with six more coming next fiscal year. These
weather observation systems are planned to be placed into service with dial up ca-
pabilities only, this will inevitably lead to poor service to the flying public and the
system will not possess ADAS Aerospace Data Analysis System capabilities which
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is used in surface weather analysis. I view the ADAS connection as critical to the
success of these facilities. I fear that by the time the FAA can field, test, and final-
ize }Ei system like CAPSTONE it will be long obsolete and we will have another boat
anchor.

Thank you for this opportunity to submit testimony to you regarding air safety
and modernization in Alaska. I encourage you to take a more active role in oversight
of our government agencies and their operations. I am grateful for the finding you
have secured for the state and the aviation community while Chairman on the Sen-
ate Appropriations Committee. Some of our government agencies have become self
serving and in some cases out of control, I would hope strong leadership from our
congressional delegation will make some effort to curtail this trend.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF AERO TWIN, INC.

First, let it be noted that there is a majority opinion held within the repair station
industry that modernization of Part 145 is overdue.

While a few of the revisions to Part 145 proposed by this NPRM are welcome
changes (provisions for satellite repair stations and Deviation authority, for exam-
ple), there are many provisions to which Aero Twin, Inc. strongly objects.

Prior to citing individual paragraphs, we will comment on several primary objec-
tions to the proposed amendment to Part 145:

1. Aero Twin, Inc. cannot support a revision that mandates the establishment of
internal quality assurance processes that are so ill-defined as to potentially mean
anything, up to and including the requirement for ISO 9000 certification for every
repair station. Such proposals must be rejected out-of-hand until the FAA deigns to
provide some definition of what, specifically, is entailed by the proposed quality as-
surance system. Advisory material published concurrently with the release of the
rule is absolutely inadequate. Further, while Aero Twin, Inc. does not object to the
concept of self-auditing, we feel performance of such audits must remain elective.
The quality control programs and procedures currently mandated by Part 145 are
carefully designed to assure airworthiness; FAA surveillance assures adherence to
the programs. While the FAA may have data suggesting that implementation of
quality assurance systems enhance quality, it is unclear that the conclusion is read-
ily extended to encompass smaller repair stations, where the additional level of in-
ternal oversight would be largely symbolic, yet more costly per employee.

2. The proposed revisions to Part 145 include the creation of an Accountable Man-
ager. We are strongly opposed to this provision. We believe it to be a poorly veiled
means to assign liability to an individual within a corporation. A Repair Station is
an organizational authorization. Responsibility for assuring adherence to the appli-
cable regulations is the joint responsibility of the organization and the FAA. Requir-
ing one individual to assume all of the responsibilities delegated to the proposed Ac-
countable Manager is outside the scope of FAA function. Each organization seeking
Repair Station authorization should retain the right to identify which staff members
hold particular responsibilities within the organization, subject to meeting basic
qualifications. Daily operation of an organization subject to personnel absences due
to vacations, sickness, business travel, etc. requires flexibility not afforded in the
FAA’s proposal. We would support the creation of a ‘Primary Point of Contact’ as
a means to streamline correspondence and interaction with the FAA.

3. The personnel training requirements proposed by the FAA are not well enough
defined to allow a reviewer to judge the benefits or the costs involved. While Aero
Twin, Inc. does oppose mandated training requirements in principal, specific infor-
mation regarding these requirements must be provided if this review is to have sub-
stantive meaning. Advisory material published concurrently with the release of the
rule is absolutely inadequate.

4. In the proposed revision, in addition to the repair station manual, there is a
series of documents that must be prepared and maintained by the repair station,
and in some cases forwarded to the FAA district office. We recommend adoption of
a consistent language in prescribing the requirements for these documents. The doc-
uments include:

—The capability list [ref 145.203]

—The personnel roster [ref 145.157]

—A comprehensive facility description [ref 145.207(c)]

—A list of references to manufacturers’ inspection standards for particular articles

[ref 145.207(d)(2)]

—A forms manual [ref 157.145.207(d)(3)]

—A vendor list [ref 145.207(h)]

We suggest the following apply to each of the listed documents:
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a. These documents should be separate from the repair station manual, included
only by reference, and should constitute accepted data, as opposed to approved data.

b. These documents should be maintained by the repair station and submitted to
the district office upon revision within a stated period or time following revision,
without affecting the status of repair station compliance.

c¢. The form of submission may be an electronic document accompanied by means
to access the electronic copy.

These features are already prescribed for certain documents in the proposed rule
(refer to 145.205(e)(2), 145.205(f), 145.207(d)(3)). A consistent system of dealing with
these documents will clarify the rule and improve compliance. Separation from the
approved manual material is imperative.

5. We are unable to accept the FAA’s unsubstantiated cost analysis. The cost of
establishing and maintaining a quality assurance system cannot be determined
until the system is defined in some detail. The cost of establishing and maintaining
a personnel training system cannot be determined until the system is defined in
some detail. Both systems are mandated by the proposed rule, yet neither is de-
scribed in detail sufficient with which to estimate costs.

Aero Twin, Inc. comments to specific paragraphs in the proposed rule: Paragraphs
of the proposed rule to which Aero Twin Inc. has no specific comments are omitted.

FAA Section 145.3 Definition of terms

(a) Accountable manager means the manager who has the corporate authority for
ensuring that all maintenance, preventive maintenance, and alteration is carried
out to the standards required by the Administrator.

Aero Twin, Inc. Response: We object to the mandated creation of this titled posi-
tion for the aforementioned reasons (see opening comments).

(i) Computer system means any electronic or automated system capable of receiv-
ing, storing, and processing external data, and transmitting and presenting such
data in a usable form for the accomplishment of a specific function.

Aero Twin, Inc. Response: This definition should be clarified to exclude office sys-
tems.

() Consortium means the holder of a type certificate that forms a combination or
group of separate certificated repair stations to perform maintenance, preventative
maintenance, or alteration of that type-certificated product and components thereof,
and functions under a single unified quality control and quality assurance system.

Aero Twin, Inc. Response: Aero Twin, Inc. does not agree that consortiums, as de-
fined, should be allowed. In the first, place we oppose the requirement for quality
assurance systems which negates the primary purpose of a consortium. In the sec-
ond place, we oppose the granting of relief to a consortium as it unfairly favors type
certificate holders entering the repair station industry.

(n) Maintenance release means a repair station document signed by an authorized
repair station representative that states that the article worked on is approved for
;‘eturrél to service for the maintenance, preventative maintenance, or alterations per-
ormed.

Aero Twin, Inc. Response: We believe the exclusive nature of the scope of ‘return
to service’ should be emphasized by the insertion of the word ‘only’. ‘Approved for
return to service only for the maintenance, preventative maintenance, or alterations
performed.” The scope of the maintenance release must not be ambiguous in any
way.

FAA Section 145.9 Advertising

(b) No certificated repair station may make any statement, either in writing or
orally, about itself that is false or is designed to mislead any person.

Aero Twin, Inc. Response: We do not agree that paragraph (b) belongs in the air-
worthiness regulations. It is offensive that the FAA presumes to mandate fair and
honest business practices. Organizations that would intentionally mislead are un-
likely to be converted by virtue of this regulation. Other FAA certificate holders are
not under similar regulatory restraint.

FAA Section 145.11 Deviation authority
[all]

Aero Twin, Inc. Response: Aero Twin, Inc. agrees with the provisions for Devi-
ation authority. It should remain a part of the final rule.

FAA Section 145.51 Application for certificate

(a)(3) A statement signed by the accountable manager confirming that the proce-
dures described in the repair station manual are in place and meet the require-
ments of the applicable Federal Aviation Regulations.
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Aero Twin, Inc. Response: Aero Twin, Inc. believes this paragraph should be re-
moved. In the first place, we do not agree with the creation of an Accountable Man-
ager; in the second, we see no need for any separate signed statement. The approval
of the required manual by both the repair station and the FAA, and FAA inspection,
assures compliance with the regulations. This transparent enforcement clause is un-
warranted.

(a)(4) An organizational chart of the repair station and a list of the names and
titles of managing and supervisory personnel.

Aero Twin, Inc. Response: Aero Twin, Inc. suggests the deletion of all words after
‘repair station’. The requirements of 151.51(b) and 151.157 render this paragraph
redundant.

(d) An applicant for a repair station certificate operated by a consortium, which
functions as a single organization with regard to quality control and quality assur-
ance, holds an approved type certificate, and performs maintenance, preventive
maintenance, and alterations of that type certificated product, must have the con-
sortium’s quality control and quality assurance systems in place at each of its facili-
ties.

Aero Twin, Inc. Response: Aero Twin, Inc. does not agree with the creation of con-
sortiums, and thus, is opposed to inclusion of this paragraph.

FAA Section 145.59 Ratings and classes

(a) Aircraft ratings. An aircraft rating on a repair station certificate permits that
repair station to perform maintenance, preventive maintenance, or alterations on an
aircraft, including work on the powerplant(s) of that aircraft up to, but not includ-
ing, overhaul as that term is defined in See. 145.3 under the following classes:

(1) Class 1: Aircraft (other than rotorcraft and aircraft composed primarily of com-
posite material) of 12,500 pounds maximum certificated takeoff weight or less.

(2) Class 2: Aircraft (other than rotorcraft and aircraft composed primarily of com-
posite material) over 12,500 pounds maximum certificated takeoff weight and up to
and including 75,000 pounds maximum certificated takeoff weight.

(3) Class 3: Aircraft (other than rotorcraft and aircraft composed primarily of com-
posite material) over 75,000 pounds maximum certificated takeoff weight.

(4) Class 4: Rotorcraft (other than rotorcraft composed primarily of composite ma-
terial) of 6,000 pounds maximum certificated takeoff weight or less.

(5) Class 5: Rotorcraft (other than rotorcraft composed primarily of composite ma-
terial) over 6,000 pounds maximum certificated takeoff weight.

(6) Class 6: Aircraft composed primarily of composite material of 12,500 pounds
maximum certificated takeoff weight or less.

(7) Class 6: Aircraft composed primarily of composite material over 12,500 pounds
maximum certificated takeoff weight.

Aero Twin, Inc. Response: The definitions of Classes 1 through 7 are completely
dependent upon the interpretation of the phrase ‘composed primarily of composite
material’. The explanation provided in the NPRM sheds some light on the FAA’s in-
tent, but the regulation is vague.

Aero Twin, Inc. concurs that repair of advanced composites requires special train-
ing and special equipment, but in the case of aircraft with one or several primary
structural elements fabricated using advanced composites, there typically remains
a large percentage of aircraft structure and systems which may be adequately in-
spected, maintained, and repaired by non-specialized techniques and equipment.

Maintenance, preventive maintenance, or alterations of advanced composites
should be made permissible by a separate and distinct rating, or be considered a
specialized service rating under 145.59(i). In either case the rating should be made
applicable to components or substructures (not entire aircraft).

This recommendation would involve removal of the composite exception clause in
145.59 (1) through (5), the removal of 145.59 (6) and (7), the addition of an Ad-
vanced Composite Rating in 145.59, in appropriate revisions to 145 Appendix A, and
definition of the term Advanced Composite.

With regard to the definition advanced composite, we wish to point out the defini-
tion would need to exclude room temperature cure, wet-layup, non-vacuum bagged
fairings typical on many light aircraft, but might reasonably include any composite
primary structure, regardless of fabrication technique.

FAA Section 145.61 Transition to new system of rating

(a) Except as provided in paragraph (b) of this section, a certificated repair station
with a certificate issued before [effective date of the final rule], may exercise the
privileges of that certificate until [2 years after the date of the final rule].

(b) A certificated repair station with a certificate issued before [effective date of
the final rule] that makes an application to change any portion of that certificate
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under Sec. 145.57 must meet all the applicable requirements of this part and apply
for and receive approval for each rating under which the repair station desires to
exercise privileges.

Aero Twin, Inc. Response: Aero Twin, Inc. does not believe that the proposed two-
year transition is realistic. We have experienced FAA administrative delays of six
months in obtaining approval of minor revisions to our Repair Station Manual. We
cannot believe Flight Standards District Offices will be able to support the con-
centrated workload of training inspectors, processing of major revisions to the
manuals of all repair stations, perform the required inspections, all within the allot-
ted period. If the rule passes as written, the FAA will certainly have to spend addi-
tional time and effort in providing for inevitable deadline extensions. We propose
that 151.61(a) be amended to allow a five year transition period: . . . may exercise
the privileges of that certificate until [5 years after the date of the final rule].” It
follows that the requirements of 145.61(b) are also unrealistic, as it is unlikely that
an active repair station can operate for even one year without needing minor revi-
sions to its manual. We therefore recommend that for a two year period following
adoption of a final rule, minor revisions to Repair Station Manuals may be adopted
and approved without meeting all new applicable requirements.

FAA Section 145.103 Facilities and housing requirements.

[all]

Aero Twin, Inc. Response: Aero Twin, Inc. believes the language of the current
145.53 is adequate to address facilities and housing requirements; we recommend
retaining existing language.

FAA Section 145.105 Change of location, housing, or facilities

(a) A certificated repair station may not make any change in this location or any
change, deletion, or addition to its housing or facilities, whether the change is a new
location, is a substantial rearrangement of space within the present location, or in-
volves moving any of the housing or facilities that are required by Sec. 145.103, un-
less the change is approved by the Administrator.

(b) The Administrator may prescribe the conditions, including any limitations,
under which a certificated repair station my operate while it is changing its loca-
tion, housing, or facilities.

Aero Twin, Inc. Response: We believe the regulations should provide for a grace
period of at least 30 days in the reporting and approval of changes within existing
facilities, where such changes do not involve reduction or removal of existing capa-
bility, space, etc. The requirement to obtain prior approval will discourage improve-
ment and modernization.

FAA Section 145.151 Personnel requirements

(a) Each certificated repair station must: (1) Designate an individual as the ac-
countable manager;

Aero Twin, Inc. Response: We object to the mandated creation of this titled posi-
tion for the aforementioned reasons.

FAA Section 145.157 Records of management, supervisory, and inspection personnel

(a) Each certificated repair station must maintain the following:

(1) A roster of management and supervisory personnel, including the names of the
repair station officials who are responsible for its management and the names of
its technical supervisors;

(2) A roster with the names of all inspection personnel, including the chief inspec-
tor;

(3) A roster of personnel authorized to sign a maintenance release for approving
an altered or repaired article for return to service;

(4) A summary of the employment of each individual whose name is on the man-
agement, supervisory, and inspection personnel roster. The summary must contain
enough information on each individual listed on the roster to show compliance with
the experience requirements of this part including:

i. Present title;

ii. Total years of experience in type of maintenance work;

iii. Past employment record with names of places and periods of employment by
month and year;

iv. Scope of present employment; and

v. If applicable, the type of mechanic or repairman certificate held and the ratings
on that certificate.

(b) The rosters must be kept current and reflect changes caused by termination,
reassignment, change in duties or scope of assignment, or addition of personnel.
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Aero Twin, Inc. Response: Aero Twin, Inc. agrees with the provisions of 145.157,
with the caveat that the rosters required by this section must be distinct from the
FAA Approved Repair Station Manual to ensure that personnel changes do not im-
mediately render the manual itself invalid. The intent of the proposed rule is un-
clear. We recommend language be added to provide a fixed grace period of 30 days
for reporting changes per 145.157(b).

FAA Section 145.159 Training requirements

(a) Each certificated repair station must have an employee training program that
consists of initial and recurrent training and is approved by the Administrator.

(b) The training program must ensure that each employee assigned to perform
maintenance, preventive maintenance, or alterations, and each employee assigned
to perform inspection functions is capable of performing the assigned task.

(c) Each certificated repair station must document in a form acceptable to the Ad-
ministrator programs pertaining to individual employee training. Individual train-
ing records for those employees who require training under the requirements in
paragraph (b) of this section must be retained for the duration of each individual’s
employment.

Aero Twin, Inc. Response: Aero Twin, Inc. agrees that training is of the utmost
importance, but we are unable to meaningfully respond to this requirement in light
of the lack of detail in the proposal. We therefore oppose this section until the FAA
provides draft versions of the advisory material. Refer to our opening comments.

FAA Section 145.201 Quality assurance and quality control systems

(a) Each certificated repair station must: (1) Establish and maintain a quality as-
surance system acceptable to the Administrator;

Aero Twin, Inc. Response: We oppose the requirement for quality assurance sys-
tems for the aforementioned reasons (see opening comments). We recommend the
title of section 145.201 be revised to ‘Quality control system’, and that (a)(1) and
(a)(3) be eliminated (the latter being redundant considering 145.207(d)(1)).

FAA Section 145.203 Capability list

(a) Each certificated repair station must prepare and retain a current capability
list acceptable to the Administrator. The repair station may not perform mainte-
nance, preventive maintenance, or alterations on an article until the article has
been listed on the capability list in accordance with this section and Sec. 145.207(g).

(b) The capability list must identify each article by make and model, part number,
or other nomenclature designed by the article’s manufacturer.

Aero Twin, Inc. Response: It is burdensome and unnecessary to require listing
each article by make, model, and part number. Listing articles by model series
should be allowed, where appropriate. For example, the Cessna 150 was produced
as models 150, 150A, 1501B, 150C, 150D, 150E, 150F, 150G, 150H, 150J, 150K,
150L, and 150M. In this case it would be appropriate for the capability list to in-
clude ‘Cessna Model 150 Series’. This is even more important in the case of instru-
ment, accessory, and propeller rated repair stations, where the list of specific models
and/or part numbers could become extremely long, and constant revision to add new
listings would be overly burdensome.

(¢) An article may be listed on the capability list only if the article is within the
scope of the ratings. And classes of the repair station’s certificate, and only after
the repair station has performed a self-evaluation in accordance with Sec 145.207(g).
The repair station must perform the self-evaluation described in this paragraph to
determine that the repair station has all of the facilities, equipment, material, tech-
nical data, processes, housing, and trained personnel in place to perform the work
on the article as required by Part 145. If the repair station makes that determina-
tion, it may list the article on the capability list.

(d) The document of the evaluation described in paragraph (c) of this section must
be signed by the accountable manager and must be retained on file by the repair
station.

Aero Twin, Inc. Response: We do not accept the creation of an Accountable Man-
ager, therefore we object to paragraph (d). We propose the Repair Station designate
staff members with authority to sign capability evaluation reports; that designated
authority would be documented as part of the roster required by 145.157. The FAA’s
review and acceptance of the roster would confer acceptance of the designated signa-
ture authority.

FAA Section 145.205 Repair station manual

(a) Each certificated repair station must prepare, keep current, and follow and ap-
proved repair station manual for the ratings authorized that is consistent with the
size and complexity of the repair station.
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(b) The certificated repair station manual must:

(1) Set forth the procedures and policies approved by the Administrator for the
repair station’s operation in accordance with the requirements of this part; and

(2) Be followed by the repair station’s personnel while conducting station oper-
ations.

(c) Each certificated repair station must maintain at least one copy of its current
manual at its facility.

(d) A copy of the repair station’s current manual must be made readily available
to repair station personnel required by subpart D of this part.

(e) The repair station must provide to the certificate holding district office:

(1) A current paper copy of the repair station manual; or

(2) A current electronic copy of the repair station manual that is accompanied by
the means to access the electronic copy.

(f) Except for changes to the capability list, each revision to the repair station
manual must be submitted to the Administrator for approval.

Aero Twin, Inc. Response: We believe the capability list should be separate and
distinct from the repair station manual. The proposed rule is clear in its intent that
the capability list is not FAA-approved; we suggest that paragraph (f) be revised by
striking the words ‘Except for changes to the capability list’.

FAA Section 145.207 Repair station manual contents

Each certificated repair station’s manual must include the following:

(a) An organizational chart containing the name of each management employee
who is authorized to act for the repair station, the employee’s assigned area of re-
sponsibility, and the employee’s duties, responsibilities, and authority;

Aero Twin, Inc. Response: We do not agree that the organizational chart included
in the repair station manual should include names of the individuals holding each
position. The personnel roster required by 145.157 will include the names of repair
station staff members. We suggest replacing the word ‘name’ with ‘title’.

(c) A description of the certificated repair station’s operations, including a descrip-
tﬁ)n of the facilities, equipment, material, and housing as required by subpart C of
this part;

Aero Twin, Inc. Response: The requirements of subpart C, particularly as written
in the proposed rule, are too comprehensive for inclusion in the repair station man-
ual. A facility diagram is sufficient. We suggest that paragraph (c) should read: ‘A
diagram of the certificated repair station’s facilities’. If a comprehensive description
of the certificated repair station’s operations, including a description of the facilities,
equipment, material, and housing as required by subpart C of the proposed rule,
is to be required, it should be separate and distinct from the repair station manual
(accepted data, not approved data).

1(g) An explanation of the certificated repair station’s quality assurance system, in-
cluding:

(1) The quality control system;

(2) References, where applicable, to the manufacturer’s inspection standards for
a particular article, including reference to any data specified by that manufacturer;

(3) A sample copy of the inspection forms and instructions for completing such
forms or a reference to a separate forms manual;

(4) Procedures for updating the capability list required by Sec. 145.203, including
notification of the certificate holding district office; and

(5) Procedures for the implementation of corrective actions for any discrepancies
found by the quality assurance system.

Aero Twin, Inc. Response: We believe paragraph (d) and its sub-paragraphs need
substantial revision: We do not agree with the requirement for a quality assurance
system (see opening comments) nor do we believe the references of subparagraph
(2) should be included in the body of the repair station manual; a list of such ref-
erences, if required, should be separate from the manual (accepted data, not ap-
proved data). We suggest that (d) be revised to read:

l(g) An explanation of the certificated repair station’s quality control system, in-
cluding:

(1) A sample copy of the inspection forms and instructions for completing such
forms or a reference to a separate forms manual;

(2) Procedures for updating the capability list required by Sec. 145.203, including
notification of the certificate holding district office; and

(3) Procedures for the implementation of corrective actions for any discrepancies
identified by internal or external review.

(g) Procedures for self-evaluations, including methods and frequency of such eval-
ua‘(ciions, and procedures for reporting results to the accountable manager for review
and action;
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Aero Twin, Inc. Response: We do not agree with the need for a quality assurance
system nor with the creation of an Accountable Manager. Absent the requirement
for a quality assurance system, we do not oppose the inclusion of self-evaluation pro-
cedures; we suggest (e) be revised to read: ‘Procedures for self-evaluations, including
methods and frequency of such evaluations, and procedures for documenting and re-
porting results’.

(h) A list of the maintenance functions contracted to an outside facility with: (1)
The name of the facility; (2) The type of certificate and ratings, if any, held by such
facility; and (3) Procedures for qualifying and surveilling the facility and for accept-
ing maintenance, preventive maintenance, or alterations performed by the facility;

Aero Twin, Inc. Response: This list, which we refer to as a vendor list, should be
separate from the repair station manual (accepted data, not approved data). In the
case of FAA certificated facilities, subparagraph (3) should not apply, as those facili-
ties are already subject to FAA verification of an approved quality control system.

(k) The repair station’s capability list;

Aero Twin, Inc. Response: The capability list should be separate from the ap-
proved manual material. We suggest striking this paragraph.

FAA Section 145.211 Inspection of maintenance, preventive maintenance, or alter-
ations performed

(a) A certificated repair station must inspect each aircraft, airframe, aircraft en-
gine, propeller, appliance, component, or part thereof upon which it has performed
maintenance, preventive maintenance, or alterations as described in paragraphs (b)
and (c) of this section before approving that article for return to service.

(b) Each repair station must certify on an article’s maintenance release that the
article is airworthy with respect to the maintenance, preventive maintenance, or al-
terations performed after;

(1) The repair station performs work on the article; and

(2) A qualified inspector inspects the article on which the repair station has per-
formed work and determines it to be airworthy.

Aero Twin, Inc. Response: There must be no ambiguity in this section with re-
gards to the scope of the inspections and maintenance release. The required inspec-
tion and maintenance release must apply only to the work performed and this limi-
tation must be very clearly stated in the final rule. We believe this is the intent
of the words ‘with respect to’ in paragraph (b); however, similar wording is omitted
in (b)(2), leaving open the interpretation that the qualified inspector must determine
airworthiness of the complete article, not limited to the work performed. We suggest
that (b)(2) be revised to read ‘A qualified inspector inspects the article and deter-
mines it to be airworthy with respect to the maintenance, preventive maintenance,
or alterations performed’.

FAA Section 145.213 Contract maintenance

(a) A certificated repair station may not contract a job function to another certifi-
cated repair station unless:

(1) The contracting repair station meets the quality control and inspection system
requirements of 145.201(a)(2) and 145.209(c)(2), and

(2) The contracting repair station’s approved repair station manual contains the
information and procedures specified in 145.207(h).

Aero Twin, Inc. Response: It is wrong to assume that ‘another certificated repair
station’ may not meet the basic requirements for certification, and that the con-
tracting repair station is responsible for making that determination. The FAA is re-
sponsible for making approved determination. All of (a) should be eliminated from
the proposed rule.

(b) A certificated repair station may not contract a job function to a noncertifi-
cated person unless:

(1) The certificated repair station meets the quality control and inspection system
requirements of 145.201(a)(2) and 145.209(c)(2);

(2) The certificated repair station’s approved repair station manual contains the
information and procedures specified in 145.207(h);

Aero Twin, Inc. Response: It is wrong to assume that a certificated repair station
may not meet the basic requirements for certification. Paragraphs (b)(1) and (b)(2)
should be eliminated.

FAA Section 145.215 Privileges and limitations of certificate

(a) A certificated repair station may:

(1) Perform maintenance, preventive maintenance, or alterations only on any air-
craft, airframe, aircraft engine, propeller, appliance, component, or part thereof for
which it is rated,;
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(2) Arrange for the maintenance, preventive maintenance, or alteration of any ar-
ticle for which it is rated at another organization only if that organization is under
the quality control system of the repair station, as prescribed by Sec. 145.201(a);
and

Aero Twin, Inc. Response: Paragraph (a)(2) is contrary to the provisions of pro-
posed 145.213. We suggest (a)(2) read: ‘Arrange for the maintenance, preventive
maintenance, or alteration of an article for which it is rated at another organization
under the conditions of 145.213.

FAA Section 145.219 Reports of defects or unairworthy conditions

(b) Each certificated repair station must report the defect or unairworthy condi-
tion it discovers to the Administrator on a form and in a manner prescribed by the
Administrator. The report must include as much of the following information as is
available:

(1) Type, make and model of the aircraft, airframe, aircraft engine, propeller, ap-
pliance, or component part;

(2) Name and address of the operator;

Aero Twin, Inc. Response: We believe (b)(2) should be eliminated. Further, we be-
lieve compliance with the provisions of 145.219 will be enhanced by this elimination.

Appendix A to Part 145—Job Functions

[all]

Aero Twin, Inc. Response: As previously stated, Aero Twin, Inc. believe that air-
craft classes 6 and 7 should be eliminated and a distinct rating for advanced com-
posites be created. This would necessitate appropriate revisions to Appendix A.

End of  comments to specific paragraphs of  the proposed
rule

In summary, Aero Twin, Inc. hopes that the FAA, in quantifying the benefits of
this proposal, has considered that, due to increased overhead, many small repair
stations will be economically unable to comply with the proposed requirements for
extensive new internal processes and record-keeping. The market in general avia-
tion maintenance will swing in favor of individual repairmen; repair stations will
surrender certificates to work in that less-overburdened regulatory environment. As
a result, a large portion of GA maintenance will move out from under the light of
current FAA repair station surveillance and into the darker corners of ramps and
tee-hangars nationwide.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SECURITY AVIATION

It would appear that the tendency of the Anchorage FAA Flight Standards Dis-
trict Office (FSDO) is more of a “we are here to help you” attitude than enforcement.
Perhaps the reason is that it is literally impossible for an inspector to one day come
in, drink your coffee, maintain a friendly relationship and then the next day objec-
tively investigate a violation or accident of the same operator. The FAA should con-
sider creating enforcement officers, a section completely separate from the regular
FSDO inspectors. In addition to investigating and prosecuting pilots and operators
these enforcement officers should be in the field making sure that all operators are
playing by the same rule book. Eliminate the personal relationships. An FSDO in-
spector cannot do both.

The FAA continues to allow air charter companies who have had numerous viola-
tions, accidents, injuries and fatalities to continue operating. Some of these opera-
tors have been banned by the Department of Defense (DOD) who will not allow mili-
tary or civilian personnel to travel on these carriers. The FAA flight standards dis-
trict office receives the DOD reports but still allows these operators to continue
transporting the general public, who assumes because they are licensed by the FAA
they have to be OK. Why is the general public not afforded the same safety stand-
ards that a PFC, Colonel or GS-15 civilian is afforded?

Why is the FAA not doing press releases on pilot and operator violations and acci-
dents? Is it true that a journalist or reporter must obtain violation and legal pro-
ceedings information from the FAA under the Freedom of Information Act? Very few
of the traveling public has access to information that will influence who they fly
with. Who you fly with should be just as important as the grocery store, res-
taurants, or lawyers that you may use, all of whom publicize their inspections or
findings.
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE ALASKA AVIATION COORDINATION COUNCIL

The undersigned members of the Alaskan Aviation Community wish to express
our appreciation for the aviation hearings in Anchorage on December 14, 1999. After
careful consideration of testimony thus far, we would like to add the following com-
ments and clarifying information to the record.

We believe that Alaska aviation interests share a common vision of Alaska avia-
tion infrastructure needs and that it is clear from existing testimony that Alaska
is unique in its reliance on aviation for its most basic transportation needs. Three
points of clarification may need to be made regarding testimony given:

First, the need for airport and aviation infrastructure improvements is clear and
the cited $265 million in airport improvements over the next five years is in addi-
tion to the historic $80 million in annual Airport Improvement Program funding
that now comes to Alaska.

Second, the cited 20-year window for Capstone avionics to broadly affect aviation
safety refers not to the efficacy of Capstone, but rather to the fact that until vir-
tually all aircraft are equipped with ‘Capstone’ type avionics, Capstone will not be
able to provide all the safety benefits it promises to. Obviously, interim, incremental
improvements will be most welcome and statewide implementation of Capstone is
strongly endorsed.

Third, due to the scope and dynamic nature of aviation and Alaska, more aviation
related issues will arise and our concern is that the present nationally driven FAA
methodology of addressing these concerns does not serve Alaska aviation safety as
well as it should. Alaska is often detrimentally impacted by well meaning federal
regulatory reaction, to issues occurring elsewhere, with a “one size fits all” solution.
A brief sampling of recent national mandates that have failed or are failing to im-
prove aviation safety in Alaska follow (specifics for which are attached):

—Outdated FAA requirement to re-equip transponder equipped aircraft in Alaska,

for which a petition for exemption (FAA Docket 29537) is languishing.

—FAR Part 135 to Pt. 121 transition for commuter carriers, that effectively forced

some remote Alaskan markets to smaller, non-pressurized aircraft.

—The Single Engine Instrument Flight Rule (SEIFR) re-write that effectively

eliminated SEIFR.

—A historic eastbound departure procedure from Juneau International Airport re-

vised to now uneconomic usage.

—Long standing Ketchikan Revilla corridor flight procedures cancelled.

—Aging Aircraft NPRM 99-02 that will effectively shut down most intra-Alaskan

Part 121 and Part 135 scheduled operations.

With national focus programs driven from a remote FAA headquarters in Wash-
ington, D.C., policy makers often fail to understand the actual impact of their deci-
sions on basic safety. At other times, locally identified and pursued safety concerns,
lacking a national focus, fail to get proper consideration and are either ignored or
brushed aside without regard to existing procedure.

For these reasons, we feel it important to fundamentally change the way Alaskan
aviation interests and FAA communicate and work together to resolve safety con-
cerns. Toward this end, we would again cite the (attached) Alaska Aviation Coordi-
nation Council’s Strategic Plan, specifically the recommendation to create a formal
“Alaskan Federal Aviation Advisory Council” to the Alaskan Region FAA. This Advi-
sory Council would provide continuous safety and user need assessment to ensure
effective planning and development. Presently, no formal communication mechanism
exists between the FAA and the aviation community at large to ensure effective
feedback and/or advice in planning programs or resolving issues and informal proc-
esses lack the structure and authority necessary to ensure follow-up and account-
ability. Pursuant to this end, we have also asked FAA Administrator Jane Garvey
to authorize the FAA Alaska Regional Administrator to address local issues in the
best interest of Alaskan aviation safety, including, if need be, authority to waive or
modify regulations as necessary to address specific Alaska aviation issues.

Again, we thank you for your tireless pursuit of a safe, efficient, and reliable air
transportation system that meets the needs and enhances the health and welfare
of all Alaskans.

PAuL BOWERS,
A.E.E., Chair, Alaska Aviation Coordination Council.

JOHN PRATT,
AK Field Representative, Seaplane Pilots Association.
ToM WARDLEIGH,
Chairman, Alaskan Aviation Safety Foundation.
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RICHARD HARDING,
Operations, Peninsula Airways.

BoB HAJDUKOVICH,
President, Frontier Flying Service.

GARY BENNETT, JR.,
General Manager, Northern Lights Avionics.

ROBERT JACOBSEN,
President, Wings of Alaska.

JiM HILL,
Pilot, Alaska Airlines.

ARTHUR WARBELOW,
President, Warbelow’s Air Ventures, Inc.

FreD H. CIARLO,
General Manager, Tanana Air Service.

RoNALD W. HANEY,
Interim Chair, Aviation Technology, UAA.

LEONARD KIRK,
President, Leonard Kirk Aviation Training.

ANECDOTAL EXAMPLES OF FAA NATIONAL DIRECTION THAT DOES NOT SERVE ALASKA
AVIATION SAFETY

Alaska is often detrimentally impacted by well meaning federal regulatory reac-
tion, to issues occurring elsewhere, with a “one size fits all” nationally driven FAA
solution that do not serve Alaska aviation safety as well as they should. Following
is a brief overview sampling of recent national mandates that have failed or are fail-
ing to improve aviation safety in Alaska:

—Most transponder equipped aircraft in Alaska have still useful Mode A/C com-
patible equipment, not thrice as expensive Mode S equipment. Due to nationally
proposed infrastructure upgrades, however, FAA national regulations were
changed years ago to require air taxi aircraft replacing worn out equipment to
do so only with more costly Mode S equipment. The proposed FAA NAS infra-
structure upgrades never occurred and are now in doubt, without which there
is no benefit to Mode S equipage in small aircraft in Alaska. For this reason,
many operators of aircraft with worn out Mode A/C transponders are simply re-
moving them from service rather than replacing with expensive Mode S. Con-
versely, although Alaska trails the nation in radar coverage, larger aircraft are
increasingly equipping with TCAS, which alerts pilots to the presence of any
transponder-equipped aircraft, Mode A/C or Mode S. Erosion in the number of
transponder equipped aircraft is a safety issue.

Petitions for exemption (FAA Docket 29537) from this requirement on behalf
of all affected Alaskans seems to have been brushed aside without processing
per the FAA’s own rules (FAR Part 11) and with apparently no understanding
of the issues involved.

— The nationwide, congressionally mandated FAR Part 135 to Pt. 121 transition
for commuter carriers, that effectively forced smaller operators to revert from
pressurized small twin aircraft to nonpressurized single engine aircraft, because
the two-pilot and other regulatory burdens of Pt. 121 compliance made the larg-
er aircraft uneconomic in some remote Alaskan markets.

—The Single Engine Instrument Flight Rule (SEIFR) re-write that was intended
to enable Alaskan air carriers utilization of IFR capable single engine aircraft,
but which rule finally came out effectively making it uneconomic to operate
SEIFR and it removed the limited SEIFR procedures previously available to
Part 135 operators.

—The long standing, historic east-bound ‘Lemon Creek Departure’ procedure from
Juneau International Airport, developed and safely used without incident by
Lockheed Constellations, DC—6s, Boeing 707s, B-720s, B-727s, B-737-100s,
200s, 300s, 400s: all in concert with and fully approved for use by Alaska Re-
gion FAA, until a change in FAA staff and national interest review found this
long standing local procedure ‘unsafe’. Present procedure modifications now im-
pose significant, cost-inefficient load restrictions on Pt 121 operators who opt to
use it.

—Ketchikan Revilla corridor flight procedures involving SVFR and IFR coordina-
tion, wherein longstanding Air Traffic procedure separating SVFR floatplane op-
erations could be conducted in the channel simultaneously with IFR operations
at the airport, with aircraft separation assured by altitude restrictions. With
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new Alaska Airlines RNP minimums and availability of approaches to Runway
29, FAA ATC issued notice that simultaneous operations will be cancelled effec-
tive 02/28/00.

—Aging Aircraft NPRM 99-02 would mandate a transport category oriented Dam-
age Tolerance (DT) inspection program for all multi-engined 14 years or older
aircraft used in Part 121 and Part 135 scheduled operations. This would apply
to nearly every intra-state operation in the State of Alaska, affecting over 700
aircraft that were not designed to undergo such inspections, Alaskan operators
note this proposal is not only cost prohibitive, but implementing a DT inspection
program could in itself make airworthy components or structures un-airworthy.
(Multiple requests to have this NPRM rescinded have been submitted by users.)

SUBCOMMITTEE RECESS

Senator STEVENS. So I thank you all for being here and recording
our testimony.

Thank you very much.

[Whereupon, at 4:20 p.m., Tuesday, December 14, the subcom-
mittee was recessed, to reconvene subject to the call of the Chair.]
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U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON THE BUDGET AND COMMITTEE
ON APPROPRIATIONS, SUBCOMMITTEE ON
TRANSPORTATION AND RELATED AGENCIES,
Washington, DC.

The committees met jointly, at 10:08 a.m., in room SD-608, Dirk-
sen Senate Office Building, Hon. Pete V. Domenici (chairman of the
Budget Committee) presiding.

Present: Senators Domenici, Shelby, Grassley, Gorton, Snowe,
Abraham, Lautenberg, Conrad, and Durbin.

JOINT OVERSIGHT HEARING ON MODERNIZING THE FED-
ERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION: CHALLENGES AND
SOLUTIONS

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION

STATEMENT OF JANE F. GARVEY, ADMINISTRATOR

ACCOMPANIED BY JACK BASSO, ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR BUDGET
AND PROGRAMS

OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL
STATEMENT OF KENNETH M. MEAD, INSPECTOR GENERAL
OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR SLADE GORTON

Senator GORTON [presiding]. If we can get you seated, we will
begin. The meeting will come to order.

In the temporary absence of Senator Domenici, the chairman of
the Budget Committee, he has asked me to open. He has an open-
ing statement here that expresses my views exactly and I think
outlines what we are about here today. So I will present it, but the
record can show that it is his opening statement with which I am
associated.

There are two committees that are represented here this morn-
ing and two panels of witnesses. There are going to be a lot of
questions, so witness time is going to be limited. We will introduce
the first panel, and once they have completed their statements and
our questioning, we will move immediately to the second panel.

(77)
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First we will hear from the FAA Administrator, Jane Garvey.
She is accompanied by Jack Basso, Assistant Secretary for Budget
and Programs and CFO for the Office of the Secretary of Transpor-
tation. Following the Administrator’s testimony, we will hear from
Kenneth Mead, the Department of Transportation’s Inspector Gen-
eral.

Madam Administrator—and these are Senator Domenici’s
words—I know how difficult this week has been for you and your
staff. Whatever you want or can say about the Air Alaska tragedy,
please feel free to comment this morning. Whatever is said here
today, let me be very clear—and this is not a partisan issue—safety
should always be priority number one. As you can well imagine,
this comes very close to me.

Ms. GARVEY. Yes.

Senator GORTON. Many of my constituents were involved in that
tragedy, and I have always had a particular warm spot in my heart
for Alaska Airlines. It is a very heart-breaking experience for all
of us who are from Seattle.

Let me also say what this hearing is not about. It is not about
the President’s budget for the FAA next year. We are going to get
those numbers on Monday. Should the Administrator want to dis-
cuss those numbers, of course, she is free to do so. But that is not
a part of our hearing request.

Second, it is not about the current ongoing FAA reauthorization
conference. That conference I hope will be completed soon. We want
to focus on the future of air transportation in this country. We are
all aware of the growth in the number of airline passengers, and
we have become increasingly aware of airline delays. One reason
often given for these delays and associated costs to the traveling
public has been the argument that our air traffic control system is
incapable of meeting the new demands due to outdated systems
and old technologies. And yet we know that the Federal Govern-
ment has spent more than $30 billion for FAA’s modernization pro-
gram since 1983.

This oversight hearing then asks the basic question: With this
level of spending and more planned increases, why are we still ex-
periencing problems? We must step back and ask ourselves if the
government’s organizational structure for our air traffic control sys-
tem is appropriate for the challenges of the new century. Are there
different legislative approaches to funding the air traffic control
system apart from the airlines taxes, trust fund, and general fund
approach we have used over the past three decades?

Other countries—and we will hear from the Canadian govern-
ment—have moved toward a more commercial approach to air traf-
fic control. Should we consider that approach and would it even
work here in the United States?

These are the kinds of questions that I hope we will deal with
today. But I can’t avoid on my own adding my compliments to the
Administrator. Jane Garvey and I have gotten to know each other
quite well since she has taken that position. We flew together on
New Year’s Eve over the Y2K non-event, very happily, and I have
great admiration for the job she has done as Administrator under
very real difficulties. She and her agency are, of course, a long way
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from being out of the woods, but I do want to compliment her on
a job well done so far.

Ms. GARVEY. Thank you.

Senator GORTON. With that, Senator Lautenberg.

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR FRANK R. LAUTENBERG

Senator LAUTENBERG. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. It
is a pleasure to have you operating in this position, not that I don’t
miss Senator Domenici, but I think since you and I have some com-
mon interests in railroading and other things, life could get easier.
But we are pleased to see Jane Garvey and meet Assistant Sec-
retary Basso here this morning.

I came to the Senate with a deep interest in transportation.
Though I was running a company in the computer service business,
much of my interest emerged in transportation as a result of some
public service I was doing as a Commissioner of the Port Authority
of New York and New Jersey. The Port Authority is quite an agen-
cy. They operate three major airports: Newark, La Guardia, and
Kennedy airports in the region. They also have a general aviation
airport called Teterboro, which gets a lot of traffic.

And so I was fairly much focused on transportation problems. My
company experienced them on the roads, and I had some signifi-
cant exposure because the Port Authority also owned a railroad
called the PATH.

Then, as now, the Port Authority controlled these airports and is
responsible for all capital investments in those airports, not to
mention investments also in the seaport, and as I indicated, in
other services as well, including bridges, tunnels, and you name it
in the transportation area.

I became familiar with the critical importance of transportation
investments during that period of time, and I also learned that one
thing we must do—and the Port Authority was quite an example—
is to make investments in a balanced way. As I indicated, we had
bridges, tunnels, had an awful lot of automobile traffic, bus termi-
nals, the railroad, and, of course, the airports.

So I came to realize that when funds are not allocated intel-
ligently, more than money is wasted. Time is wasted, critical time
during which highways and runways just become more congested.

Mr. Chairman, I believe, like many of our colleagues, that in-
creased investment in aviation is necessary. There is no question
about it. But in all our discussions and debates during the last cou-
ple of years on how we should provide that increased investment,
not enough has been said about how we ensure that these invest-
ments are made for the best interests of the traveling public. Not
enough has been said how we ensure that other needs of our trans-
portation system are adequately met.

And I am pleased to be here with my friend and colleague of al-
most all the years that I have been here in the Senate, Senator
Shelby. Senator Shelby has my job on the Transportation Sub-
committee. He is the chairman. But I have allowed him to take
over these years. I am the ranking member, and the chances of a
change that I can feel are not very good.
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Not enough has been said about whether the current system
through which we finance aviation investments is indeed the best
system.

As a long-time observer of the spending practices at the FAA, I
can tell you that there have been too many instances of time loss
and waste. And our current Administrator, FAA Administrator
Jane Garvey, deserves a great deal of credit for her efforts at bring-
ing these problems under control.

We must not repeat the mistakes of the past. We must not allow
air traffic control procurement programs to be micromanaged or
mismanaged. We can’t just blindly throw billions of dollars at our
Nation’s airports and expect the congestion to disappear. We can’t
just throw billions of dollars at our aviation equipment manufac-
turers and expect an efficient, state-of-the-art system to emerge at
the other end. We need to take aggressive efforts to see that invest-
ments are being made intelligently, that money is not being wast-
ed, and that the FAA is being governed by the most modern and
sound management practices and the equipment that is consistent
with the technological age in which we now live.

Mr. Chairman, over 4 years ago, Chairman Mark Hatfield and I
championed a provision that we hoped would go a long way toward
reforming the FAA. In a classic case of legislation on an appropria-
tions bill, we provided the Federal Aviation Administration with
the broadest and most far-reaching authority to reform its per-
sonnel and procurement systems. For years, we had been told that
the Federal Government’s personnel rules were inconsistent with
the flexibility that FAA needed to maximize its potential. And I
worked very hard on that, as did Senator Hatfield.

We were also told that the Federal Government’s procurement
rules were hampering FAA’s ability to modernize the Air Traffic
Control System in an efficient and affordable manner. So in just a
few paragraphs of an appropriations bill, we gave the FAA the
widest possible permanent exemption from all these rules. Four
years later, however, it appears that these authorities have barely
been used.

So when we see an agency that doesn’t find a way to fully utilize
all the tools at its disposal, we need to question whether the time
is right to dramatically increase the level of spending. And this
goes with particular criticism directed to Ms. Garvey and her team.
It is a big, complicated agency, and it needs incremental steps, as
I see it, to get things done. You can’t change it overnight.

We also have to consider who will pay for a dramatic new cash
infusion into the FAA. I said it earlier: We must maintain an ap-
propriate balance in executing our transportation investments.
Current proposals to provide an ironclad guarantee for future avia-
tion spending at levels well beyond the amounts collected into the
trust fund will necessarily require funding reductions in other
areas of transportation and other areas of the domestic budget.

Since the inception of the Airport and Airways Trust Fund, Con-
gress has appropriated roughly $65 billion more for aviation than
has been collected into the trust fund. I repeat, $65 billion since
the inception of the airport and airways trust fund has been spent
on aviation that—or appropriated than has been collected.
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So now we are facing proposals to guarantee even larger appro-
priations of non-trust fund dollars for aviation, general fund dollars
that could otherwise be used to fund things like agriculture and
education and health research and defense or any other part of the
budget.

If the Transportation Subcommittee is going to be required to ab-
sorb all of the cuts necessitated by an aviation guarantee, then we
will surely be heading toward a transportation bill that is out of
balance. And as we review the current situation with the Alaska
Airlines crash, it is both tragic and ironic that the two agencies
that are engaged in the recovery and the investigation, the people
we are looking to for advice and information, the Coast Guard and
the National Transportation Safety Board, are two of the agencies
that might have to endure severe funding cuts in order to pay for
a guaranteed increase in FAA funding.

Now, no one is talking about granting these agencies a funding
guarantee. And as I have pointed out many times before, if funding
for Amtrak is cut, services in the Northeast corridor are termi-
nated, we will have to add over 10,000 additional DC-9 flights a
year between Washington and New York and Boston, and that kind
of service will be felt across this country. Whether it is Albu-
querque or Los Angeles or what have you, you are going to feel it
if we have to add that much extra capacity to the airplanes filling
the air lanes. There simple is not the capacity to handle that many
flights in what is already the most congested air space in the
world.

But, again, its effects are not limited to just that space. So we
have got to consider the full ramifications of providing guaranteed
increases in aviation spending at levels well beyond those paid into
the trust fund, and such a plan that we see overhanging could well
produce some grossly inefficient and destructive results.

And I thank you, Mr. Chairman. You have aged since you took
this chair a little while ago.

Senator DOMENICI [presiding]. OK. Let me just talk for a minute
about how we might proceed. You all know that this is a joint hear-
ing, and we have the chairman of the Appropriations Subcommittee
here sitting at my left. The problem is that a joint hearing brings
a lot more Senators, and also you have to understand that we have
two sets of panels, and nobody wants to be here until 1:00 or 2:00
this afternoon. I hadn’t planned to be either. In addition, the lead-
ership has scheduled one vote in the middle of this, but we will try
to not close down. So I am going to try to keep the opening state-
ments down in terms of either how long and how many, but I think
it is absolutely imperative that I do let the chairman of the sub-
committee make an opening statement. Then we will proceed and
hear from the witnesses and then we will use our time for opening
statements as part of our questioning.

Senator Shelby.

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR RICHARD C. SHELBY

Senator SHELBY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I will try to be brief,
but I think this is a very important hearing, and I commend you
for bringing it together.
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I would like to thank the panelists for making the time to come
testify today before these two committees of the Senate. I know
that administration officials and industry representatives do not al-
ways relish testifying before either the Budget or the Appropria-
tions Committees because our jobs are sometimes to minimize the
amount of the taxpayers’ money that must be spent on the func-
tions of government and to make trade-offs among competing pro-
grams.

I would also like to thank again the chairman of the Budget
Committee, a member of the Transportation Appropriations Sub-
committee, which I chair, for scheduling this joint hearing and in-
cluding my subcommittee. I think this hearing presents a unique
opportunity for us to discuss the public’s commitment to aviation
and the challenges and pitfalls facing the FAA as we continue to
modernize the Air Traffic Control System and the National Air
Space System and to develop the procedures and the workforce to
meet the government’s evolving role in aviation.

My hope today is that we can explore two broad but simple ques-
tions. One, what are the aviation challenges that must be solved?
And, two, what are the potential ways to meet those challenges?

I am mindful of the old axiom that to a hammer every problem
looks like a nail, but I have a hard time believing that the solution
to every problem at the FAA or in the aviation industry is more
money. I know money is important, but it is not the answer to ev-
erything.

My research shows that the FAA’s appropriation has grown by
230 percent over the last 20 years, while operations handled by the
FAA have grown by only 22 percent over the same period. As part
of this discussion, I also hope that we can get a better sense of
what use the FAA has made of the procurement and personnel re-
form authority that Congress granted that agency a few years ago.
Unless I am mistaken, I believe that the FAA has the greatest
flexibility in procurement and personnel of any Federal agency. Yet
my sense is that the same problems that plagued the agency 20
years ago and $28.8 billion of procurement dollars are the same
ones that plague them today. I would hope that we could have a
very candid—very candid, Ms. Garvey—and focused discussion on
whether throwing more money than we already do at the FAA is
likely to result in a commensurate improvement in air traffic con-
trol efficiency and modernization. To this point, that formula has
not worked.

Twelve years ago, the Reagan Commission on Privatization
noted, and I quote,

that as airline deregulation moves into its second decade in the United States, the
National Air Transportation System faces tremendous challenges. Dissatisfaction
over consumer service is apparent in the record number of complaints received by
the U.S. Department of Transportation, the flurry of news media attention recently

directed toward American aviation, and the voluminous aviation legislation intro-
duced in Congress during 1987.

We only need to change the date to make that an accurate state-
ment for the current state of the Air Transportation System. The
concerns expressed in that report in 1987 about the difficulties and
deficiencies impairing the efficient operation of the system are as
valid today, I believe, as they were in 1988.
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Clearly, the problems are persistent and structural. Generally,
problems of this nature are not overcome by being overlooked. In-
sulating FAA funding from competing with other Federal programs
will exacerbate the problem rather than remedying the real chal-
lenges that must be addressed as we continue to lead the world
into the next generation of air navigation, surveillance, and airport
and airway safety systems.

Is there a crisis in aviation? If there is, I believe it is the same
crisis that we have struggled with for the past 20 years: not
enough land-side capacity and how to manage the disruption
caused by inclement weather on airport operations that cascade
throughout the National Aviation System.

Clearly, there is not enough money in any trust fund, in any
agency department or Federal budget to change the weather. The
FAA Administrator has explained the relationship between weath-
er—thunderstorms, snowstorms, and their aftermath and delays in
the system.

Is capacity a problem? It is not a problem at the vast majority
of airports across the country, but it is a problem in some of the
airports near major population centers. Unfortunately, aviation
projects in those places tend to be some of the most expensive, en-
vironmentally contentious, and locally controversial. It is often dif-
ficult to convince local communities that longer or more runways,
high-speed taxiways, or other aviation investments that will facili-
tate more aircraft flying above their homes and communities is
good for them, even if it is in the national interest.

As a practical matter, I believe that the greatest capacity im-
provements in the short term are likely to come from improved ap-
proaches made possible by GPS technology and better utilization of
existing pavement through improved sequencing and coordination
of flights. To read some of the recent news accounts, you would
think that lavishing more money on the FAA would solve just
about every problem that ails us. If you miss a flight, it is because
there isn’t an aviation firewall. If airports are shut down by a line
of thunderheads, it is because there isn’t an aviation firewall. If the
stock market is off, it is because there isn’t an aviation firewall. It
goes on and on.

I will state categorically here that recent air tragedies would not
have been averted by an aviation firewall. I wish it was that sim-
ple. The airlines will continue to cancel flights due to mechanical
problems and the scheduling considerations dictated by reduced
fleet size even if there is an aviation firewall, and, most impor-
tantly, weather disruptions will not go away even if there is an
aviation firewall.

I ask that a paper and an update from the Heritage Foundation
about budget treatment of aviation accounts be placed in the hear-
ing record at this point, Mr. Chairman.

Senator DOMENICI. Without objection.

[The information follows:]
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[From the Heritage Foundation Backgrounder, July 9, 1999]
MOVING AVIATION TRUST FUND “OFF BUDGET” UNDERMINES THE BUDGET PROCESS

(By Ronald D. Utt, Ph.D., and Gregg Van Helmond)

On June 15, 1999, the House passed H.R. 1000 (the Aviation Investment Reform
Act for the 21st Century, or AIR 21), to reauthorize the Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration (FAA) through fiscal year 2004 and to increase significantly federal spending
in support of commercial aviation.! To make room for this additional spending in
a federal budget in which total spending is tightly limited by congressionally ap-
proved “caps,” Title IX of AIR 21 would move all spending and revenues of the Air-
port and Airway Trust Fund “off budget.” As a result of this proposed change, fed-
eral aviation spending would be exempt from all congressional budget control mech-
anisms and would receive a level of protection now provided only to Social Security.
Spending control mechanisms that no longer would be applicable to aviation spend-
ing if the aviation trust fund were moved off budget include budget caps established
by the Balanced Budget Act (BBA) of 1997, pay-as-you-go rules, annual congres-
sional oversight and review, and other statutory budget limitations.

Although the House passed AIR 21 by a veto-proof majority, it is not at all certain
that the Senate is prepared to accept aviation spending plans of this magnitude or
a change in the budgetary treatment of trust fund spending. Indeed, now under con-
sideration in the Senate is a significantly different proposal to reauthorize the FAA:
S. 82, introduced by Senator John McCain (R-AZ), which would authorize much less
spending than H.R. 1000, and make no change in aviation’s on-budget status. Be-
cause the FAA’s current authorization expires this August, considerable pressure
will be placed on the Senate to match the level of spending, and the special off-budg-
et privilege, passed by the House.

Advocates of the proposal to move aviation spending off budget argue that this
special privilege would protect the tax revenues generated by the airline industry
and airline passengers from being diverted to non-aviation spending, tax relief, or
debt reduction. And because none of the existing congressional spending limitation
efforts and mechanisms apply to off-budget spending, this privilege also would allow
Congress to raise future aviation spending substantially above levels that would be
permitted for such other, unprotected programs as national security, health care,
and law enforcement. If ultimately adopted by Congress and signed into law, such
a change would be a major setback in Congress’s long struggle to control spending,
reduce taxes, and balance the budget. It also would be fiscally irresponsible because
it would make sound federal financial decisions more difficult, weaken congressional
oversight, create a misleading federal budget, and violate the spirit of the BBA. Spe-
cifically:

1. Sound public finance decisions would become more difficult.—Moving aviation
spending off budget would erase any remaining notion of fiscal discipline within
Congress. Not only would it remove aviation spending from any measures of budget
control, but it would have the further effect of creating opportunities to spend more
in other programs. Placing aviation spending off budget without a corresponding de-
crease in the discretionary spending caps in effect would bust the caps enacted in
1997 by creating a “gap in the cap.” This gap, amounting to $25.2 billion between
2001 and 2004, would likely be filled with increased spending from a variety of
other programs seeking relief from the discipline imposed by the caps. If the caps
were adjusted downward to reflect the off-budget move, then an even smaller share
of the federal budget (now down to just 34 percent of all federal spending) would
have to shoulder the burden of meeting the budgetary targets required by the BBA.
Such vital, but unprotected programs as Coast Guard drug interdiction, national de-
fense, the Centers for Disease Control, and many others could become subject to
cuts, while federal spending on behalf of commercial airlines and recreational pilots
would be increased and protected from congressional oversight.

2. Congressional and presidential oversight of federal programs would be weak-
ened.—As the chairman of the Senate Budget Committee, Pete Domenici (R-NM),
noted recently,

1For a more detailed critique of AIR 21, see Ronald D. Utt, Ph.D., “FAA Reauthorization:
Time to Chart a Course for Privatizing Airports,” Heritage Foundation Backgrounder No. 1289,
June 4, 1999.
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“Off-budget gimmicks or “firewalls” reduce management and oversight of the FAA
by taking trust fund spending out of the budget process. That’s a bad idea—we
should not place the FAA and the trust fund on permanent autopilot.” 2

Earlier this year, the General Accounting Office (GAO) testified before the House
Transportation Subcommittee that

“When the [transportation] trust funds were created, Congress did not create
them as automatic spending trust funds. It chose to retain annual oversight and
control of spending from those funds in the appropriations committees.” 3

With aviation spending moved off budget, and escalating levels of funding set for
the next five years, both Congress and the President would lose what little leverage
they have to induce the notoriously troubled FAA to strive for higher standards of
performance. Providing such protection to a government department that this year
again earned the GAO’s “high-risk” designation—a distinction it shares with the In-
ternal Revenue Service and the Department of Housing and Urban Development—
would be irresponsible.*

3. Off-budget protection would diminish opportunity for reform.—Once a program
is moved off budget, and no longer is subject to annual budget review or periodic
authorization, Congress has fewer scheduled opportunities to review it and, there-
fore, fewer opportunities to effect needed reforms. The federal government’s involve-
ment with commercial aviation has changed little since 1971, when the aviation
trust fund was created as the primary funding vehicle for FAA programs. But since
the 1971 FAA overhaul, there have been many changes in the world of commercial
aviation; most of these changes—except for President Jimmy Carter’s airline deregu-
lation in 1978—have taken place abroad. These include the privatization of more
than 60 airports in the past two years, the denationalization of many former govern-
ment-owned airlines, and the privatization/corporatization of air traffic control sys-
tems, notably in Canada (1997) and in 16 other countries in recent years. By locking
up funding for five years and placing such funding off budget, as H.R. 1000 would
do, neither Congress nor the President would have much in the way of opportunity
to impose reform, and the status quo would prevail until at least 2005.

4. The federal budget would be even more misleading than it is today.—Removing
aviation funding from the budget would understate the size of the federal govern-
ment. In fiscal year 1998, off-budget spending amounted to over $316 billion. More
important, when other non-discretionary (labeled as “mandatory”) spending is taken
into account, over 66 percent, or $1.1 trillion, of the $1.7 trillion in federal outlays
are essentially untouchable for Congress during the annual budget process. Pro-
grams not lucky enough to warrant designation as “off budget” or “mandatory,” in-
cluding national defense, education, and other discretionary line items, bear the
brunt of any budget cuts needed to fulfill deficit/surplus targets, repay the national
debt, or meet emerging priorities and emergencies.

5. Supporters of other programs would seek similar protection.—At present, only
Social Security has received “off-budget” protection in recognition of the importance
of the program for the well-being of many retirees and the firm, contractual rela-
tionship between the taxes paid in and the benefits received. No such significance
or relationship applies to the FAA’s spending programs, whose chief beneficiaries
are the for-profit airlines, recreational pilots, and weekend hobbyists. All reflect a
segment of society with the financial means to bear the risk of future budget re-
straint and the impact such uncertainty might have on the programs that assist
them. Nonetheless, if aviation spending programs were placed off budget, other pro-
grams of potentially greater significance to the well-being of the country or to vul-
nerable constituencies, such as Medicare and national security, would be likely to
demand the same protection—and could receive it. As a consequence, what remains
“on budget” soon would amount to a minor share of federal spending, and much of
the rest—mow afforded off-budget status—would be beyond control, oversight, and
reform by either the President or Congress.

2Bureau of National Affairs, “House Passage of AIR-21 Stuns Senate; Domenici Mobilizes for
Off-Budget Battle,” Daily Report for Executives No. 116, June 17, 1999.

3U.S. House of Representatives, Committee on Appropriations, Department of Transportation
and Related Agencies Appropriation Bill fiscal year 2000, Report No. 106-180, June 9, 1999,
p. 33.

47.S. General Accounting Office, High Risk Series: An Update, GAO/HR-99-1, January 1999;
“The Department of Transportation’s 10 Top Priority Management Issues,” Statement of Ken-
neth M. Mead, Inspector General, U.S. Department of Transportation, before the Subcommittee
on Transportation, Committee of Appropriations, U.S. Senate, 106th Cong., 1st Sess., February
25, 1999.
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6. The spirit of the Balanced Budget Act would be destroyed.—The BBA was cre-
ated to keep runaway spending in check, and to date has served as an important
source of discipline in slowing the growth of discretionary spending. Although it has
not always been honored, and many tricks and gimmicks have been suggested or
utilized to sneak extra spending past its controls, the spirit of the BBA has survived
and has been more effective than previous congressional budget reforms. AIR 21
could very well end this successful effort. Although not a new ploy, off-budget ac-
counting for the Airport and Airway Trust Fund would exempt billions of dollars
from budgetary restraints at the expense of other programs.> By taking the aviation
trust fund off budget, Congress would risk setting a dangerous precedent. By under-
mining the sense of shared sacrifice that has helped many congressional committees
to make tough decisions, advocates of other programs could become inclined to resist
cuts and seek the same or similar privileges and protections.

CONCLUSION

Although the House voted overwhelmingly to pass AIR 21 (H.R. 1000) and to
move aviation trust fund spending off budget, the bill’s prospects in the Senate are
uncertain, particularly when considering the Senate’s record of firm opposition to
the sort of budgetary gimmicks included in AIR 21. At present, the Senate’s version
of legislation to reauthorize the FAA (S. 82) proposes to spend substantially less
than AIR 21, and also to leave the trust fund on budget and subject to existing
spending limits and caps. As such, S. 82 offers Congress a fiscally responsible choice
compared with the irresponsible excess of AIR 21.

[From the Heritage Foundation Executive Memorandum, Feb. 2, 2000]
SENATE SHOULD NOT TAKE FAA SPENDING OFF BUDGET

(By Ronald D. Utt)

In 1999, the U.S. House of Representatives passed H.R. 1000, the Aviation Invest-
ment Reform Act for the 21st Century (AIR 21), by a veto-proof majority and sent
it to the Senate with the expectation that the upper chamber would support its un-
precedented violation of fiscal integrity. Put forth originally by House Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure Committee Chairman Bud Shuster (R-PA), AIR 21 would
place the Airport and Airway Trust Fund off budget and guarantee federal aviation
programs minimum funding levels from general federal revenues over and above
revenues derived from dedicated aviation taxes.

Strong Senate opposition to AIR 21—led by Senators Pete Domenici (R-NM),
Frank Lautenberg (D-NdJ), Richard Shelby (R-AL), and Ted Stevens (R-AK)—is
based on concerns that the bill’s proposals are fiscally irresponsible and would es-
tablish a precedent that other federal programs could use to avoid the discipline of
the congressional budget process. The Senate has passed its own bill, the Air Trans-
portation Improvement Act (S. 82), sponsored by Senator John McCain (R-AZ),
which would authorize less spending than AIR 21 and make no change in the budg-
etary status of the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA). Achievement of a House-
Senate compromise remains elusive, since the Senate refuses to accept AIR 21’s
budget-busting provisions, and authorization for FAA’s Airport Improvement Pro-
grams has expired.

If AIR 21 were enacted and the aviation trust fund were placed off budget, federal
aviation spending would be exempt from all congressional budget control mecha-
nisms and afforded a level of protection now provided only to Social Security. Spend-
ing control mechanisms that no longer would apply include budget caps established
by the Balanced Budget Act (BBA) of 1997, pay-as-you-go rules, annual congres-
sional oversight and review, and other statutory budget limitations.

Advocates of AIR 21 argue that the off-budget privilege would prevent the diver-
sion of tax revenues generated by the airline industry and its passengers to non-
aviation spending, tax relief, or debt reduction. But if FAA spending were redefined
as off budget, future aviation spending could be increased at rates above those per-
mitted for such other unprotected programs as national defense, education, and law
enforcement.

If AIR 21 were adopted by Congress and signed into law, its provisions would
mark a major setback in Washington’s long struggle to control spending, reduce
taxes, and pay down the debt. Specifically:

5The House Transportation Committee attempted to take the Highway Trust Fund off budget
last year.
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—Responsible public finance decisionmaking would be more difficult, because one
program would be given more protection and privileges than the rest. Moving
aviation spending off budget would undermine any remaining notion of fiscal
discipline in Congress. Moreover, giving the FAA guaranteed minimum levels
of funding out of general revenues would provide it with an added—and costly—
privilege.

—Congressional and presidential oversight of federal programs would be weak-
ened. As Senate Budget Committee Chairman Pete Domenici has observed,
“Off-budget gimmicks or ‘firewalls’ reduce management and oversight of the
FAA by taking trust fund spending out of the budget process. That’s a bad
idea—we should not place the FAA and the trust fund on permanent autopilot.”
Moving aviation spending off budget would deprive Congress and the President
of what little leverage they have to induce the notoriously troubled FAA to
achieve higher standards of performance. Diminishing oversight of a federal de-
partment that earned a “high risk” designation by the U.S. General Accounting
Office would be irresponsible.

—Off-budget protection would diminish opportunities for reform. Once a program
is moved off budget, it is no longer subject to annual budget review, appropria-
tions, or periodic authorization. As a result, Congress would have fewer oppor-
tunities to review the FAA or encourage it to adopt fundamental reforms that
today are sweeping commercial aviation, especially abroad. These include pri-
vatization of more than 60 airports in the past three years, outsourcing of var-
ious component activities, and privatization-corporatization of the air traffic
control systems in Canada and more than a dozen other countries. By locking
up the program for five years and placing its funding off budget, AIR 21 would
ensure that the earliest reform opportunity could not occur until 2005.

—The federal budget would be even more misleading than it is today. Removing
aviation funding from the budget would understate the size of the federal gov-
ernment by excluding a multibillion-dollar program. In fiscal year 1999, off-
budget spending amounted to $321 billion; when other non-discretionary (“man-
datory”) spending is added to this amount, over 66 percent—or $1.2 trillion of
the $1.7 trillion in federal outlays—is essentially untouchable in the annual
budget process. Programs not lucky enough to warrant “off budget” or “manda-
tory” designations, including defense, public health, criminal justice, and edu-
cation, bear the brunt of any budget restraint necessary to meet overall fiscal
objectives.

—Supporters of other programs would seek similar protection. At present, only
Social Security receives off-budget protection in recognition of its extreme polit-
ical sensitivity and the essential benefits it provides to a large and vulnerable
portion of the population. No such significance applies to the FAA’s spending
programs, the chief beneficiaries of which are for-profit airlines, recreational pi-
lots, and weekend hobbyists. If programs that benefit commercial aviation are
placed off budget, other federal programs of potentially greater significance to
vulnerable constituencies or the nation’s well-being would be likely to demand,
and perhaps receive, the same protection.

Although the House voted overwhelmingly to pass AIR 21 and move aviation
spending off budget, the bill’s prospects are uncertain because of the Senate’s record
of firm opposition to the sort of budget gimmicks included in this bill. At present,
the Senate-passed alternative (S. 82) proposes spending less than AIR 21, offers no
minimum guarantees from general revenues, and would keep the trust fund on
budget where it belongs. As such, it offers Washington a fiscally responsible alter-
native to AIR 21’s fiscal excess.

Senator SHELBY. In short, the paper makes the points that: one,
effective oversight would be reduced; reform of the agency would be
more difficult; and, three, special budget treatment, as we all know,
is a slippery slope. Special budget treatment is a code for reduced
accountability and oversight. If the FAA were an agency that could
be put on autopilot, then accountability and oversight might not be
so important. But, unfortunately, the FAA is an agency with enor-
mous challenges that require increased accountability and over-
sight, as pointed out in every study, review, or assessment of the
agency in the last 20 years, most recently, in the 1997 Coopers &
Lybrand independent financial assessment. Clearly, changing
budget treatment is no substitute for responsible policy oversight.
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I would note that a month ago we invited almost all the airline
CEOs to be here this morning to share their views with us on these
issues. Unfortunately, to my knowledge, none were able to join us
today. I think they miss an opportunity to talk with two commit-
tees of the Senate directly involved in aviation spending issues.
With all the meetings they have been having around the Hill on
this issue, I would have thought they would have jumped at the op-
portunity to be here today. I will give some of those CEOs another
opportunity to testify before my Subcommittee on Appropriations
later this year about some of the issues my constituents have been
giving me an earful about. Funny to me, my constituents don’t
seem to care about FAA’s funding levels or delays as much as they
do about the airlines living up to commonly expected levels of cus-
tomer service and the implicit promise made by advertised air fare
prices.

Mr. Chairman, I know I have taken too much time, and I really
am more interested in what the witnesses have to say here. Thank
you for your indulgence.

Senator DOMENICI. Senators, do I understand that it is accept-
able to everyone that we proceed? I think we ought to hear from
the witnesses.

Thank you very much for taking over, Senator Gorton, Senator
Lautenberg, in my absence.

Let me just say in addition to the statement which was read on
my behalf, this is part of our oversight responsibility, ongoing over-
sight that we will do for the next couple of weeks in various parts
of our government, and it was thought to be rather important to
get a better understanding of the needs in this area because we
have not yet resolved the multi-year bill for FAA that is in con-
ference. But, in addition, believe it or not, we have not resolved
how much appropriations money there will be available for the en-
tirety of government. We are still negotiating and we still have to
have meetings on that. And it is relevant how much, in addition
to any guarantee of trust funds which is given in our conference,
how much additional money might be needed because we don’t
have a very large pot of non-discretionary money to spend on all
of government.

So I hope everybody understands. We don’t hold this to become
technical experts on the subject matter but, rather, the broader pic-
ture that has been presented in my opening remarks and by the
distinguished chairman and ranking member.

Now, the Honorable Jane Garvey, Administrator of the Federal
Aviation Administration, whomever you have accompanying you,
they are welcome to speak if you want them to. Their presence is
noted, and their names. Let me say it has been a pleasure to know
you for a number of years. I think you have taken a challenge here
that is very difficult, and to my knowledge, thus far, what I know
about it, I commend you for very, very serious efforts to fix some
things that need fixing. Would you proceed, please?

STATEMENT OF JANE F. GARVEY

Ms. GARVEY. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. It is a pleas-
ure to be here and to be with members of the committee.
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If T could begin by first of all expressing our sympathy to the
families who experienced really an irreplaceable loss this week
with Alaska Airline Flight 261, and we are very much aware of the
ties of Senator Gorton and Chairman Stevens, too, as well, to those
communities.

We do have an extraordinary aviation system in this country. We
serve 600 million passengers a year. But as Secretary Slater com-
mented yesterday, in somber moments like these, I think it really
underscores the importance of the work that we do. And I would
only add that it also serves to encourage us to redouble our com-
mitments to doing absolutely the best job that we possibly can. And
I know I am speaking particularly for the men and women who
have joined the NTSB in investigating this accident in great detail.

Mr. Chairman, again, thank you very much for having us here
today. And if I could—and I will do this as briefly as I possibly can,
but I would like to try to answer, if I could, two fundamental ques-
tions this morning. The first is: How are we managing, how are we
at the FAA managing this enormous challenge of modernizing the
Air Traffic Control System? And I think inherent in that is the
question: Are we up to the task?

Second, I would like to touch on what we see as some of our
major challenges. First of all, the management approach we are
taking I think can be summed up in one phrase that I am sure
many of you have heard by now, and that is, evolution not revolu-
tion.

Historically, I think the FAA—and, in fact, government in gen-
eral—takes on projects that are often too massive, too ambitious,
large, complex projects that never seem to get done. So instead of
the big bang approach, we are moving incrementally, step by step,
reducing the potential for cost overruns and delays. And we have
done this by listening to the users of the systems, the airlines who
have to use the system, and by establishing unprecedented agree-
ments, both with industry and with our labor unions. I wanted to
underscore that because really it is something we will accomplish
only if we are working together on this issue.

We think the approach is paying off, and it is paying off in three
important elements of modernization, again, very briefly. First of
all, sustaining the system. There are thousands of pieces of equip-
ment in the system, and we often focus on the very sort of visible
projects. But in 1999, for example, we replaced over 750 major
pieces of equipment in the system. We replaced 30-year-old equip-
ment in all of our centers, and that is the equipment that is used
to manage the Air Traffic Control System. HOST was completed
and replaced in December. DSR will be replaced in all of the cen-
ters by May 2000. We are very happy to say that last week we ini-
tiated STARS in Syracuse, and El Paso went online 2 or 3 weeks
ago.

So those, again, provide the platforms for the future capability.
So in terms of sustaining the system, we are doing a great deal to
replenish the system that is out there. And we have done all of this
while managing the once-in-a-century problem, Y2K.

The second element of modernization is the whole issue of safety
enhancements, and that really speaks directly to our mission of
aviation safety. I think some of the members touched on that, the
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whole issue of weather, and included in our modernization effort is
a whole series of weather initiatives that gives us much more accu-
racy in producing the weather information. Our goal here is to real-
ly have in place in all of our facilities common weather information,
the most state-of-the-art information. So both in terms of sus-
taining the system and safety enhancements, we are doing it incre-
mentally, and we are doing it in a block-by-block fashion.

The third element for modernization is improving the whole sys-
tem efficiency. Free Flight Phase One really is the cornerstone, and
I think some of you have heard me speak about this before. Again,
it could be a very ambitious massive project, and what we have
said is let’s identify a series of automation tools which give us in-
creased efficiency and increased capability. This has been accom-
plished. It has been accomplished with an unprecedented agree-
ment with industry and an unprecedented agreement with our own
unions. I am delighted to see Bob Baker here, who has been help-
ing us in the whole effort with Free Flight.

We have a very simple, straightforward contract with industry.
It is, we deploy the technology; and industry helps us measure the
results. So block by block, step by step, incrementally, we are get-
ting modernization done. I think in particular, look at some of the
investments that Congress—or some of the money that Congress
has given us in the past 2 years: HOST, $164 million, and we got
it done ahead of schedule. I am delighted with that.

Free Flight is on schedule. We will have those technologies de-
ployed to selected sites by the end of 2002, and we are moving very
aggressively in that area. So the incremental approach is impor-
tant.

Second, I think there are other ways that we are managing dif-
ferently. Historically, the FAA has taken a stovepipe approach to
solving problems. We tend to be rather layered and hierarchical.
The decisionmaking is often diffused in the agency. What we are
doing now is taking every major initiative, organizing it with one
point of accountability, and organizing it across the lines of busi-
ness. Y2K I think gives us a great model. Free Flight Phase One
gives us another model where we are pulling these programs to-
gether under one point of accountability.

I think another issue that has been very important to us and
something we have learned well in the last couple of years, and
that is the importance of human factors. Technology is only one
part of the challenge. Human factors is another part. Getting our
controllers and the users involved early on in the deployment of
these technologies is really key. If you look at the Free Flight office
or you look at the efforts in STARS right now, you will see the con-
trollers working side-by-side with the managers. I think that is
critical as well.

Senator Lautenberg spoke of two very, important tools that we
received from Congress. We are absolutely indebted forever for both
personnel reform and acquisition reform.

Personnel reform has already allowed us to streamline the re-
cruiting of top people. We have been able to actually recruit some
people into the agency from industry. I think we would not have
been able to do that 5 or 10 years ago. We are on the right track
with personnel reform. We had a terrific pilot program last year
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that really taught us a great deal, and we are getting ready to
move out on implementing the performance based compensation
plan for the entire agency in the spring of this year.

Acquisition reform, 50 percent reduction in time, great value-
added. We are seeing, again, I think some real improvements. Now,
let me just say that there is more we can do. We should be doing
more and we are doing more. We have had independent reviews
from the IG, from Booz Allen, from NAPA. All of them have given
us some very specific suggestions which we are taking and imple-
menting.

Finally, the issue of cost accounting. In some ways, I think that
holds the greatest promise for us in the future. We are well on our
way with cost accounting. I will tell you we have had to slow down
a bit because of some of the budget constraints, but, again, in the
area of air traffic control, we are well on our way to seeing cost ac-
counting in place.

Let me just finally mention some of the challenges that we have
ahead. I think when we look at the large technology, we are always
going to have issues in managing those large, complex projects. I
think we need to constantly ask ourselves: Have we set the right
deadlines? Do we have the right milestones? Are we asking the
right questions? But we are prepared to do that, and I think we
are, again, well on the way incrementally to getting those projects
done.

I think another great challenge for us is the whole issue of
delays, and you spoke about that in your testimony, a number of
you. We are very focused with industry on a Spring-Summer Plan
that is really going to change the way we approach some of the
issues of managing the Air Traffic Control, and that in the short
term is going to give us some very positive benefits. Again, that is
something we are just about ready to announce, we hope by the
end of February.

We will continue to have challenges in personnel reform, in ac-
quisition reform, in cost accounting. But the greatest challenge is
going to be to keep focused on those elements, do the best job we
can at implementing, and then using those tools as flexibly as we
possibly can.

One last word, though, if I could, on reauthorization. From our
perspective, we see this as one of the great short-term challenges.
I do want to underscore what Secretary Slater said to you, Mr.
Chairman, just the other day when he thanked you and this com-
mittee for your efforts on completing the action on the Reauthoriza-
tion Bill. We are very much aware of some of the very difficult
issues associated with that bill, particularly in the area of funding.
We do appreciate your willingness to tackle those very tough ques-
tions with us.

The other day I spoke with Don McCarty, the head of American
Airlines, and he made a statement that has really stayed with me.
He said that it would be so good to get that behind us so that we
can continue to focus like a laser on some of the issues that really
are so challenging to us. I think the issue of further reforms is part
of that, and we look forward to, not only hearing from some of the
other witnesses today about some of their experiences, but also, we
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look forward to working with this committee in the future on addi-
tional reforms that we could possibly put in place.

PREPARED STATEMENT

We do believe that passing the Reauthorization Bill is one step
in taking the debate and the dialogue to another level, and we ab-
solutely look forward to working with members of this committee
to seeing it through.

Thank you very much.

Senator DOMENICI. Thank you very much.

[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF JANE F. GARVEY

Chairmen Domenici, Shelby, and members of the committee and subcommittee:
Thank you for the opportunity to appear before you this morning to discuss the Fed-
eral Aviation Administration’s progress in modernizing the National Airspace Sys-
tem (NAS). I am pleased to report that in the past 2 years, the FAA’s restructured
approach for modernization has produced promising results—specifically in the cre-
ation of a manageable short and long-term strategy to modernization and in the
form of positive responses from our partners in the aviation community.

The FAA is a 24 hour/7 days a week service delivery organization. The FAA con-
trols approximately 200,000 takeoffs and landings per day and moves over 600 mil-
lion passengers per year. This latter number is expected to reach 1 billion within
a decade. Our customers depend on the safe and efficient operation of the NAS.
Maintaining this system in a safe and efficient manner, while providing for the an-
ticipated growth in the use of NAS, is the FAA’s top priority.

Our Nation’s decade-long economic expansion has produced a sustained increase
in demand for air traffic control (ATC) services. Traffic has grown about 4 percent
a year and some locations have seen 20 percent increases during a year as new
flights are added into highly competitive airline links. As this economic growth and
increase in demand for our services continues, increasing pressures will be placed
on aviation resources.

The world looks to the FAA for guidance and support not only for air traffic con-
trol, but for all aviation activities, including security and certification. The stand-
ards we set will guide international aviation for years to come.

MANAGING DIFFERENTLY

Our management approach can be summed up in a phrase that I am sure many
of you have heard by now: evolution, not revolution. Instead of taking a “big bang”
approach to modernization, we are moving incrementally, building upon each step
that we have taken, reducing the potential for cost overruns and schedule delays.
In addition, the FAA has established a strong partnership with the aviation indus-
try and labor unions. As a result, the FAA has focused resources on areas important
to industry and has taken steps to coordinate with the appropriate labor groups.

This management approach to NAS modernization is the right one to take, given
the tight budget constraints in which all Federal agencies must operate. As a Fed-
eral entity, the FAA must also meet its annual performance goals. Our annual per-
formance is also tied to how effectively the FAA manages the resources Congress
provides. Our NAS modernization efforts, built upon incremental steps, is best suit-
ed for the task of managing the dollars your committees provide to the FAA.

As I mentioned, the FAA has structured our approach to modernization with a
particular emphasis on air traffic control modernization, the cornerstone of the NAS.
We have defined three elements to air traffic control modernization: first, sustaining
our current system and renewing the infrastructure; second, adding safety feature,
(safety, of course, being the FAA’s primary mission); and third, improving the sys-
tem to increase capacity and efficiency.

OUR ACHIEVEMENTS

When it comes to NAS sustainment, I'm sure each member of both committees
is well aware of our largest and most recent sustainment project—Y2K compliance.
The FAA had to assess and certify 628 different systems and programs—a daunting
task to say the least. Whether you were traveling at 35,000 feet as Senator Gorton
and I were at year-end, or following worldwide festivities on television, you never
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heard anything alarming or threatening about our transition. It was the dedication,
time, sufficient funding, and effort of hundreds of FAA employees that made our
Y2K transition such a success.

In order to sustain our current systems and renew our aviation infrastructure, we
have incorporated both major and minor changes to the air traffic control system.
Thus far, we have installed and integrated more than 750 major systems and pieces
of equipment into the NAS. These efforts to sustain our system produce immediate
paybacks. For instance, last year the FAA replaced the HOST and oceanic computer
system equipment used to control air traffic at the 20 en route and 3 oceanic cen-
ters. We are also replacing the associated radar display systems at the 20 en route
centers, with 12 systems fully operational last year.

Many of our NAS sustainment projects are nearly complete, while others are be-
ginning to bear fruit. For example, this coming May we will dedicate the last of the
Display System Replacements (DSR), replacing 30-year old display equipment in the
en route centers, and completely modernizing controller workstations. DSR provides
controllers with new hardware and software display systems, and provides a plat-
form for future enhancements. We are in the process of replacing one system per
month, center by center, at all 20 centers.

In December, I had the pleasure of traveling to El Paso, Texas, to see the first
use of our new air traffic control automation system in the terminal environment
with STARS, the Standard Terminal Automation Replacement System. STARS is
the equivalent of DSR in the terminal environment, the most intricate environment
in the NAS. Although the FAA has faced a number of difficulties with the develop-
ment of STARS, controllers, technicians, and management are working side by side
to resolve open issues and problems. With the first version of STARS now running
in both El Paso and in Syracuse, New York, our efforts are beginning to pay off in
this critical area.

One of the best examples of how the FAA is managing differently is the work of
the Human Factors Working Group, a group that grew out of our development ef-
forts in STARS. The working group, comprised of representatives from the FAA, our
labor union leadership, and industry, developed a process to identify, monitor, and
resolve human factors issues throughout the entire acquisition process so that these
issues do not arise unexpectedly and too late in a program. Since air traffic control-
lers play such a crucial role in the FAA’s safety mission, the Human Factors Work-
ing Group makes sure that they have an early and continuing voice in the acquisi-
tion of systems that affect the job that they are so committed to doing.

We are also currently testing the Wide Area Augmentation System (WAAS).
WAAS works with the satellite-based Global Position System (GPS). The GPS signal
that is available for civil use is accurate but requires augmentation for aviation use.
The GPS signal by itself does not fully satisfy civil aviation navigation require-
ments. WAAS would correct the signal to provide the safety, integrity, and accuracy
to satisfy civil aviation navigation requirements.

The FAA and Raytheon’s latest testing of WAAS indicates that the accuracy of
the system exceeds our requirements. However the performance to date of the safety
monitor function that provides system integrity has not yet met requirements.
WAAS integrity is an essential element in the program. In order to ensure the sys-
tem meets essential safety requirements, the FAA is currently assessing how much
work will be required.

Our second element of NAS modernization, adding safety features, is an effort
that speaks directly to the FAA’s primary mission of ensuring aviation safety. Our
additional safety features include advanced weather information systems. These en-
hancements will provide us with more precise, more accurate, and timelier weather
information. In our modernization blueprint, we have included many weather initia-
tives, such as the Integrated Terminal Weather System and the Weather and Radar
Processor. These provide increased accuracy in terminal area and en route weather
information, as well as Terminal Doppler Weather Radar for major airports where
windshear and microbursts are safety issues.

WHAT WE ARE FOCUSED ON

The third element of modernization, improving the capacity and efficiency of the
system, means fewer delays, lower costs, and better service. The crux of this third
element is Free Flight Phase One. Free Flight Phase One is the first step to an in-
novative approach to air traffic control, moving from “control” to air traffic “manage-
ment.” Free Flight Phase One is designed to move the NAS from a centralized com-
mand-and-control system between pilots and air traffic controllers to a distributed
system that allows pilots, wherever practical, to choose their own route and file a
flight plan that follows the most efficient and economical route. The overall benefit
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of these programs is to enable our air traffic control system to accommodate the fu-
ture increase in flights and provide more optimum routings for aircraft in the Na-
tion’s airspace.

Free Flight Phase One represents an historic point in the FAA’s history. Under
this program, we have reached a consensus with industry that is virtually unprece-
dented: an agreement from all sectors of the aviation community. Our agreement
with the industry is simple: we deploy the systems and the remainder of the com-
munity measures the results and tells us how they are working. After receiving this
feedback, we will decide upon our next steps. Maintaining this consensus is an enor-
mous challenge for the FAA, particularly in an industry where competition is the
guiding principle.

Moreover, Free Flight Phase One is a perfect example of the benefits of the FAA’s
“evolution, not revolution” approach to NAS modernization. Under this building
block approach, we not only reduce the risks of cost overruns and schedule delays;
we take into account the changing nature of emerging technology. The FAA’s NAS
modernization plan is a forward-looking approach that is scheduled to take place
over the next 15 years. With our new incremental, evolutionary approach, we will
be able to accommodate changes in technology and incorporate them into the NAS
in a managed fashion.

AIR TRAFFIC CONTROL REFORM

Finally, I would like to discuss air traffic control reform. At this crucial time,
when Congress is in conference on important FAA reauthorization legislation, I
would like to emphasize the Administration’s commitment to meaningful and nec-
essary air traffic control reform, a much needed long term solution. Fundamental
reform of air traffic control has been an Administration priority for 6 years. The
goal is to make our air traffic control system as efficient as it is safe, a goal we
share with this committee. Through the expanded capacity that greater efficiency
would provide, we can reduce delays, better serve under-served communities, and
accommodate the enormous growth projected for this vibrant industry.

Although the Administration has proposed different organizational structures at
different times, our three principles for ATC reform—business-like management,
cost-based pricing, and budget reform—have remained the same. They have been
endorsed by three blue-ribbon commissions; most recently the 1997 congressionally
mandated National Civil Aviation Review Commission (NCARC). Both the House
and the Senate recognize the importance of reform to the future of air traffic con-
trol, and both have some elements of reform in FAA reauthorization legislation that
is now in conference. The Administration wants to be part of the dialogue on the
important issue of reform. We believe our three principles provide the basis for
sound, responsible, achievable reform.

First, the FAA needs to be able to operate the air traffic control system more like
a business. The Administration is fully supportive of the NCARC recommendation
that FAA management must become performance based. Congress has already given
us key elements of management reform in the form of streamlined personnel and
procurement authority. A key reform still needed is the establishment of a chief op-
erating officer (COO) whose salary and tenure are linked to concrete performance
measures. We recognize and appreciate that both the House and Senate bills would
create a COO.

Second, the FAA’s ATC revenue stream must become cost-based. The Administra-
tion believes that Congress should replace the current financing mechanism, an ex-
cise tax on airline passengers, with a system in which the actual commercial users
of air traffic control services pay for them based on the cost of those services. (Like
NCARC, the Administration agrees that general aviation should continue to pay a
fuel tax.) As stated in the NCARC report, “A cost-based system of charges will
change the way the government, as the provider of ATC services, and the aviation
industry, as the user of ATC services, develop their respective policy and manage-
ment decisions. Using such a system, in and of itself, will bring about a very signifi-
cant management improvement.” In other words, cost-based pricing is necessary to
drive management reform.

Third, in exchange for pricing reform, Congress should ensure that the resulting
cost-based revenue from air traffic control users is spent exclusively on air traffic
control. Such a guarantee will make it easier for the FAA and its customers to meet
operational and capital spending needs for ATC.

Air travel is a critical engine of economic growth, whether it is the leisure trav-
elers who fuel tourism or the many business travelers who depend on reliable, con-
venient air service. If we do not reform ATC to enable it to accommodate the antici-



95

pated growth of air travel, we will be making a fundamental decision to limit our
Nation’s economic growth during the 21st century.

SUMMARY

As for our next steps in modernization, we are currently exploring several possi-
bilities. Here, we strive to strike the right balance between looking towards the fu-
ture and not biting off more than we can—or should—chew. As we modernize the
NAS, we continue to anticipate future needs, assessing how viable various options
are.

FAA’s future actions must be to look at improving our management tools. Our ini-
tiatives in cost accounting, personnel and acquisition reform, and our strong part-
nership with industry will enable us to effectively manage our current resources and
future demands placed on the NAS.

The challenge facing the FAA is to finance the capital investments that will allow
the agency to make key safety improvements, keep up with growing air travel de-
mand, and improve efficiency of aircraft operations. This requires a level of funding
that will allow new initiatives as well as provide stable funding for existing projects.
The FAA currently makes choices among several valuable projects, all of which can
provide significant benefits to aviation.

Making choices is not unique to the FAA, but the aviation industry senses that
valuable new initiatives are vital to improving aviation efficiency. We are working
to address these in the fiscal year 2001 budget, while sustaining the levels of capital
investment sufficient to make solid progress towards modernizing the NAS.

Modernization and maintenance of the NAS is a significant challenge for the FAA.
Congress has supported the FAA in its efforts toward modernization and reform,
and I look forward to continuing that working relationship with you, Mr. Chairmen,
and the members of both committees.

Thank you for the opportunity to appear before you this morning. That concludes
my prepared remarks and I would be pleased to answer any questions you may
have.

Senator DOMENICI. Senators I received a note from Senator
Grassley that he is on a very short time frame. He would like to
make a brief opening statement.

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR CHARLES E. GRASSLEY

Senator GRASSLEY. Yes; It will be very brief. The reason I am
doing it, for the benefit of my colleagues, is because I have a con-
stituent before the Finance Committee at 11 o’clock. This state-
ment is in regard to the funding for the FAA.

I sent you a letter, Mr. Chairman, that asked that minimum
funding be made available to meet the President’s fiscal year 2001
FAA budget request. Maximum funding for the amount fully au-
thorized by law would be the ideal that I support.

I should further explain that I do not include in my request any
of the reported fees that the President may be asking for in his
budget request. To the extent necessary, FAA funding should come
from the general fund.

All of this should be done through the regular budget and appro-
priations process. There should not be a firewall or other mecha-
nisms to segregate these funds. I believe that this request is within
the position which you, Mr. Chairman, have so clearly stated many
times of late, and I hope it will be possible for you to accommodate
the request.

My letter states satisfactory resolution of air transportation prob-
lems will take more than increased Federal funding. I agree with
what Senator Shelby has said in his statement today. I believe that
these efforts will take more than a massive infusion of public
funds. It will take structural and cultural changes within the agen-
cy. I will note that the FAA has received increased Federal funds
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in the past, and there is some question as to how wisely those
funds have been spent.

I thank all my colleagues for accommodating me.

Senator DOMENICI. I wanted to thank you for your comments and
thank you for the support for the position we have taken in con-
ference, which is precisely what you have said. And you are aware
of what has been offered, and you are aware of what hangs us up.
And I don’t know when it will be completed, but we surely want
to finish it. And you are urging us to finish it, but obviously you
are urging us to finish it on the grounds that you consider sensible.
And I thank you for them, and they will be used by me. When peo-
ple ask about what other Senators think, I will be able to quote
someone that knows precisely the problem, as you have stated.

Senator GRASSLEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator DOMENICI. Let’s now move to the Inspector General, the
Honorable Ken Mead, Department of Transportation.

STATEMENT OF KENNETH M. MEAD

Mr. MEAD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I want to express our ap-
preciation for your having this hearing today. I think the hearing
is a statement not just about the need for adequate investment,
which we all want in our aviation system. This hearing is also
about accountability and oversight for money the FAA already re-
ceives, as well as any plus-ups that may come along.

I think it is important to outline the context here. FAA oversees
the largest, busiest, safest air transportation system in the world.
Until Monday night, we had a remarkable safety record going for
2 )itlears. I think that was a real credit to FAA and the airlines as
well.

I would like to focus, though, on three issues: restructuring the
FAA, progress with acquisition and personnel reforms, and a word
or two about FAA financing. All of these issues were mentioned in
the committee’s invite letter.

On restructuring, there are a number of proposals being dis-
cussed that suggest FAA ought to operate more like a business.
Some of these proposals suggest a corporation and some suggest
privatization. There is a variety.

I want to make clear that I don’t envision any circumstances
where DOT’s role in safety oversight ought to be transferred out-
side of the Federal government. I think it ought to be taken off the
table. Further any proposal to restructure FAA or have air traffic
control spun off and run by a commercial type of organization
ought to be carefully examined.

I think the experiences of other countries that have done this are
instructive, such as NAV Canada. But it is difficult to use them as
a conclusive frame of reference because our air traffic control sys-
tem is so much larger, more diverse, and more complex. Just a
number as a point of reference here. The United States handled
nearly 44 million aircraft in the en route environment in 1998, and
that is compared to about 5 million for Canada. This doesn’t mean
that we should avoid inquiry into new ways of doing business and
how to be more efficient and effective.

Now, if the Congress should choose to make major changes to
FAA’s structure or commercialize air traffic control services, I urge
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great caution. We already have a safe system, despite all the
bumps, warts, needs for improvement, and so forth. And I don’t
think there is any substitute for firsthand experience in a limited
air traffic control environment.

Before you consider expansive changes or wholesale changes to
our entire system, the oceanic air traffic control environment might
provide an area that could be explored in that regard. While ex-
ploring oceanic air traffic control would be very cautious and con-
servative approach, it would give us all a much surer footing on
which to proceed in the future.

Why oceanic? There are a number of reasons. Oceanic services
are operationally distinct from domestic air traffic control. The oce-
anic environment is a growth market in need of modernization. The
United States is behind, and changes in this area would affect only
300 of FAA’s 15,000 controllers. Also it would have very limited im-
pact on most airports, small carriers, general aviation, and air
taxis. I am not making a recommendation here, but just putting on
the table an issue that the Congress may wish to explore.

I would like to make some comments on acquisition and per-
sonnel reform. It was in late 1995 that Congress provided the FAA
with the tools to operate in a more businesslike manner. Essen-
tially, Congress exempted FAA from the procurement and per-
sonnel rules. There has been some progress—I don’t want to deny
thzllt at all—but there has been limited impact on bottom-line re-
sults.

To its credit, FAA has adopted a “build a little, test a little” ap-
proach to some acquisitions and has made progress in reducing the
time to award contracts and the time to amend contracts. And
some systems have been deployed on time. At the same time, how-
ever, problems persist with technologically challenging systems like
STARS, which would replace computers in the terminal environ-
ment, a system called WAAS, which pertains to satellite naviga-
tion, and AMASS, which would help prevent runway incursions,
which is a very important area of safety risk. These systems have
a cumulative value of over $4 billion, and they are experiencing se-
vere cost and schedule problems.

The problems with these acquisitions, Mr. Chairman, are unam-
biguously not related to a lack of funding or the result of burden-
some procurement or personnel rules. The common thread of the
problems with these acquisitions are problems in developing soft-
ware-intensive computer systems and addressing human-computer
interface issues.

In the case of STARS that I mentioned, the human factor issues
were identified much too late in the process. So, regardless of the
amount of money that FAA gets, the agency needs to do more to
protect the government’s investment, make contractors more ac-
countable, and address human factor issues earlier in the develop-
ment process. It is very costly to address human factors at the 11th
hour and doing so can lead to major design changes. I believe the
Administration is moving to address this problem.

Personnel reform. FAA has had some success with personnel re-
form, but by far the most visible result of personnel reform has
been the new compensation agreement with the controllers. This
agreement has markedly improved relationships between FAA
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management and the union, the controllers. But it comes at a
price. The new agreement will require nearly $1 billion in addi-
tional funding over the life of the agreement, and it has led to
sharp increases in the agency’s operations costs.

What I want to illustrate with this chart—and it is also in the
testimony—is that for fiscal years 1998 through 2004 there has
been sharp increases in the agency’s cost of operations, which are
principally salaries. Operations is the blue line. As you can see, the
cost of operations constrains the dollars available for moderniza-
tion, which is the yellow line, and dollars for airports, which is the
green line.

FAA's Budget by Program (FY 1988-2004)
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It is a fact, Mr. Chairman, that the United States invested more
in fiscal year 1992 in modernization than it will in fiscal year 2000.
But it is also true that at the same time operations costs increased
about 40 percent, from $4 billion to $6 billion.

Finally, on financing FAA, I know there are various proposals,
but they all have one common thread: to increase the amount of
funds available to the agency.

This other chart shows the FAA budget by program for fiscal
years 1988, 1994, 2000 and 2001. While FAA’s overall budget has
grown, funding for airports and capital improvements have re-
mained relatively steady. Because operations costs have increased,
FAA faces significant risk in meeting its operation costs without
crowding out capital investments.

Fiscal Year
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I also want to point out that on the trust fund issue, the actual
receipts received by that trust fund from taxes aren’t enough to fi-
nance all of FAA. It is about $700 million short. That doesn’t in-
clude the interest earned.

I would like to close with a word about FAA’s cost accounting
system. The cost accounting system was first required of FAA in
1996. It had been talked about for many years before. A cost ac-
counting system would help the agency keep track of its costs. Most
businesses would go into bankruptcy if they didn’t have one. FAA
recently deferred its implementation date for a cost accounting sys-
tem to 2002. I think that decision ought to be reversed, and it
ought to be done sooner rather than later. If you can’t track where
your money is going, like in your checkbook, how much money you
are getting, and what you are spending it for, it is very difficult to
make a persuasive case as to where you place additional invest-
ment and what you are going to get out of that investment.

PREPARED STATEMENT

So I would urge the FAA and the Department to get on with that
cost accounting system, and I think that would put them in a bet-
ter position to frame the case for additional investment.

That concludes my statement.

[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF KENNETH M. MEAD
MODERNIZING THE FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION: CHALLENGES AND SOLUTIONS

Mr. Chairmen and members of the full committee and subcommittee: We appre-
ciate the opportunity to discuss “Modernizing the Federal Aviation Administration:
Challenges and Solutions.”
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FAA oversees the largest, busiest and safest air transportation system in the
world. FAA also is responsible for operating air traffic control, which is the nerve
center of the Nation’s air transportation system. Until Monday night, the safety
record for the last 2 years was remarkable. This is a credit to FAA and all segments
of the aviation community. At the same time, FAA and the aviation community are
facing a number of challenges. The demand for air travel has doubled since 1980
and 1s expected to continue to grow through 2015. Unfortunately, with the growth
in demand has come growth in delays, and consumer dissatisfaction with airline
service is high. In the last 5 years, delays have increased by over 50 percent.

Against this backdrop, FAA’s air traffic control modernization efforts and airport
capacity have not kept pace with the demand for air travel. These are legitimate
concerns and they are not new. Congressional hearings dating back to the mid-
1980’s focused on the same subjects. As there were then, there are now proposals
to restructure FAA’s air traffic functions to perform more like a commercial business
and to provide additional funding for air traffic control modernization and airport
improvement programs.

Today, I would like to make three points.

First, there is no air traffic system in the world as large and complex as that of
the United States. It is safe, but actions are needed to make it more efficient. Any
proposal to restructure FAA or have air traffic control run by a commercial type or-
ganization must be carefully examined. Furthermore, the oversight of aviation safe-
ty should not be transferred outside the Department of Transportation. This is an
inherently governmental function for which the traveling public deserves the high-
est level of independent scrutiny and assurances.

If the Congress should choose to make any major changes to FAA’s structure or
commercialize air traffic control services, we would urge great caution. Having first-
hand experience in a limited air traffic control environment is essential before any
expansive changes are considered. FAA’s oceanic air traffic control could provide
this experience. Oceanic services are operationally distinct from domestic services
and there would be limited impact on small carriers, general aviation, and air taxis.
It is an area where the United States could solicit lessons learned from other coun-
tries that have already taken steps to commercialize air traffic control operations.

Second, Congress has already provided FAA with the tools necessary to modernize
the National Airspace System and obtain the necessary skills to operate effectively.

In 1995, Congress exempted FAA from Federal procurement and personnel rules.
After 4 years, there has been some progress, but overall, these reforms have had
limited impact on bottom line results.

To its credit, FAA has adopted a “build a little, test a little” approach to its acqui-
sitions and has made progress in reducing the time to award contracts under acqui-
sition reform. In addition, FAA has deployed systems such as the Display System
Replacement (new color displays for en route controllers) on time and within budget.
However, cost and schedule problems persist with key modernization projects, such
as efforts to install new computer systems in the terminal environment and move
toward satellite-based navigation.

FAA has also had some success with personnel reform in that managers have
been able to hire qualified candidates faster than under the Federal Personnel Sys-
tem. By far, however, the most visible result of personnel reform to date has been
the new compensation agreement with its controllers, which has improved manage-
ment-labor relations. However, this agreement also has led to sharp increases in the
agency’s operations costs, principally salaries, which now constrain funding for air
traffic control modernization and airport development. It is a fact that the United
States invested more in fiscal year 1992 in modernization than it will in fiscal year
2000. But at the same time, operations costs increased almost 40 percent from $4.4
billion to an estimated $6.0 billion.

Exemptions from Federal rules may facilitate success, but management account-
ability, strong contractor oversight, effective cost controls, and a sound cost account-
ing system are the essential ingredients to modernize and effectively manage the
air traffic control system.

Finally, several proposals have surfaced over the past year to finance FAA, all of
which had one common thread—to increase the amount of funds available for FAA
operations and air traffic control modernization efforts. Based on FAA’s estimates,
by 2004 its total budget requirements will be over $12 billion or 20 percent greater
than in fiscal year 2000. FAA faces significant risks in meeting its operations costs
(primarily salaries) without crowding out capital investments. The means for financ-
ing these requirements is a major issue that the Department, Congress, and avia-
tion users continue to debate.

There are investment opportunities that will significantly decrease airline costs,
provide better and safer service to the flying public, and reduce FAA’s operating
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costs. These include data link communications, collaborative decision-making sys-
tems, and efforts to reduce runway incursions, a major area of safety risk, but addi-
tional funding alone will not get the desired results. For example, FAA must control
its operating costs, do a better job of negotiating contracts for large software-inten-
sive efforts that include appropriate measures to withhold payments if progress is
not satisfactory, and implement a sound cost accounting system.

FAA originally planned for its cost accounting system to be fully implemented by
October 1, 1998, but has yet to implement the system. FAA recently delayed the
completion schedule until some time in fiscal year 2002 because of Operations fund-
ing constraints. This decision should be reversed. FAA needs a reliable cost account-
ing system sooner, not later. Any business that fails to track and control its costs
would most likely go into bankruptcy.

In addition to implementing a cost accounting system, FAA needs to develop a
strategic business plan—a key tool for any successful business. The plan should pro-
vide key corporate strategies and operating plans over the next several years, and
describe the timing and impact of those strategies. The plan should outline agency
strategies for investing in future technologies, as well as how the agency will control
the rising costs of operations and bring about productivity enhancements.

RESTRUCTURING FAA

There are a number of proposals under discussion regarding restructuring FAA
to operate and perform more like a business. However, we want to make clear that
there are no circumstances we can envision in which the Department of Transpor-
tation’s role in oversight of aviation safety should be transferred outside the Federal
Government. Safety oversight is an inherently governmental function for which the
citizens of the country expect and deserve the highest level of independent scrutiny
and assurances. But this does not mean we should not try to find ways to deliver
air traffic control services and implement new technologies more efficiently and ef-
fectively. However, in light of the size, complexity, and safety record of FAA, any
proposal to restructure or have air traffic control run by a commercial type organi-
zation must be very carefully examined.

There are primarily three concerns with proposals that would spin off air traffic
control (ATC), air traffic controllers, and ATC infrastructure development and in-
vestment to a commercial enterprise, while simultaneously retaining safety over-
sight within FAA. These concerns include: (1) how a commercial enterprise would
balance safety against costs and ensure that decisions come down on the side of
safety; (2) whether a commercial enterprise would have the incentive to initiate re-
search and development in cutting-edge technologies; and (3) whether a commercial
operation could adequately protect and respond to the needs of all stakeholders, in-
cluding passengers, in our diverse aviation system. FAA’s stakeholders include over
194,000 general aviation aircraft, more than 5,000 public use airports, and over
12,000 small carriers and air taxis.

Numerous other countries, including Canada, Germany, Australia, and New Zea-
land, have assigned their ATC System, once provided by government to entities hav-
ing administrative and often financial autonomy. Canada transferred its civil air
navigation services to NAV Canada in November 1996, and some have cited it as
a role model for FAA to follow. We greatly appreciate the information NAV Canada
has shared with us on their experiences in commercializing air traffic services. The
experiences of NAV Canada and other countries are instructive, but it is difficult
to use their experiences as a conclusive point of reference because our air traffic con-
trol system is so much larger, diverse, and complex. Several differences are shown
on the following chart.
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Comparison of Attributes for FAA Air Traffic Services
and NAV CANADA

FAA Percent of NAV
Air Traffic CANADA to FAA
Atmbutes ) _Services NAV CANADA Air Traffic Services

-
_
FY 1999 Funding’ [ Soabilion | $368million | 9%

Notes:
1. En route traffic activity includes all aircraft handled by Center controliers.
2. Tower traffic activity includes take-offs and landings.
3. Domestic Customers include commercial air carriers, commuters, air taxis, and flight schools.
4. Air traffic facilities include Centers, Towers, Contract Towers, Flight Service Stations, and Approach
Control Facilities.

5.Figures in U.S. Dollars. Fiscal Year 1999 figures for FAA Air Traffic Services include Air Traffic
Services’ Operations, FAA’s Facilities & Equipment, and FAA’s Research & Acquisitions’ Operations.
This excludes funding for other FAA lines of business such as aviation regulation and certification, and
aviation security.

In the area of research and development, NAV Canada officials told us that they
avoid large research and development initiatives in favor of acquisitions that can
return their investment in a shorter period of time. NAV Canada is relying on FAA
for key emerging technologies, including satellite-based navigation systems and a
new automated controller tool called the Center TRACON Automation System that
provides controllers with sequences for landing aircraft.

Although relatively small in comparison to FAA, NAV Canada has made progress
in developing new technologies for oceanic air traffic and eliminating the use of
paper flight strips for controlling aircraft at some domestic facilities. NAV Canada’s
oceanic development efforts include aircraft surveillance and data link communica-
tions that are planned to be in use this fall. A similar effort for oceanic air traffic
control in the United States—the Oceanic System Development and Support con-
tract—was significantly reduced, largely due to technical and contractor perform-
ance issues, not a lack of funding. With regard to paper flight strips, FAA was un-
able to eliminate them in its domestic airspace because of controller concerns.

Because there is no frame of reference or experience base comparable to our ATC
System that we can rely on for guidance, we urge great caution before proposing
a major restructuring of what is already a very safe system, but a system also in
need of improvement. In our opinion, the first course of action would be to imple-
ment a sound cost accounting system and effectively utilize the procurement and
personnel reforms Congress has already given FAA. Second, if Congress decides to
move toward commercialization, it must be done gradually in order to gain first-
hand experience, and in a limited ATC environment, such as oceanic air traffic con-
trol in the Atlantic and the Pacific Oceans. The traffic load and mix handled by the
United States oceanic environment is comparable in some important respects to that
handled by some commercialized ATC enterprises, such as NAV Canada and
Airservices Australia.

By proceeding in this manner, Congress and the aviation community would be
able to judge what works well and what does not, identify refinements that need
to be made, and assess whether a commercialized ATC organization should or
should not be considered for broader application in the United States.

Oceanic Air Traffic Control

The International Civil Aviation Organization (ICAO) delegated to the United
States responsibility for providing ATC services in over 80 percent of the world’s
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controlled oceanic airspace. There are labor, governance, financing, and transition
issues that would have to be addressed if our oceanic ATC were to be operated by
a commercial organization, but these issues are easier to resolve because the oceanic
ATC environment is limited in scope. The commercialization of oceanic ATC would
not be free from controversy; however, the issues involved are not nearly as complex
or contentious as would be the case in the domestic ATC environment.

ATTRIBUTES OF FAA’S OCEANIC AIR TRAFFIC CONTROL

Mostly affects the large carriers who are suggesting commericalizing or
privatizing ATC.

Operationally distinct from domestic ATC services.

Major ATC modernization and avionics standardization opportunities—
FAA’s schedules have slipped, modernization solution is not settled, and fi-
nancing decisions have not been made.

Oceanic ATC operations projected to increase 5.4 percent annually.

Greater acceptance of user fees—Congress has already approved the collec-
tion of overflight fees, and other countries already collect fees for oceanic serv-
ices.

Limited impact on controllers and labor agreements—only 300 of FAA’s
14,900 controllers provide oceanic services.

Little impact on private (non-business) general aviation, small carriers, re-
gional airlines, and air taxis.

ACQUISITION AND PERSONNEL REFORMS

In October 1995, Congress exempted FAA from the Federal procurement and per-
sonnel rules that FAA said hindered its ability to effectively modernize the Air Traf-
fic System and acquire the staff and skills it needed to operate effectively. After 4
years, there has been some progress and FAA learned valuable lessons from its ex-
perience with the Advanced Automation System (the centerpiece of FAA moderniza-
tion efforts in the late 1980’s and early 1990’s), but overall, these reforms have had
limited impact on bottom line results.

At about the time these reforms were enacted, the Office of Inspector General, the
General Accounting Office and others cautioned that neither procurement and per-
sonnel rules nor lack of funding were the source of the problems FAA was experi-
encing with its ATC modernization initiatives. Exemptions from Federal rules may
facilitate success, but exemptions and additional funding are not substitutes for
strong management including oversight of contractors, effective cost controls, and a
sound cost accounting system. We find that FAA still has much work to do in these
management areas, so we reiterate these cautionary notes today.

Acquisition Reform

The driving forces behind granting FAA relief from acquisition rules and regula-
tions were escalating costs and schedule slips with FAA’s air traffic control mod-
ernization efforts. Between 1992 and 1994 alone, the overall estimated costs of the
modernization effort increased annually by about $1.2 billion due in large part to
problems with key projects. For example, the expected cost of FAA’s Advanced Auto-
mation System (AAS) had increased from $4.8 billion to over $7 billion with key seg-
ments behind schedule by more than 8 years. Of the $2.6 billion spent on AAS be-
fore it was restructured in 1994, about $1.5 billion could not be salvaged for use
in other modernization projects.

Since the advent of acquisition reform, problems with major acquisitions have
been less severe, but major benefits have yet to be realized. To its credit FAA has
adopted a “build a little, test a little” approach to its acquisitions and has made
progress in reducing the time to award contracts. FAA has deployed systems, such
as the Display System Replacement (new en route controller displays) and the
HOST (computers that receive, process, and track aircraft movement throughout the
domestic en route and oceanic airspace), on time and within budget. Also, long-
range surveillance radars, as well as Terminal Doppler Weather Radar that detects
hazardous weather around airports, have been fielded. In the past these systems ex-
perienced significant cost and schedule problems.

However, problems persist with technologically challenging systems, such as the
Wide Area Augmentation System (WAAS), Standard Terminal Automation Replace-
ment System (STARS), and Airport Movement Area Safety System (AMASS). WAAS
is a satellite-based navigation system; STARS is a replacement that will provide
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new color displays, processors, and computer software for terminal facilities; and
AMASS is a key safety technology designed to help controllers prevent accidents on
airport runways. These three systems alone have cumulative program costs of over
$4 billion, and are experiencing cost and schedule difficulties.

Cost and Schedule Variances
in Key FAA Modernization Programs

Estimated Total Program Cost Scheduled Operations*
Original Current
Program (in Millions) (in Millions) Original Current
WAAS $892.4 $2,900.0 1998 2000
STARS $940.2 $1,400.0 1998 2002
AMASS $59.8 $151.8 1996 2002

*Note: The scheduled operation date for WAAS represents Phase-1 Initial Operating
Capability, for STARS represents first full service Operational Readiness Demonstration,
and for AMASS represents last System Operational Readiness Demonstration.

The problems with these acquisitions are not the result of a lack of funding or
the result of burdensome procurement and personnel rules. What all these systems
have in common are difficulties with software development and human factors. For
example, WAAS has experienced development difficulty in a critical software safety
package that, among other things, determines the effects of the ionosphere on the
WAAS signal and the validity of the WAAS message. The STARS schedule has been
impacted by the software development needed to resolve computer-human interface
issues and other new requirements. As a result of these problems, schedules have
proven to be unrealistic and costs have increased.

FAA has taken steps to address problems with WAAS, STARS, and AMASS but
only after major problems have surfaced. FAA can do more to protect the Govern-
ment, make contractors more accountable, and address human factors issues earlier
in the development and acquisition processes.

Our recent work on Free Flight Phase I—an initiative to introduce new auto-
mated controller tools and new information systems for FAA and airlines—shows
the need to enhance contractor accountability and institute cost control mechanisms
for software-intensive contracts. For example, two contracts for a software-intensive
controller tool are time and material contracts. With these types of contracts, there
is little positive incentive for cost control or labor efficiency—all risk is with the
Government. FAA should negotiate contracts for software development with appro-
priate measures (cost ceilings, incentives, and earned value management tech-
niques 1) as well as methods for withholding payment if progress is not satisfactory.

In addition, FAA needs to identify and resolve human factors concerns early in
the acquisition process to avoid cost overruns and schedule delays. The need for
human factors work extends beyond the traditional computer-human interface
issues for FAA systems, such as STARS, and has important safety and workforce
implications. Key issues that require FAA’s attention include the impacts on the se-
lection and training of controllers as a result of new automated controller tools as
well as the impacts on pilots from new data link communications and cockpit dis-
play technologies.

Key emerging technologies, such as data link communications for controllers and
pilots, new automated controller tools, and new cockpit display technologies have
far-reaching human factors implications. In addition to resolving these issues, a key
management issue for FAA is to know when “enough is enough” with respect to
human factors. FAA cannot satisfy everyone, and exit criteria is needed to make the
tough decisions. In our opinion, without exit criteria, FAA’s costs to resolve human
factors issues in the STARS Program will continue to increase.

1Earned Value Management is a widely recognized way to measure technical progress with
large scale, software intensive acquisitions. This management tool forecasts how much a pro-
gram will cost and when it will be delivered.
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In fairness to FAA, we must recognize that the development of new technologies,
particularly those involving complex software and new aircraft avionics, involve re-
search and development risks for which the United States bears much of the cost.
Many of the firms developing these systems for FAA rank among the most techno-
logically sophisticated in the world. Once developed, this technology is considered
“off the shelf” and can be sold at a fraction of the costs to other ATC providers.

Personnel Reform

Personnel reform was designed to provide greater flexibility in hiring, training,
compensating, and placing employees. FAA has had some success in that managers
have been able to hire qualified candidates faster than they could under the Federal
Personnel System. But, by far, the most visible result of personnel reform to date
is a 5-year collective bargaining and compensation agreement reached with the con-
trollers in 1998.

This agreement has markedly improved management-labor relations with the con-
trollers, contains assurances of productivity gains in the future, and establishes a
ceiling of 15,000 air traffic controllers. However, the price tag for this agreement
is large, resulting in a sharp increase in the agency’s costs of operations. FAA now
faces significant risks in funding the new controller pay system while, at the same
time, meeting other critical agency requirements funded by the Operations Account,
such as hiring safety inspectors and developing a cost accounting system. These
risks are compounded as FAA negotiates new wage agreements with its other
workforces, such as maintenance technicians, who want similar treatment.

The costs associated with the new system are consequential from several points
of view—the impact on a controller’s wages; continued increases in the portion of
the agency’s total budget that goes to the Operations Account, comprised mostly of
salaries; and the effects of the agreement on FAA’s capacity to increase investment
in ATC modernization.

First, to illustrate the effect on an individual controller’s wages, we looked at con-
troller compensation before and after the agreement. Prior to October 1, 1998, the
effective date of the new compensation package, air traffic controllers in the busiest
facilities earned a base salary of up to $86,000. With the new compensation system,
these controllers received a pay increase as high as 20 percent in base pay distrib-
uted over 3 years plus the annual Government cost of living increases. Currently,
those air traffic controllers assigned to FAA’s busiest air traffic facilities can earn
about $111,000 before any premium pay is earned. When premium pay such as holi-
day, locality, and overtime are added, some of these controllers earn over $142,000
annually. By October of this year, they will earn over $147,000.

FAA estimates that its new compensation system will require nearly $1 billion in
additional funding over the 5-year life of the new agreement. This additional cost
takes into account anticipated savings from a gradual reduction in the number of
air traffic supervisors.

Second, to illustrate the effect of the agreement on operations costs and capital
investments in modernization, it is important to recognize that FAA’s operations
costs have been rising since 1992, with significant increases in the last 3 years. In
fact, the United States invested more in fiscal year 1992 in modernization than it
did in fiscal year 2000 ($2.4 billion in 1992 vs. $2.1 billion in 2000). But at the same
time, the United States spent $4.4 billion on operations (mostly salaries) in fiscal
year 1992, compared to an estimated $6.0 billion in fiscal year 2000. This trend
shows no sign of abating.

The chart below illustrates increases in the cost of FAA operations, principally
salaries, and the increasing disparity between the cost of operations (blue line) and
the dollars available for modernization (yellow line). The chart shows why the in-
creasing costs of FAA’s operations must be contained.
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FAA's Budget by Program
(FY 1988-2004)
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FAA believes this problem will be partially mitigated by offsetting productivity
gains, such as freezing the staffing level of 15,000 air traffic controllers for 3 years,
eliminating 4-day work weeks at 24-hour facilities, and the performance of collateral
duties by air traffic controllers. However, over a year after signing the agreement
FAA is still trying to identify and quantify productivity gains.

Last year, we recommended that FAA project the productivity offsets over the life
of the agreement to better manage its future funding requirements. FAA did not
agree, stating that a 5-year estimate would be speculative at best, relying too much
on estimates regarding future aviation activity. In our opinion, it is not unreason-
able to expect FAA to anticipate and plan for the costs associated with multi-year
commitments. FAA needs to forecast and monitor projected revenues, savings, and
productivity gains.

FINANCING FAA

Several proposals have surfaced over the past several years to finance FAA, all
of which had one common thread—to increase the amount of funds available for
FAA operations and air traffic control modernization efforts. While there are invest-
ment opportunities, additional funding alone will not improve FAA. There is a need
for strong management controls, greater risk sharing with contractors, and a cost
accounting system.

FAA’s budget has increased nearly 73 percent from fiscal year 1988 to fiscal year
2000. Based on FAA’s estimates, by 2004 its total budget requirements will be over
$12 billion or 20 percent greater than fiscal year 2000. The means for financing
these requirements is a major issue that the Department, Congress, and aviation
users continue to debate.
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FAA’s Budget by Program
(FY 1988-2001)
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FAA faces significant risks in meeting its operations cost increases without crowd-
ing out capital investments. As shown in the above chart, growth in the operations
portion of FAA’s total budget has constrained the funding available for moderniza-
tion and airports. This occurs in an environment in which FAA’s overall budget has
continued to increase. Congress will need assurances that any additional funding for
FAA will actually translate into capital investment and not be absorbed by FAA’s
operations.

For fiscal year 2000, FAA was financed entirely from the Aviation Trust Fund.
However, this is only a short-term measure because FAA’s projected expenditures
exceed revenues generated through excise taxes. For example, this year, projected
expenditures exceed revenue from taxes by over $700 million—this does not include
interest earned.

Alternative methods or a mix of methods will therefore be needed to meet all of
FAA’s requirements. Suggestions include raising aviation taxes so that the trust
fund receives an adequate infusion of receipts to cover the aviation budget; estab-
lishing user fees—an approach proposed by the Administration; tapping the general
fund, which relies largely on Federal income taxes; and creating a general fund enti-
tlement for FAA.

The method of financing FAA and the level of increased funding is a policy matter
that ultimately is a judgment for the Congress. There are investment opportunities
with data link communications, collaborative decision-making systems, and efforts
to reduce runway incursions. It would be a disappointment for all if additional funds
went to cover cost growth in existing acquisitions or if capital investments could not
be made because they were crowded out by the increasing costs of salaries and re-
lated expenses. FAA should address three key fiscal issues in managing its current
budget as well as any increases it may receive.

First, FAA’s operations costs must be contained.—FAA’s budget requirements con-
tinue to increase largely due to the rising costs in FAA’s Operations Account. This
account represents 60 percent of FAA’s fiscal year 2000 budget and is expected to
grow to nearly $7.6 billion or about 62 percent of FAA’s budget by fiscal year 2004.

Second, risks with FAA’s modernization efforts need to be shared.—Contractors
share risks with FAA but more can be done, particularly with software intensive
acquisitions. This becomes increasingly important as FAA moves forward with sev-
eral major software-intensive acquisitions, such as WAAS and Free Flight Phase 1
automated controller tools. As we noted earlier, FAA should negotiate contracts with
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appropriate controls to require contractors to share risks as well as provisions for
withholding payments if progress is not satisfactory.

Third, a reliable cost accounting system must be in place—FAA needs a cost ac-
counting system to make sound financial and managerial decisions and support user
fees. A cost accounting system helps an organization to accurately track and control
its costs, which results in better decisions. However, the basic financial data have
to be accurate and reliable. In past years, FAA’s financial data were not reliable,
which is why we have been unable to render a “clean” audit opinion on its financial
statements. During fiscal year 1999, FAA made an extraordinary and labor-inten-
sive effort to produce better financial data. We are currently auditing these data.

FAA is making progress in the development of its cost accounting system. FAA
is currently developing the costs for providing its Oceanic and En Route services.
FAA also intends to develop user fees, using its cost accounting system, to charge
customers for the various services it provides. For example, FAA is currently devel-
oping user fees for flights that fly over the United States, but do not take off or
land in the United States.

FAA originally planned for its cost accounting system to be fully implemented by
October 1, 1998, but implementation is not complete. Earlier this year, FAA esti-
mated its system would be fully implemented by September 30, 2001. However, FAA
recently delayed the completion schedule until sometime in fiscal year 2002 because
of funding constraints. FAA needs a reliable cost accounting system sooner, not
later. FAA should reverse its decision and accelerate the implementation schedule
for its cost accounting system.

In addition to implementing a cost accounting system, FAA needs to develop a
strategic business plan—a key tool for any successful business. The plan should pro-
vide key corporate strategies and operating plans over the next several years, and
describe the timing and impact of those strategies. The plan should outline agency
strategies for investing in future technologies, as well as how the agency will control
the rising costs of operations and bring about productivity enhancements.

Mr. Chairmen, this concludes our statement. I would be pleased to answer any
questions.

Senator LAUTENBERG. We are interested but we are voting, and
so please hold our interest in check and we will be back.

Senator DURBIN. Thank you, Senator Lautenberg. I have spoken
to Senator Domenici, who will be returning shortly. I voted and
came back to ask a few questions.

I thank you for your testimony today and for your service to our
Nation in one of the most important agencies of the Federal Gov-
ernment. And I want to just say to Ms. Garvey that I have appre-
ciated the contribution that you have made, and I have enjoyed
working with you.

I hope that this Congress really establishes as its first priority
the passing of the FAA Reauthorization Bill. There is so much at
stake in this bill, beyond the obvious, construction at airports, safe-
ty modernization, and so many other issues.

In my home State of Illinois, we are watching closely because
many downstate communities are unserved or underserved, and
the slot rule at O’Hare is really the nexus of this debate. So we are
hoping to see that resolved quickly.

I have three or four specific safety issues that I would like to get
into. First I would like to discuss at this meeting what we have dis-
cussed privately. That is my suggestion that we consider adding
new technology to the cockpits of our airplanes, and perhaps in
other parts of the airplane, specifically, we are talking about video
cameras in the cockpits.

Some 30 years ago, Congress, working with the airlines and the
pilots, decided that in order to have valid investigation of accidents,
audio recording and data flight recorders would provide the kind
of information that might lead to a higher level of safety and fewer
crashes. I think that they have served us well.
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There was a compromise made at the time in the legislation, a
30-minute loop on the voice recorder. As it stands, I think it has
served us well.

In 30 years, technology has changed dramatically. We are now
facing video cameras when we go to ATM machines and conven-
ience stores. We put them on school buses, in virtually every office
building. They are ubiquitous. And we have to, I think, acknowl-
edge that they have some value.

Certainly in the EgyptAir crash and other, more recent crashes,
they might have provided information to resolve some very funda-
mental questions. What happened in that cockpit before that plane
crashed? What can we do in the future to make it safer?

I have spoken to you about this and spoken to others, and I
would like to ask you, Ms. Garvey: What is your position on this
technology in the cockpit? If you believe that it could make our
flights safer for American passengers and those from other coun-
tries who use our airlines, what can we do to implement this tech-
nology as quickly as possible?

Ms. GARVEY. Thank you very much, Senator. First of all, we
think it holds great potential and should be looked at very, very
seriously. Subsequent to our conversation, I met with Chairman
Jim Hall from the National Transportation Safety Board, and he
is in agreement. We are chairing together a group headed by John
O’Brien from the Airline Pilot Association and also a government
official. They are looking at all of the additional technologies, in-
cluding the video cameras, that could be used to gather more infor-
mation. And that is really what we are all about, trying to gather
as much accurate information as we can. So that is very high on
their list of issues to be considered.

We are expecting a report back from that committee later this
spring or into the month of June, but we are very encouraged. We
have talked with them and met with them a couple of times. I
know they are taking this technology very seriously. I also would
not be surprised to see even a more formal recommendation coming
from the NTSB, but I think the chairman is also interested in see-
ing some additional recommendations that may come out of that
group.

Senator DURBIN. And how soon can we expect a response, posi-
tive or negative, on this issue?

Ms. GARVEY. Well, I really think this summer, and perhaps we
can even get it before then, but I know this summer is when they
are presenting the formal report back to the chairman and to my-
self. So we will certainly have it by that time. But we will certainly
talk with the committee members and see if there may be a couple
of issues that they might want to advance, and that might be one.
I will speak with Chairman Hall about that as well.

Senator DURBIN. I am not pushing for any particular technology
or company, but I have met with some that are exploring this, and
they have convinced me that these cameras, the lenses, can be un-
obtrusive and no obstacle to the orderly operation of an aircraft.
They have also suggested that the video might be put in the cargo
hold and some other places on the airplane that could be beneficial
to determine the cause of accidents or perhaps even for insurance
purposes to monitor whether or not—this is a problem, unfortu-
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nately, but to monitor whether or not there are people smuggling
on contraband, drugs and the like. This sort of thing might have
many benefits beyond accident investigation, and I hope that that
will be viewed seriously.

May I ask two or three other questions? When I get on an air-
plane and am urged by the flight attendants to put down my news-
paper and listen to their instructions. One of the things that they
focus on is the evacuation of an airplane—lighting along the aisles
and where the exits are located and the like.

I would like to ask you a few questions about how much the FAA
knows about the evacuation of airplanes. Someone told me recently
they had flown in a Canadian airplane and found something very
interesting. They don’t put any seats in front of their exit rows.
And, in fact, in the rows nearby, instead of three seats abreast,
there are only two.

Yet if you get on an American plane—and not using American
Airlines, but one in our country—that is regulated by our FAA, I
think you would find it very difficult many times to get to that exit
row. It is a very tiny passage, small passage for a lot of people who
are supposed to evacuate in a short period of time.

What does the FAA do to establish whether or not you can evac-
uate a plane with 400 passengers? What kind of time frame do you
have in place? What kind of decisions have you made about clear-
ing that exit row that obviously the Canadians see a lot differently
than we do?

Ms. GARVEY. Well, let me speak to that issue. We do a lot of test-
ing in our offices in Oklahoma City, the Civil Aeromedical Institute
(CAMI), which is—our research group does an enormous amount of
testing, real-life testing, to see——

Senator DURBIN. With real people on airplanes coming off?

Ms. GARVEY. Yes, absolutely.

Senator DURBIN. How frequent? Has that been done on a regular
basis?

Ms. GARVEY. It is on a pretty regular basis. I would have to get
back to you with the most recent one.

Senator DURBIN. Well, I will tell you what I am told. I am told
that that was done in years gone by, and now instead they are
using computer models and theories. And I am just curious as to
whether that is a fact.

Ms. GARVEY. Right. We are using some computer models, but we
are also still doing the live testing at CAMI, and I can get the most
recent.

But I can also tell you that we work very closely with a woman
by the name of Helen Murrer, who is in Europe and who is one of
the premier experts in this area, and have worked very, very close-
ly both using our computer models and also having her review the
kinds of evacuation testing that we are doing. She is recognized
internationally. I have had the pleasure of meeting and talking
with her. But I do think that is an issue you have to constantly
look at. There are changes sometimes to the airplanes that make
it worth re-examining.

[The information follows:]

The regulations (14 CFR 25.803 and Appendix J, Part 25) require that transport
airplanes with more than 44 passengers be able to be evacuated in less than 90 sec-
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onds, under prescribed conditions. The regulations permit actual tests, or a com-
bination of tests and analysis. We believe our certification regulations ensure a safe
evacuation given U.S. airlines’ current passenger-seating configurations. For brand
new airplane types, actual demonstrations with full passenger loads are almost ex-
clusively required. Derivative, or follow-on, models are often substantiated with a
combination of tests and analysis. Since all U.S. transport airplanes meet this 90-
second evacuation requirement, we see no reason to require specific exit-row seating
configurations. At this time, there is no computer model approved that would re-
place a full-scale demonstration, although this is an active area of research and de-
velopment.

The FAA continues to conduct live evacuation testing at the Civil Aeromedical In-
stitute (CAMI) in Oklahoma City. Testing is conducted on a regular basis of 3 to
4 times annually. Computer models are in development, however, those models have
not proven effective to date, In May of 1999, CAMI published a research paper enti-
tled “Passenger Management Strategies for Emergency Egress through Airliner
Over Wing Exit”. This paper was presented at the 1999 Airspace Medical Associa-
tion meeting. CAMI is currently building a wide-body evacuation facility. Live test-
ing will continue to be conducted and CAMI will also use the live testing to develop
the parameter data for more reliable computer models.

Senator DURBIN. Are you under pressure from the manufacturers
of airplanes or the airlines to keep those seats in the exit row so
that they can have more revenue?

Ms. GARVEY. No, not at all, and I need to check—in fact, I am
glad John is here. I will ask John Crichton a little bit later. But
I need to check with what the Canadian experience is and why that
is. I am just not familiar enough with it. But we are not under
any—I mean, our issue is safety, and it has to be safety. So making
sure there is an appropriate time for evacuation is absolutely crit-
ical.

There may be some point of differences with some of the flight
attendants about whether or not we should use the computer mod-
els. We are pretty comfortable with the ones we have used. We
have checked them out with international experts. But we are,
again, continuing the real-life testing of CAMI as well.

[The information follows:]

The FAA has conducted extensive research to establish the minimum required
passageway dimensions to Type III over-wing exits. The airlines have stated re-
cently that they will provide additional leg room, which has prompted interest in
the space provided at exits. The FAA has also begun the harmonization process with

the European Joint Aviation Authorities to arrive at a common standard. There is
a perception that airlines are willing to provide leg room to capture market share.

Senator DURBIN. May I ask one last question? I see my time is
running out. A few years ago, I introduced a bill that banned smok-
ing on airplane.

Ms. GARVEY. Thank you.

Senator DURBIN. You are welcome. And I took after the Cana-
dian model. Again, they were ahead of us on this issue, and I give
them credit. Northwest Airlines was the first domestic carrier to do
this voluntarily, to ban smoking on airplanes, and now it is uni-
versal on our domestic flights. I hope that we can extend it in some
fashion to international flights.

But let me ask you a question about air quality in general. I am
told that not that long ago the transfer of air within a cabin of the
aircraft used to occur every 3 or 4 minutes and that we have been
degrading that standard to now 15 minutes for the transfer of air
in a cabin because of some efforts to have fuel economy.
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Now, I understand the airlines’ problem. The cost of fuel has
gone up some 25 percent. They have to deal with that as one of
their costs of operation.

Can you tell me whether or not you have established a standard
for air transfer in the cabins of aircraft and what it might be and
whether it has changed?

Ms. GARVEY. Well, it is interesting that you raise this issue be-
cause I saw Senator Feinstein this morning, and she

Senator DURBIN. She feels very strongly about this, too.

Ms. GARVEY. She spoke with me about that as well. Our medical
unit within the FAA has been looking at this issue. I know we are
working closely with the flight attendants on this issue. In fact, the
Senator and I were speaking about it this morning. The most re-
cent study that we are all familiar with I think has a standard that
is a little lower than we are used to, and she raised some questions
that we really, need to go back and take another look at that.

Senator DURBIN. Well, I wish you would.

Ms. GARVEY. We will do that for you.

Senator DURBIN. I think it goes beyond the obvious, stale air, the
health aspects of it. Flight attendants, unlike those of us sitting in
seats being waited on, are up and around and moving, and if they
do not have a regular transfer of air and fresh air, it could impede
their judgment or their ability to perform their jobs. And I hope
that the FAA will look at that aspect of it.

Ms. GARVEY. We will get back to you both with the most recent
studies and where we are going from here.

Senator DURBIN. OK. Thank you very much.

Ms. GARVEY. Thank you.

[The information follows:]

On July 5, 1996, Amendment 25-87, “Ventilation,” to Title 14 of the Code of Fed-
eral Regulations, Part 25.831, became effective. This amendment introduced a re-
quirement for new aircraft ventilation systems which states: “For normal operating
conditions, the ventilation system must be designed to provide each occupant with
an airflow containing at least 0.55 pounds of fresh air per minute.” This is equiva-
lent to 10 cubic feet per minute (cfm) for each occupant, which, prior to this amend-
ment, was required only for crewmembers. It also ensures a more effective distribu-
tion of the air inside the aircraft cabin by providing each occupant, regardless of
seating, with a minimum of 10 cfm of fresh air. While this requirement does not
apply to existing aircraft, all newly certificated transport category aircraft are re-
quired to meet this new standard.

On September 9, 1994, an existing interagency agreement between the National
Institute for Occupational Safety and Health (NIOSH), the Center for Disease Con-
trol and Prevention, and the FAA was amended to include a plan to determine the
feasibility of designing and conducting a study of the chemical, physical, and micro-
biological aspects of aircraft cabin air quality. The research program implementation
plans were included in a July 1995 initial report to Congress (attached).

The FAA continues to submit an annual report to Congress delineating the plans
and actions the FAA has taken. The report also describes the participation of other
groups interested in this FAA-NIOSH project. The fourth annual report will be sent
to Congress at the end of March 2000.
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION,
FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION,
Washington, DC, December 29, 1998.
The Honorable ALBERT GORE, JR.,
President of the Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: This is the third annual report of actions the Federal Avia-
tion Administration (FAA) has taken in response to Section 304 of the Federal Avia-
tion Administration Authorization Act of 1994, Public Law 103-305. Section 304 re-
quires the FAA to conduct cabin air quality research and report to Congress annu-
ally on the progress. The FAA was also directed to contract with the Centers for
Disease Control and Prevention and other appropriate agencies to carry out any
studies necessary to meet the goals of the research program and to invite represent-
atives of manufacturers, airlines, employee organizations, passengers, and academia
to participate in the research program.

The third annual report contains information on the plans and actions the FAA
has undertaken to study aircraft cabin air conditions, including aircraft cabin expo-
sure assessments, cosmic radiation exposures, biological contaminant characteriza-
tion, and in-flight disease transmission and symptomology research. Most of the re-
search effort is being conducted by the FAA in collaboration with the National Insti-
tute for Occupational Safety and Health (NIOSH). The report also describes the par-
ticipation of other groups interested in this FAA-NIOSH project.

An identical letter has been sent to the Speaker of the House of Representatives.

Sincerely,
JANE F. GARVEY,
Administrator.

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION,
FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION,
Washington, DC, December 29, 1998.
The Honorable NEWT GINGRICH,
Speaker of the House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is the third annual report of actions the Federal Avia-
tion Administration (FAA) has taken in response to Section 304 of the Federal Avia-
tion Administration Authorization Act of 1994, Public Law 103-305. Section 304 re-
quires the FAA to conduct cabin air quality research and report to Congress annu-
ally on the progress. The FAA was also directed to contract with the Centers for
Disease Control and Prevention and other appropriate agencies to carry out any
studies necessary to meet the goals of the research program and to invite represent-
atives of manufacturers, airlines, employee organizations, passengers, and academia
to participate in the research program.

The third annual report contains information on the plans and actions the FAA
has undertaken to study aircraft cabin air conditions, including aircraft cabin expo-
sure assessments, cosmic radiation exposures, biological contaminant characteriza-
tion, and in flight disease transmission and symptomology research. Most of the re-
search effort is being conducted by the FAA in collaboration with the National Insti-
tute for Occupational Safety and Health (NIOSH). The report also describes the par-
ticipation of other groups interested in this FAA-NIOSH project.

An identical letter has been sent to the President of the Senate.

Sincerely,
JANE F. GARVEY,
Administrator.

FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION REPORT TO CONGRESS ON AIRCRAFT CABIN AIR
QUALITY RESEARCH PROGRAM

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Section 304 of the Federal Aviation Administration Authorization Act of 1994,
Public Law 103-305, requires the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) to estab-
lish a research program and to report to Congress annually on its findings in air-
craft cabin air quality research. This is the third annual report. On September 9,
1994, an existing Interagency Agreement between the National Institute for Occupa-
tional Safety and Health (NIOSH), Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, and
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the FAA, was amended to include a plan to determine the feasibility of designing
and conducting a study of the chemical, physical, and microbiological aspects of air-
craft cabin air quality. The research program implementation plans were included
in a July 1995 initial report to Congress. This report updates the status of the re-
search program and details our future research plans.

BACKGROUND

In 1993 and 1994, Congress held hearings to address complaints from flight at-
tendants and passengers regarding aircraft cabin air quality. Those individuals stat-
ed their belief that there is less fresh air in aircraft because air is recirculated to
conserve fuel. Concerns were also expressed about a possible relationship between
cabin air quality and the contraction (transmission) of infectious diseases and causa-
tion of other medical symptoms.

On July 5, 1996, an amendment to the Code of Federal Regulations, 14 CFR
25.831, Amendment 25-87, entitled “Ventilation,” became effective. This amend-
ment introduced a requirement for new aircraft ventilation systems that reads as
follows: “For normal operating conditions, the ventilation system must be designed
to provide each occupant with an airflow containing at least 0.55 pounds of fresh
air per minute.” This is equivalent to 10 cubic feet per minute per occupant, which,
prior to this amendment, was required only for crewmembers. While the new re-
quirement does not apply to existing aircraft, all newly certificated transport cat-
egory aircraft are required to meet this standard.

Transport category aircraft are pressurized by introducing fresh air through the
aircraft’s air conditioning system and into the cabin and cockpit of the aircraft. The
pressure altitude inside the aircraft is maintained by electronically controlling the
exit of air from the fuselage through an outlet valve. For crew and passenger com-
fort and safety, the regulations for certification of transport category aircraft require
that the cabin pressure altitude be maintained at no higher than 8,000 feet, when
the aircraft is at its maximum altitude. The original aircraft design, established at
the time of certification, dictates the minimum fresh airflow rate that must be sup-
plied to meet certification requirements. The flightcrew has the flexibility to vary
the amount of fresh air introduced into the aircraft while still meeting the required
minimum dictated by the aircraft design. The certification requirements addressing
limits on carbon dioxide, carbon monoxide, and ozone concentrations in the aircraft
cabin, however, must still be met.

While certain measures may be taken by an air carrier to conserve fuel, these
measures must not result in a violation of the regulations or create unacceptable
or hazardous cabin air conditions for aircraft occupants. Past studies that have in-
cluded measurements of cabin air quality conditions during aircraft flights have fo-
cused on gaseous components, and have revealed that cabin air quality was within
acceptable and safe limits. However, the new FAA-NIOSH research has also incor-
porated analysis of bioaerosols, cosmic radiation, circadian shifts, and ergonomic fac-
tors to address remaining health concerns.

The FAA issued a notice of proposed rulemaking (NPRM), “Allowable Carbon Di-
oxide Concentration in Transport Category Airplane Cabins,” which was published
in the Federal Register on May 2, 1994. This notice proposed revisions to the stand-
ards for maximum allowable carbon dioxide concentration by reducing the allowable
maximum concentration from 3 percent to 0.5 percent in occupied areas of transport
category aircraft. A final rule became effective on January 2, 1997.

ACTIONS TO IMPROVE CABIN AIR QUALITY

The existing Interagency Agreement between NIOSH and the FAA, as amended
on September 9, 1994, authorized efforts to design and conduct studies of chemical,
physical, and microbiological aspects of aircraft cabin air quality. An additional
Interagency Agreement was signed in January 1997. This agreement incorporates
two new studies providing indirect approaches to the understanding of possible dis-
ease transmission within the aircraft cabin, in-flight symptoms, and other health ef-
fects that may result from changes in cabin air quality (GAO) or other environ-
mental factors. Systematic epidemiological studies of broad categories of disease
transmission in the aircraft cabin environment were not considered feasible with
available technology. Additionally, appropriate biomarkers for transmission of upper
respiratory diseases and microbiological detection methodologies were not consid-
ered adequately developed to support direct field study designs. In addition to the
CAQ activities described in this report, FAA and NIOSH investigators agreed that
during fiscal year 98-99 they would revisit and update their understanding of the
technical issues concerning the study of in-flight disease transmission.



115

ORIGINAL FAA—NIOSH AIRCRAFT CABIN EXPOSURE ASSESSMENT STUDY

During 1995, the Cabin Exposure Assessment Study plan was drafted after a
thorough assessment of the methods and instrumentation for evaluating cabin air
quality, including exhaustive performance tests in standard laboratory and in
hypobaric atmospheres. The objectives of the continuing 1996-1999 Exposure As-
sessment Study are to: (1) characterize cabin air quality parameters and cosmic ra-
diation exposures onboard commercial aircraft for a variety of flight routes, duration
of flight time, and aircraft types, and (2) provide exposure data for the epidemiolog-
ical study of reproductive health in female flight attendants. The dual objectives of
characterizing cosmic radiation exposures (which depend heavily on altitude and
proximity to geomagnetic poles) and aircraft cabin air quality require a study design
with flights stratified across different routes, latitudes, aircraft types, and flight du-
rations. Short (<2 hours), medium (2-8 hours), and long (>8 hours) flights were
planned over north-south routes and east-west routes including equatorial and near-
polar flights. Eleven of the most common aircraft types, as identified in Air Trans-
port Association (ATA) U.S. fleet demographics, were included. Measurements of
cabin air quality and cosmic radiation data were collected on commercial flights of
four airline companies. Indoor air quality parameters monitored on each flight in-
clude carbon dioxide, carbon monoxide, nitrogen oxides, environmental tobacco
smoke (as nicotine), ozone, volatile organic hydrocarbons, temperature, humidity,
relative pressure, airborne total particulate mass, and inhalable particulate mass.
A combination of validated active sampling methods and direct-reading data-logging
Hls%‘uments were used for continuous cabin environment data collection during each

ight.

Data collection on eight flights was completed in 1996 on two airlines as part of
a feasibility study. After scientific peer review of the protocol in 1996, exposure
monitoring on an additional 25 flight segments commenced in April 1997 and was
completed in June 1998. Laboratory analyses of samples was completed in October
1998. Data analyses will be completed by summer of 1999.

Data and results from the full complement of 33 flights will be presented in the
FAA’s 1999 annual report to Congress. A preliminary review of some of the cabin
air quality data has shown that 1-minute average concentration ranges were: carbon
dioxide 540-2879 ppm; ozone <0.01-0.47 ppm; carbon monoxide <1.0—4.4 ppm; nitro-
gen oxides <0.3-0.7 ppm; and total particulates <0.02-0.04 mg/m3. Carbon dioxide
exposures were highest during periods of passenger activity and varied among dif-
ferent aircraft models. Once all results are available for analysis, the relationships
between contaminant levels and aircraft type, passenger load, flight length, and
other factors can be explored.

COSMIC RADIATION EXPOSURES

In the Cabin Exposure Assessment study, characterization of cosmic radiation ex-
posure is accomplished using two portable tissue equivalent proportional counters
(TEPC). The TEPC instruments, built by Battelle Pacific Northwest Laboratory
under contract to the FAA, are capable of recording the energy deposition spectra
from the TEPC into 256 channels of data. The instrument fits within the confines
of a carry-on suitcase. The instruments are placed near each other in the overhead
bins of the aircraft to provide a measure of reproducibility and precision in cosmic
radiation dose. The TEPC is considered the best instrument for measuring biological
harm in the cosmic radiation environment.

The epidemiology study requires estimates of cosmic radiation exposure for many
thousands of flights. The best available method for estimating these exposures is a
program developed at the Civil Aeromedical Institute. Calculations to date, with the
latest version of the program, are within +9 to —32 percent of TEPC measure-
ments. However, the program calculates effective dose, whereas the instruments
measure dose equivalent. Effective dose is the preferred quantity for radiation pro-
tection purposes. Although dose equivalent and effective dose are both estimates of
biological harm, the quantitative relationship between the two is unknown (and will
be investigated). No instrument currently available measures effective dose. Consid-
ering the uncertainties in the measurements and calculations, the use of two inde-
pendent methods of estimating biological harm was considered desirable. Compari-
sons between the two methods indicate they are in reasonably close agreement.

Average TEPC dose equivalent measurements for the first 17 flight segments
(conducted during 1997-1998) ranged from 0.64 to 57.7 microsieverts. Dose equiva-
lent rates based on block hours ranged from 0.91 microsieverts/hour (Kotzebue,
Alaska, to Nome, Alaska) to 6 microsieverts/hour (Seattle to Miami). Based on these
data, annual radiation dose equivalents for a flight attendant flying 900 block hours
per year would range from 0.819 to 5.4 millisieverts, well below the occupational
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limit of 20 millisieverts/year (5 year average) recommended by the International
Commission on Radiological Protection and the FAA.

BIOLOGICAL CONTAMINANT CHARACTERIZATION

Endotoxins were selected from the broad class of biocontaminants for monitoring
aboard aircraft on four flights. Endotoxins are a component of the membrane of
gram-negative bacteria (GNB) and are composed of lipopolysaccharide (LPS). Upon
inhalation, endotoxins may induce intracellular changes in inflammatory and im-
mune system cells through macrophage activation. Several studies have investigated
the relationship between endotoxin and health effects or symptoms in indoor envi-
ronments. In a study of 19 Dutch office buildings, a dose-response relationship was
found between airborne endotoxin levels and building-related (including respiratory)
symptoms, with air concentrations six times higher in high symptom prevalence
buildings compared to low symptom prevalence buildings. A study of 12 Danish
town halls found the prevalence of GNB in floor dust was significantly correlated
to general symptoms and to mucous membrane symptoms. A Swedish study of
endotoxin levels in air and dust from homes showed a dose-response relationship
for airborne endotoxin and cough, breathing difficulties, itchy eyes, and tiredness.
Although studies of endotoxin levels in homes, office buildings, and other indoor en-
vironments have been conducted, no data are available for commercial aircraft cab-
ins.
Although endotoxin bioactivity quantitation via the standard Limulus bioassay
has been applied in many environments, an emerging chemical assay for endotoxin
via 3-hydroxy-fatty acid (3-OHFA) quantitation provides additional information
about possible bacterial sources of LPS. Three-OHFA’s are characteristic for
endotoxin-associated LPS, and the relative distributions of individual 3-OHFA’s dif-
fer among species of GNB. This chemical assay shows promise as a more stable
method than the Limulus assay. Analyses of 3-OHFA’s may lead to a better under-
standing of the health implications of the endotoxin-associated dust since the ratio
of endotoxin activity to total 3-OHFA is an indication of the potency of the dust
sampled, which may differ by environment.

Air and dust samples were collected during four flights on commercial aircraft in
June 1998. Air samples were collected in coach class at 4 locations per flight with
2 replicates per location (32 total on 4 flights). Surface sampling of dust was per-
formed on both seats and carpet. Eight seats and 8 carpet locations were sampled
per flight (32 total seats and 32 total carpet samples). Analyses will be completed
by October 1998. The results should permit comparisons of endotoxin activity and
3-OHFA’s in aircraft cabins to other indoor environments where dose-response rela-
‘cionshipil between endotoxin levels and building-related symptoms have been dem-
onstrated.

IN-FLIGHT DISEASE TRANSMISSION AND SYMPTOMATOLOGY RESEARCH

With the signing of the January 1997 Interagency Agreement between the FAA
and NIOSH, work began on in-flight disease transmission and symptomatology re-
search. In a related effort, the FAA Office of Aviation Medicine worked closely with
the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention and the Air Transport Association
on the issue of transmission of tuberculosis in aircraft.

A 5-year FAA-NIOSH research program to address broader disease transmission
issues has been developed for the fiscal year 1997-fiscal year 2002 timeframe. Two
studies have been proposed to evaluate the possibility of disease transmission,
symptoms, and health effects from changes in cabin air quality or other factors.

The first disease transmission study incorporates a respiratory symptomatology
assessment into ongoing FAA-NIOSH research. The original research, in partner-
ship with the Department of Defense (DOD) Women’s Health Research Program,
was primarily focused on reproductive health issues of female flight attendants. As
part of this program, in fiscal year 1998, approximately 7,000 women (flight attend-
ants and teachers) were asked in a 1-hour telephone interview to answer a repro-
ductive history questionnaire to examine past reproductive outcomes. The teachers
serve as a comparison population for the study. Precise work history and personnel
data are being collected from three airlines and corresponding teacher unions. Data
analyses will begin in early fiscal year 1999.

The reproductive history questionnaire, referenced in the previous section, now
contains a panel of respiratory symptomatology questions excerpted from national
surveys, including the National Health Interview Survey (NHIS). These questions
address respiratory symptomatology (of both infectious and noninfectious etiology)
for current and last-year time periods. In the context of complete work (flight) his-
tory data and lifestyle factor data, these symptoms can be analyzed in depth, evalu-
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ating the relationship between flight activity and symptomatology and controlling
for lifestyle factors. In addition to the predominantly nonflying comparison group of
teachers, a second large comparison population is available from the NHIS question-
naire data. It is unlikely that a respiratory system symptom survey of this depth
or quality could be independently conducted outside the ongoing study, since concur-
rent collection and analysis of detailed work history data is rarely conducted outside
NIOSH. Additionally, this would be prohibitively expensive if structured as a free-
standing effort.

The second disease transmission study in fiscal year 1997 through fiscal year
2002 utilizes cabin air exposure modeling. Very little information regarding infec-
tious diseases in the cabin air environment and their potential for person-to-person
transmission is available. The number and size of occupant-generated bioaerosols
and their dispersal and removal from the aircraft cabin are not known. This project
evaluates the dispersal and removal of bioaerosols generated by aircraft cabin occu-
pants in order to answer two important questions: (1) What are the major factors
that determine the spread of human bioaerosols in the cabin air environment? and
(2) How can this information be used to improve new aircraft design or to retrofit
existing equipment?

Experimental methodology from current NIOSH projects can be appropriately
modified to determine the factors that may affect the transmission and level of
bioaerosols in an aircraft cabin. These factors may include airflow patterns, ventila-
tion characteristics, the number of particles in expired air, humidity, filter effi-
ciencies, and breathing patterns. Software is under development to control simulta-
neously multiple aerosol measuring devices while video recording human activities
responsible for bioaerosol generation. The system is capable of activities for the up-
coming fiscal year include conducting the adapted tracer gas tests to measure the
age of air in aircraft that are on the ground with their ventilation systems oper-
ating. CFD modeling of cabin airflows will begin. Also, experimental work to evalu-
ate aircraft cabin airflows using a variety of techniques will begin in cabin mockups.
The results of the biological literature and methods survey will be available. These
res?lts will be used to formulate a sampling plan for bioaerosols on commercial air-
craft.

PARTICIPATION OF OTHER GROUPS IN THE FAA—NIOSH PROJECT

The FAA Office of Aviation Medicine (AAM) also continued collaborating on air-
craft cabin environmental quality issues. AAM participates in the Aviation Sub-
committee of the ASHRAE Technical Committee (TC 9.3) and, as a nonvoting mem-
ber of the ASHRAE Standards Committee, SPC 161, Air Quality Within Commercial
Aircraft. In June 1997, the ASHRAE Aviation Subcommittee contracted for a cabin
air quality study ($150,000), which is designed to complement the FAA-NIOSH re-
search. Through FAA’s interaction with ASHRAE, FAA’s Civil Aeromedical Institute
provided valuable guidance and assurance that products from the ASHRAE research
contract would be integrated into the ongoing FAA-NIOSH study. As specific exam-
ples, the FAA member recommended that air contaminant samples be collected in
the breathing zone of aircraft occupants; that samples be analyzed by the same
method that is used by the organization that promulgated the standard; and that
occupant exposures be evaluated on a time-weighted average basis from closing the
cabin door—throughout the flight—to opening the cabin door. The FAA member also
recommended the minimum ventilation requirements (cubic feet per minute per oc-
cupant) to ensure that maximum sustained levels of carbon dioxide exposure and
cabin air changes per hour meet the requirements of FAR 25.831, “Ventilation.”

The airline trade associations and unions have been supportive of this project, en-
couraging their members to participate in critical retrievals of work history and in
questionnaire participation. Much of this support was garnered through the “trust
building activity” of NIOSH personnel supporting this project.

The FAA will continue to conduct a cabin air quality research program and report
to Congress annually on its findings.

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION,
FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION,
Washington, DC, July 24, 1995.
The Honorable ALBERT GORE, JR.,
President of the Senate, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: This is the initial report of actions the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration (FAA) has taken in response to Section 304 of the Federal Aviation Au-
thorization Act of 1994, Public Law 103-305. Section 304 requires FAA to conduct
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cabin air quality research and report to Congress annually on the progress made.
The FAA was also directed to contract with the Centers for Disease Control and
Prevention to carry out any studies necessary to meet the goals of the research pro-
gram and invite representatives of manufacturers, airlines, employee organizations,
passengers, and academia to participate in the research program.

The initial report contains information on the plans and actions FAA has under-
taken to study certain factors related to cabin air conditions, including pressure alti-
tude systems, temperature, air circulation rates, and potential health impacts. The
first annual report will be provided to Congress in August 1996.

An identical letter has been sent to the Speaker of the House of Representatives.

Sincerely,
DaAviD R. HINSON,
Administrator.

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION,
FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION,
Washington, DC, July 24, 1995.

The Honorable NEWT GINGRICH,
Speaker of the House of Representatives, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is the initial report of actions the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration (FAA) has taken in response to Section 304 of the Federal Aviation Au-
thorization Act of 1994, Public Law 103-305. Section 304 requires FAA to conduct
cabin air quality research and report to Congress annually on the progress made.
The FAA was also directed to contract with the Centers for Disease Control and
Prevention to carry out any studies necessary to meet the goals of the research pro-
gram and invite representatives of manufacturers, airlines, employee organizations,
passengers, and academia to participate in the research program.

The initial report contains information on the plans and actions FAA has under-
taken to study certain factors related to cabin air conditions, including pressure alti-
tude systems, temperature, air circulation rates, and potential health impacts. The
first annual report will be provided to Congress in August 1996.

An identical letter has been sent to the President of the Senate.

Sincerely,
DaviD R. HINSON,
Administrator.

REPORT TO CONGRESS ON THE FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION’S ACTIONS ON
AIRCRAFT CABIN AIR QUALITY RESEARCH PROGRAM

REPORT OF THE FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION TO THE UNITED STATES CONGRESS
PURSUANT TO PUBLIC LAW 103—305, SECTION 304 OF THE FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINIS-
TRATION AUTHORIZATION

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Section 304 of the Federal Aviation Administration Authorization Act of 1994,
Public Law 103-305, requires the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) to estab-
lish a research program and report to Congress annually on the actions it is taking
to conduct aircraft cabin air quality research. FAA was also directed to provide Con-
gress with an initial plan to implement the program. This report contains informa-
tion on the program actions FAA has taken to comply with these directions and with
the requirement to contract with the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention to
conduct this study.

BACKGROUND

In 1993 and 1994, Congress held hearings to address complaints from flight at-
tendants and passengers regarding air carrier cabin air quality. These individuals
expressed concern about cabin air quality and stated their belief that there is a re-
duction of fresh air in aircraft because air is recirculated to conserve fuel. Other con-
cerns were raised about the possible relationship between cabin air quality and oc-
cupant symptoms, as well as the contracting of infectious diseases.

Currently, the language in 14 CFR 25.831, “Ventilation,” states that each pas-
senger and crew compartment must be ventilated, and each crew compartment must
have enough fresh air (but not less than 10 cu. ft. per minute per crewmember) to
enable crewmembers to perform their duties without undue discomfort or fatigue.
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Transport aircraft are pressurized by introducing fresh air through the aircraft air
conditioning system and into the cabin and cockpit of the airplane. The “altitude”
inside the aircraft is controlled by allowing air to exit the fuselage through an elec-
tronically controlled valve. The regulations which are used to certify transport cat-
egory aircraft require that the cabin altitude be maintained at not more than 8,000
feet, when the aircraft is at its maximum altitude, for crew and passenger comfort
and safety. The original aircraft design, established at the time of certification, dic-
tates the minimum fresh airflow rate that must be, supplied to meet certification
requirements, but there is some flexibility allowed in meeting these requirements.
The flightcrew can vary the amount of fresh air introduced into the aircraft while
still meeting the required minimum dictated by the aircraft design. The certification
requirements addressing limits on carbon dioxide, carbon monoxide, and ozone con-
centrations in the aircraft cabin, however, must still be met.

While certain measures may be taken by an air carrier to conserve fuel, these
measures are not expected to result in a violation of the regulations or unacceptable
or hazardous cabin air conditions for aircraft occupants. Studies have been con-
ducted in the past to measure conditions of cabin air quality on airline flights. These
studies have shown that the cabin air quality was within acceptable and safe limits.

ACTIONS TO IMPROVE CABIN AIR QUALITY

In November 1989, Notice 89-31, Standards for Approval for High Altitude Oper-
ation of Subsonic Transport Airplanes, was published in the Federal Register. The
intent was to incorporate the requirements in the FAR for a number of special con-
ditions that had been issued for operation of several (mostly small) jet transports
to enable operation above 41,000 feet up to and including 51,000 feet. The current
Part 25 requirements do not cover such high altitude operations.

One of the proposals in Notice 89-31 was to revise section 25.831(a) of the FAR
to require that each occupant be supplied with 0.6 pounds of fresh air per minute,
which is approximately 10 cubic feet per minute (CFM). The current rule requires
10 CFM per crewmember. With this higher airflow, using accepted analysis meth-
ods, the carbon dioxide level in the passenger cabin would be 0.125 percent. The
proposed new rule would apply to all new airplanes in the certification process. The
final rule is now in coordination and is expected to be issued in 1995.

The FAA issued a notice of proposed rulemaking (NPRM) which was published
in the Federal Register on May 2, 1994, titled “Allowable Carbon Dioxide Concentra-
tion in Transport Category Airplane Cabins.” This notice proposed revisions to the
standards for maximum allowable carbon dioxide concentration by reducing the al-
lowable maximum concentration from 3 percent to 0.5 percent in occupied areas of
transport category airplanes. Such modifications could reduce the complaints of poor
air quality and the sense or perception of “stuffiness,” associated with higher con-
centrations of carbon dioxide. Comments on the NPRM have been received and are
under review. A final rule is anticipated in 1995.

RESEARCH PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION PLANS

FAA’s plan to perform aircraft cabin air quality research contains a number of ele-
ments. These include modifying, by amendment, the formal agreement with the Na-
tional Institute for Occupational Safety and Health (NIOSH), Centers for Disease
Control and Prevention, to conduct an epidemiological study and undertake other
study activities; establishing research protocols, including survey flights and sam-
pling; and initiating liaison with both Government and non-Government organiza-
tions to assist in this study, develop test protocols, and provide peer review. These
program plans are described below.

The statute directing FAA to conduct a research program on cabin air quality, in-
cluding pressure altitude systems, calls for an examination of conditions that could
be harmful to the health of airline passengers and crew, as well as the risk of air-
line passengers and crew for contracting infectious diseases during flight.

On September 9, 1994, an existing Interagency Agreement between NIOSH, Cen-
ters for Disease Control and Prevention, and the FAA, was amended to include a
plan to determine the feasibility of designing and conducting a study of chemical,
physical, and microbiological aspects of cabin air quality. NIOSH has initiated a lit-
erature review of cabin air quality studies and, in addition, sampling methods for
the analysis of all relevant aircraft cabin contaminants are being evaluated to estab-
lish the most efficient and meaningful research protocol.

FAA has established liaison with appropriate technical specialists at the National
Aeronautics and Space Administration, Boeing, and other organizations to assist the
agency in development of the optimal testing protocols and to obtain peer review
for the cabin air quality research. Special relationships have also been established
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with the American Society of Heating, Refrigeration, and Air-Conditioning Engi-
neers Aviation Subcommittee. This group has undertaken an initiative to establish
consensus standards for minimum fresh air ventilation rates in the air carrier air-
craft cabin environment.

The FAA is proposing that NIOSH undertake a 5-year epidemiological study to
address disease transmission in the cabin environment.

In fiscal year 1995, approximately six to eight survey flights will be conducted to
develop protocols for the collection of chemical and physical air quality data and to
test instrumentation to be used in the data collection. A proposed total of 22 to 24
survey flights will be conducted and are scheduled to be completed in fiscal year
1996. Flights will be chosen depending on aircraft model and flight duration, taking
into account other factors which impact aircraft cabin air quality, such as passenger
load, smoking exposure, and filter efficiency.

Demographics of the major U.S. airlines will be used to determine which aircraft
types should be evaluated in the study. For example, the six aircraft types most
prevalent in U.S. operating airline fleets are the B727, B737, MD80, DC9, B757,
and DC10. A key component of the new study will be the selection of optimal meas-
urements to determine microbial loads onboard aircraft. These measurements will
be critical to the related study that addresses the relationships between aircraft
cabin environmental conditions and occupant symptomatology and the risk of con-
tracting infectious diseases.

The FAA/NIOSH Research Program has been designed to meet the goals stated
in Section 304 of Public Law 103—-305. This research program will specifically deter-
mine what, if any, aircraft cabin air conditions, including pressure altitude systems
on flights within the United States, are harmful to the health of airline passengers
and crew, as indicated by physical symptoms such as headaches, nausea, fatigue,
and lightheadedness. It will also assess the risk of airline passengers and crew con-
tracting infectious diseases during flight.

Senator CONRAD. Thank you for being here today, and I want to
thank, in absentia, Chairman Domenici for holding this hearing
and Chairman Shelby for being here as well. I think this is criti-
cally important.

I am on the FAA reauthorization conference committee as a
member of the Budget Committee, and I would like to share a
somewhat different perspective than we have heard, at least while
I was here this morning before I had to leave for the vote. We
heard a lot of talk about money not being able to solve problems.
That is certainly the case. Money doesn’t solve all problems. But
an absence of money, when there is real need, creates its own prob-
lem. And I want to say I believe we need more money for airport
expansion or airport modernization for FAA, and the need is just
as clear as it can be.

We have 600 million air passengers a year now. We are being
told it will be a billion passengers within the next decade.

Now, you are not going to service those passengers. You are not
going to be able to deal with the capacity needs of the airports of
this country. You are not going to be able to prevent enormous
gridlock in the Air Transportation System of the United States
without substantial increases in funding. And anybody that has
worked with me over the 14 years I have served in the United
States Senate knows that I am a deficit hawk, that I have been re-
lentless in wanting to eliminate the deficits, and we are at that
day, thank goodness. We are able to balance our budget without
counting Social Security, which is a dramatic improvement over
where we were just 8 years ago.

But as a deficit hawk, I also recognize there are other needs in
this country as well. And unless we address this one, we are going
to hamper the economic efficiency of this economy because trans-
portation is right at the heart of an effective economic system in
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America. And I defy anybody to explain to me how you go from 600
million air passengers a year to a billion and not spend more
money to deal with the challenges.

Those of us who fly frequently know what is happening. Delays
of more than 15 minutes are up 20 percent—something over 20
percent. I tell you, I am experiencing it. This last weekend I was
flying home to North Dakota, got up at 5 o’clock in the morning
for a 6 o’clock flight, and, you know, we all get on the plane, and
then they come with their announcement that I have had many,
many times: We have a mechanical problem; it will be 15 minutes
to an hour and 15 minutes, and we will have it fixed. We all get
off the plane. After 45 minutes, they come on and say: It will be
15 minutes to an hour and 15 minutes before we are able to leave.
You know, then they get into it and they find there is more prob-
lems than they anticipated, and it is 32 hours before you leave.

Now, that meant that I missed a series of commitments, and it
meant all the other folks in that plane probably missed commit-
ments. That has a real effect on the efficient functioning of our
economy. And the fact is reliability is declining, and we are going
to have to put more money into this system. That doesn’t mean you
just throw money at the system. It does have to be done in a way
that people are held accountable.

I want to salute you for the work that was done to avoid the Y2K
problems that all of us were anticipating. Goodness, what a re-
markable event that turned out to be. We all woke up, virtually no
problems. And I salute you for the excellent work that you did. I
know enormous time and energy was spent on making certain that
the air transportation system in this country was safe and func-
tioned without problem. And I think you deserve public credit.

There are three matters that I would like to raise with you that
affect my State. First of all, I want to thank you for dealing with
the air traffic control situation that affects Minot Air Force Base
in Minot, North Dakota. You acted, and acted properly, I believe,
to leave that matter of air traffic control with the Minot Air Force
Base because of the nuclear deterrence responsibilities of that Air
Force base. And I very much appreciate the way you responded to
that need. And I can tell you that the commander of that Air Force
base and the head of the Air Force appreciates the cooperative spir-
it of the FAA in resolving that matter.

Second, on essential air service, we have four North Dakota com-
munities that are covered by the EAS Program, but we are having
very significant problems with respect to the reliability of that
service in North Dakota, especially with respect to Great Lakes
aviation: repeated cancellation of flights, repeated failure to pro-
vide service, and problems really that need to be addressed during.

During consideration of FAA reauthorization, I got an amend-
ment passed that requires DOT and FAA to come up with a plan
to make EAS more sustainable, more reliable, and I would just en-
courage you, even though that bill is still in conference, to proceed
to review those issues.

Is that something that you could do pending the completion of
FAA reauthorization?

Ms. GARVEY. Senator, certainly we can review them. Those are
really understand the jurisdiction of the Secretary’s office, the De-
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partment of Transportation, but both Assistant Secretary Basso
and I will make sure that gets back to the right office and make
sure that that review takes place. We are very much aware of those
issues, as you were describing them, and the criticality of having
that kind of service for communities really is—essential air service
is exactly the right name for it.

hSo we appreciate those issues, and we will respond and deal with
them.

Senator CONRAD. Well, we do have serious problems.

On a final note, I want to also thank you for dealing with the
question of the width of the runway at Minot Airport.

Ms. GARVEY. Yes.

Senator CONRAD. FAA had been indicating they would only fund
a 100-foot-wide runway, and when we were able to get written con-
firmation from Northwest Airlines that they intended to serve that
market with Airbus A320 aircraft that required a 150-foot runway,
FAA responded and indicated that they would fund a 150-foot-wide
runway. And I would just like to confirm that again here this
morning.

Ms. GARVEY. That is correct. Yes, exactly right, Senator.

Senator CONRAD. Well, I appreciate that.

Ms. GARVEY. Thank you.

Senator CONRAD. I would just like to add a final if I could on the
point that Senator Durbin made.

Senator DOMENICI. It is your time.

Senator CONRAD. This air recirculation question I think is an im-
portant question. I have constituents that mention this to me, and
I believe it is a problem. I would very much hope that the FAA
would go back and revisit the question of what the requirements
are and that we have a recirculation more frequently of air in these
aircraft.

I have had doctors tell me that there is an epidemic of illness as
a result of the close confines of aircraft. In fact, the Capitol physi-
cian has told us that they are seeing just an epidemic of commu-
nicable illnesses being spread in aircraft and that part of the rea-
son is that we are not recirculating the air frequently enough. And
I very much hope that that would be investigated.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator DOMENICI. Let me apologize for my absence. I hope—in
fact, I know matters were handled very well in my absence, and
nobody went to war, nobody got mad at each other. Isn’t that nice?

I want to just suggest that one of the reasons that I have under-
taken oversight hearings this year—and I am sorry that I don’t
have 3 months instead of one to do some oversight hearings—is not
because we have authority to write laws in these areas. Everyone
here knows we don’t. But I have been part of producing a budget
and 13 appropriation bills for 25 of the 27 years I have served here.
And I have come to the conclusion that our procedures do not allow
enough time for authorizing committees to have hearings about the
matters within their jurisdiction and to actually find out whether
the programs they are funding and that they have authorized
sometimes 50 years ago, 30, 20, whether they are still worthwhile.

Well, I am pleased to announce that in the United States House
they are way beyond a majority of members who have joined in a
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resolution saying let’s have appropriations and budgeting every 2
years, and thus, that would leave some time for something else,
like oversight.

I submit, however, that from your standpoint, as being on the ex-
ecutive side—and I would ask if I am correct—if you didn’t have
to submit a budget every year, it would permit you a great deal
more time to oversight the department that you run.

I just got a note yesterday that a little tiny funding in one of my
bills, Corps of Engineers at $3.7 billion a year, they must do a
budget every year. The budget is eight volumes long. Eight vol-
umes, 20,000 pages, for $3.7 billion, one small department of the
government every year, every year. Then they must do hearings on
appropriations, then appropriating, then we all go back and have
a Christmas sleep. And guess what? Budget appropriation again.

I think a lot of the problems that are falling in your laps are
your own problems of not managing correctly, and you have been
one very willing to tell us where things must be improved. But I
think part of the problem is a 1-year cycle for producing budgets
for appropriations.

Could you comment? That is a question I did not tell you I was
going to ask you, but could you comment on it if you have anything
relevant?

Ms. GARVEY. And I may ask Mr. Basso if he would like to com-
ment from the Department’s perspective. But I would say certainly
from a programmatic perspective, a multi-year predictable stream
of funding is certainly something that we would find extraor-
dinarily helpful to give us that kind of flexibility.

Mr. BAasso. Mr. Chairman, just speaking for myself as opposed
to the Administration, I have had 35 years to observe this process,
and one thing I am sure of is every year the cycle gets longer and
more continuous. So I would have to agree with you, that having
more time, more oversight, more deliberation, couldn’t help but
deal with a $1 trillion issue. And certainly I agree with you from
my perspective on that.

Senator DOMENICI. Senator Gorton, did you get to ask questions?

Senator GORTON. No, I did not.

Senator DOMENICI. Please do so.

Senator GORTON. I have only a couple.

Ms. Garvey, what is the status of the Wide Area Augmentation
System Program? And are the recent delays part of any larger
structural challenge?

Ms. GARVEY. WAAS is definitely one of the most complex and
most challenging projects we have. We did a series of testing, or
actually, Raytheon, our contractor, did some testing for us in the
fall and into the early winter months. Two issues or two elements,
two factors arose. One is—and this is the good news—there is
much greater accuracy with WAAS than we had anticipated. So the
accuracy is even greater than what we had expected. That is the
good news.

The part that is not so good is the whole issue of our safety moni-
toring, and it is very critical and very important for us to have the
highest levels of safety as we are looking at this kind of equipment.
We have no room for any mistakes in that area, so we have very
high standards in the safety arena.
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The testing is showing that WAAS is not able to meet those
standards at this point, so we have that challenge for us. And,
quite honestly, if it means a schedule slip or compromising the
safety, we would obviously take the schedule slip. But we have
scheduled next week, for 3 days, a technical review committee. It
is made up of a contractor, FAA officials, and I was just mentioning
to Mr. Mead earlier that we are inviting people from outside to
help participate in this, to really identify a path for success here.
How do we deal with this issue? How serious is it, and how do we
deal with it? So we will have more to report on this after that
group meets.

But good news on the accuracy. The safety standards, and it real-
ly involves the alarms going off more frequently than they should.
We have to deal with that before we can move ahead.

Mr. MEAD. I would like to just say a word about WAAS from our
work. As you know, we are independent of FAA. This is one of the
programs that is having problems. This program started out with
a program cost estimate of $893 million. We are now looking at
about $3 billion.

This is also one of those programs experiencing schedule slip-
pages. WAAS started out in 1996. In 1998 we were supposed to
start deploying it now, it is going to be 2000 or later.

I have noticed some real improvements in FAA’s oversight of the
WAAS contractor here. This is one procurement where a lot of risk
sharing is going to be needed because it is a very expensive con-
tract. I think the contractor bears now a responsibility here, just
like FAA.

WAAS is also a very important program in terms of technology
development and in terms of transitioning to satellite navigation.

Senator GORTON. Thank you.

Another subject, Ms. Garvey. The recent contract with the con-
trollers, is it affecting your ability to meet budgetary targets? Is it
going to tighten your ability to do other things at a time of rather
constrained budgets?

Ms. GARVEY. Well, thank you very much for asking that question.
If you will bear with me—because this is an important issue to me.
I think it—it is something I get asked very frequently.

First of all, we did have a 12 percent increase in our operations
budget, but I think we need to say that there also was over 8 per-
cent increase in mandatory spending. The controller contract is less
than one-quarter of that, so I don’t want to say it doesn’t have an
impact, but I also want to point out that it is a very small impact
overall.

And I want to take a step back for a minute because we had
some very important goals when we went into the controller con-
tract negotiations. One was that we wanted to get some produc-
tivity gains. That was very critical to us. And I am happy to say
that for the first time we have a contract that does include some
cost savings and cost avoidance. We have never had that before.
That is significant.

Second—and I think that some of the speakers earlier referred
to this—we have not always had the best relationship with the con-
trollers. Management and union have not been always in sync at
the FAA. I think this contract has established an atmosphere for
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us in the FAA where the labor-management relationship has never
been better. They are full partners as we are moving ahead on
modernization, absolutely full partners. And from my perspective,
that is critical. We don’t need to look far to see other places where
the labor-management relationship is such that it really does sort
of poison the well, if you will.

So we wanted productivity gains, and we wanted full buy-in for
modernization. We wanted to take a look at some ways that we
might be able to give up alternate work weeks and so forth. That
is very tough for a 24-hour-a-day operation. We have been able to
achieve those. And so I think it is extraordinarily positive.

We also wanted to be able to classify our facilities in different
ways. We wanted to be able to say that San Francisco, Chicago,
New York, those are very busy, and the controllers there ought to
be paid in relationship to the number of operations that they had
to control. So I think the contract is a solid, good document, and
I think it will allow us to move ahead in a way that we probably
could not but for a contract.

Senator GORTON. Thanks. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Ms. GARVEY. Thank you.

Senator DOMENICI. For your information, Senator, you were not
present when the Inspector General put up a rather significant
chart with three lines on it. One of them had to do with the in-
creased costs attributable to the contract of employment versus the
growth in other accounts because of it. I am not suggesting that
the chart attempted to say we were harming one part because we
have a good labor contract, but it did show that it is a very big part
of expenditures that we are now online to keep giving for quite
some time. If it works out that there is a much better relationship
with employees and if it turns out to have added productivity, I
think that would be exciting, and I congratulate you for it.

I have just two questions. I happened, just by coincidence, to
have located in the city of Albuquerque one of your aging aircraft
centers wherein the scientists at Sandia National Laboratory work
with the private sector in determining the significance of aging on
certain components of American conventional, ordinary airplanes
that we have in our stockpile that we are using. I have asked them
for some evaluations in the past. Clearly, even though we are
building more new airplanes, we are also living on a stockpile of
airplanes that are getting very old as people are flying around in
rather old airplanes. And we need to know more about what that
means.

Could you just talk to the record on that?

Ms. GARVEY. Senator, that is an absolutely significant issue. You
are absolutely right that as our aircraft ages, that whole issue be-
comes even more paramount. We have worked very closely with the
NTSB around the whole issue of aging aircraft, and we have a very
aggressive program underway. Again, we have brought in some
wonderful experts.

I am not as familiar with the Sandia Lab’s efforts in this area.
I am very familiar from my highway days of wonderful work that
they have done, and I think it would be good for us to follow up
and perhaps see if there is a way to include some of their informa-
tion in what we are doing.
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Senator DOMENICI. I believe there are two similar ones. I think
there is one in the State of Iowa, if I am not mistaken. But, in any
event, they are now pursuing some very exciting work on some of
the very modern airplanes and testing just individual parts for
their longevity, their strength. After 30 years, what is happening
to them? And I think you have to be a big player in that.

Ms. GARVEY. Absolutely.

Senator DOMENICI. Because you have to tell the American people
the planes are safe. It is not going to be so easy to keep doing that
with planes that are growing older and older if you don’t know the
answer. Right?

Ms. GARVEY. Absolutely. An important issue for us.

[The information follows:]

Since the Aloha 737 accident in May 1988, the FAA has worked with the trans-
port airplane manufacturers and airlines to improve the technology of inspecting for
corrosion and fatigue damage, developed improved structural inspection require-
ments, and issued many airworthiness directives to correct aging problems on var-
ious types of aircraft. This continuous improvement in aging aircraft safety will be
expanded by rulemaking that will require older airplanes to be evaluated, and mon-
itored in service, for the development of any new sources of widespread fatigue dam-
age (the type of damage that caused the Aloha accident).

The FAA continues to work aging aircraft problems through the Airworthiness As-
surance Center of Excellence (AACE), through which Sandia National Laboratories
plays a key role. In the AACE the FAA has set up a partnership that brings leading
talent in government, academia, and industry to focus on maintaining the high level
of safety in the aging fleet (along with other airworthiness problems).

At the Sandia National Laboratories, the FAA has set up an inspection system
Validation Center. Sandia’s group of samples with known flaws provides real air-
craft structures to test new laboratory developed inspection methods. This provides
the FAA with a way to ensure that newly proposed methods will meet their ex-
pected levels of performance in practice. This philosophy of validation is already
working well in the area of airframe inspection. It has also been applied to engine
inspection technologies, and will be used on the aging systems program that the
FAA now has underway.

The research work at the AACE and, in particular at the Validation Center, is
crucial to supporting the FAA’s core capabilities and ensuring that the latest tech-
nology is correctly applied to maintaining the aging fleet.

Towa State University is the co-leader with Ohio University of Airworthiness As-
surance Center of Excellence and through their Center for Aviation Safety Reli-
ability (CASR), they are working with the FAA’s William J. Hughes Technical Cen-
ter primarily on the development of new inspection methods for aircraft structures.

The effectiveness of the Center for Aviation Systems Reliability (CASR) and the
Airworthiness Assurance NDT Validation Center (AANC) is intertwined with the
certification, operational and maintenance requirements for aircraft structures. Non-
destructive Inspection (NDI) technology has improved our ability to detect structural
flaws and corrosion. The probability of detection establishes the inspection intervals
for operators. Safe operation of aircraft beyond the design service goal is predicated
on detection and modification of aircraft structure due to fatigue and corrosion. The
real benefit of improved NDI is that of increased reliability of detecting flaws before
the residual strength of the structure degrades to an unsafe level. We are able to
extend the life of structures and repair or replace them within a safe time frame
as a direct result of NDI advancements.

Senator DOMENICI. One of our Senators—I think Senator
Conrad—made an issue of airplanes not being on time and the kind
of problems people are having. I just want to clarify: Is that attrib-
utable to the fact that we don’t have enough money, or is that at-
tributable to something else?

Ms. GARVEY. Well, I would certainly say that—and let me step
back for a minute. I think there were really three critical areas.
Last summer we saw a 20 percent increase in delays, and there
were, I think, three significant reasons for that. One is, as Don
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McCarty said this morning, we all experienced some significant
weather last year, and that was an issue. Second, the transition to
modern equipment—we moved into DSR last year, and that created
some problems for us as well. And, third, there were a number of
significant runway projects that were taking place throughout the
country that also had an impact, particularly at those critical cen-
ters.

I think the efforts that have been underway have been signifi-
cant. We have been working closely with the airlines every single
week in coming up with a Spring-Summer Plan for this year. We
don’t want to have the same repeat of what we experienced last
year. We have come up with a very significant plan around proce-
dures, around ways to manage the air traffic much differently, and
that is going to be announced at the end of this year.

I can tell you some elements include giving our command center
in Herndon more control—they know the whole system—and look-
ing at a number of procedures as well. I will say that is the short-
term fix. We still believe that the long-term fix is the long-term
modernization efforts that we are also committed to. So that clearly
is the long-term answer as we move forward.

Senator LAUTENBERG. If I might, Mr. Chairman, how about just
the general increase in the flying public?

Ms. GARVEY. Absolutely.

Senator LAUTENBERG. Airplanes are filling and they are busy
and slots are blocked and the gates are unavailable.

Ms. GARVEY. We are seeing that particularly at some of the hubs,
as you know, at some of the airports near and dear to your heart,
Senator. So we are seeing that as well, the growth in traffic.

Mr. MEAD. We don’t have two things in this country pertaining
to the delay issue that are very important, particularly as you are
considering FAA’s reauthorization. First, we do not have a common
definition of what a delay is. Second, we do not analyze the causes
of delays in a systematic way. This is irony of Shakespearean pro-
portions, almost. Did you know that you are considered departing
“on time” if that plane backs away from the gate within 15 minutes
of its scheduled departure? But if you sit on that runway for 2 ad-
ditional hours, even though you have pulled away, you are still
leaving “on time”.

Now, the person in that plane doesn’t think they are leaving on
time, but the Federal Government counts, and it shows up in USA
Today and everywhere else as a departure on time. I think that
ought to be changed.

Senator DOMENICI. Well, we thank you for that observation. I
was wondering why they did that to us, why they didn’t bring us
back, since we were going to be there 2 hours, why they didn’t turn
us free. But obviously it would be a late departure.

Mr. MEAD. That is another issue.

Senator DOMENICI. It could be that is the reason they do it. They
don’t do it as much anymore, though, which is very interesting to
me. Something has happened in the meantime. Planes are not pull-
ing out as many times and them telling you as soon as you get
away from the gate, well, we are going to be here for an hour be-
fore we take off. I haven’t heard that as much lately. Have you?
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Senator LAUTENBERG. Well, I got on an airplane the other day
despite the precaution that said, look, we are going to get you on
the airplane, we are going to close the door, but I can tell you now
it is 55 minutes before we are going to be given clearance to take
off. And it was excessive traffic going into the New York region.

So delays are alive and well, Mr. Chairman.

Senator DOMENICI. At least that one they told you clearly in ad-
vance, and I think they are doing a better job at that.

Senator LAUTENBERG. Yes.

Senator DOMENICI. I have no further questions. I guess I would
like—do you want to go another round?

Senator LAUTENBERG. I haven’t asked any questions.

Senator DOMENICI. Oh, I am sorry. I thought you asked them
while I was gone. I am going to yield in one moment.

I wonder if you would mind, Administrator Garvey, responding
to the last comments made by Mr. Mead with reference to the com-
monality that he suggested we don’t have in some of these areas.
Can you address that for the record?

Ms. GARVEY. Do you mean in terms of the delay issue?

Senator DOMENICI. Yes, where he just described the things that
he recommended?

Ms. GARVEY. I think one of the issues that Mr. Mead has re-
ferred to is the common definition of delays and so forth.

Senator DOMENICI. Correct.

Ms. GARVEY. One very good and interesting result of the work
that we are doing with the airlines right now, is we have sort of
put some of that aside, and we have said, “Let us take a new look
at this, and let us measure how the system is doing. Let us agree
upon an established set of metrics.” We have done that, and actu-
ally, they are pretty straightforward and pretty simple, and we
now have sort of a common definition between the two of us.

We still have, as Mr. Mead suggested, the issue about DOT’s def-
inition of it. I think that is something we still need to work on, but
we have agreed on the common definition with the airlines about
how we are going to measure how well we do this summer, so we
will be able to do that together.

Senator DOMENICI. Now, Madam Administrator, the Inspector
General explained at length one of the major projects you have
going, procurement contracts for new equipment, and I understand
from my friends who know, that that is a very, very important new
part of modernizing the system. He explained its original bid price
and how much it ended up costing, and its original committed de-
livery date and how long it took. Now, I am not surprised. Believe
it or not, we funded the Internal Revenue Service for new equip-
ment for all America, only to find that they could not get it done
If ever I was frustrated as an appropriator in those days was to
say, “OK, we just put up $4 billion. We can now tell our citizens
we are going to have a modern system at the IRS.” IRS wondered
for a few years why Congress defunded them in certain areas, and
I can tell you it was because of what I just described. Now, thank
God, it looks like that is over, but there are similar stories in Social
Security and other areas, where there are big machines, and mod-
ernizing has been attempted in huge jumps, not just little incre-
mental steps. But I guess it would be important to at least know,
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since the subject came up, whether the FAA has analyzed this and
if you know why that happened and can tell us that it will not hap-
pen again?

Ms. GARVEY. Mr. Chairman, I think the approach that we are
taking on these big projects incrementally, step by step, is in large
part the answer. I think that is absolutely critical as we are mov-
ing forward. Mr. Mead and I have talked a great deal about that,
and I think that is a very positive step forward.

Second, I think that the whole issue of procurement reform, I
want to stress again it has allowed us to make changes and made
some differences to us. We are able to get contracts on board in 50
percent less time. The other—and Mr. Mead is absolutely right,
there are about 5 projects at the FAA that are very big projects and
need to be watched very carefully. He mentioned a couple, WAAS,
STARS, OASIS and so forth. There are 5 of them.

But I also want to put that in perspective. We have a $2 billion
budget in F&E. Those 5 projects make up about 15 percent, so
there is still a large number of projects being done. And I think in
those areas in particular, procurement reform has been beneficial.
Having said that, I want to give you my absolute commitment that
those 5 problem projects, if you will, are being watched very care-
fully. They are being managed differently with clear points of ac-
countability. There are absolute deadlines that we have to meet,
and we are doing that.

I think we need to do a better job in terms of procurement reform
of building in life cycle cost, and that is something we have talked
with Chairman Shelby’s committee about as well. We need to bring
that in, and that is one of the suggestions we have got, and we are
doing that as well.

Senator DOMENICI. All right.

Ms. GARVEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator DOMENICI. Mr. Lautenberg, excuse me for not—assum-
ing. I thought you might have

Senator LAUTENBERG. Not at all. Our schedule has been mixed
up, and I apologize for having to run off for a couple minutes.

Senator Shelby, do you want to——

Senator SHELBY. No, go ahead. I defer to you.

PREPARED STATEMENTS

Senator LAUTENBERG. Mr. Chairman, I have three statements
that—one by Senator Hollings, one by Richard Durbin, one by Sen-
ator Johnson—that we would like to have inserted in the record.

Senator DOMENICI. They will be inserted and at this time, I
would like to insert a statement from Senator Snowe.

Senator LAUTENBERG. Thank you.

[The statements follow:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR ERNEST F. HOLLINGS

Good morning and welcome to our distinguished guests, Administrator Garvey,
Inspector General Mead and Mr. Crichton. I am very pleased that you are able to
appear at this joint hearing before the Budget and Appropriations Committee.
“Modernizing the Federal Aviation Administration: Challenges and Solutions” is the
title of today’s hearing, an apt and timely one at that. As many of you know, we
have been conferencing on the FAA bill since fall and funding has lapsed on the
Airport Improvement Program portion of the FAA’s budget. Spring—the beginning
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of the construction season is almost here and we seem to be headed no where soon
on this issue.

We may pose theoretical questions concerning privatization and the role of gov-
ernment. What we cannot do, however, is dispute the duties incumbent upon us at
this moment: properly funding the FAA so that it can carry out its primary mission
of ensuring safety, and properly funding our Nation’s aviation infrastructure. Few
will dispute the role of transportation in commerce. Admittedly, shipping and rail
initially were responsible for building our Nation’s wealth and shaping its cities;
however, with the past century, aviation has become the primary and most impor-
tant means for moving people. In fact, it has revolutionized the way we do business.
In 1998, U.S. air carriers enplaned 607 million passengers. According to the FAA,
this number will grow to an estimated 1 billion passengers in 2010. This explosive
growth does not even include cargo flights.

Congestion in the skies and on the ground at our Nation’s airports is also increas-
ing exponentially. According to the Air Transport Association, delays were up by 36
percent this summer. The prediction of gridlock as was noted in the National Civil
Aviation Review Commission’s 1997 Report seemed to be coming to early fruition.
While it is fortunate that we have Canada’s system as an example of privatized air
traffic control, the United States’ airspace has dramatically more complicated flight
paths, in addtion to a more diverse body of users. Deregulation of the airlines indus-
try left many winners and losers. We have planes flying all over the place, including
a large number that are classified as general aviation. Our population is greater and
extends throughout our borders. We have 86 commercial air carriers compared to
Canada’s one. And with the exception of a few, the majority of U.S. carrier oper-
ations use the hub and spoke system, allowing them to serve a larger number of
passengers. We can not afford to have another set of winners and losers by turning
air traffic control over to the private sector.

Although it is important that we engage in discussion on ways to facilitate mod-
ernization of the FAA, it is imperative we do not trade academic discussions for ac-
tion. We must step up to the plate and do our duty—pass the FAA bill.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR RICHARD J. DURBIN

Chairmen Domenici and Shelby, thank you for calling this important hearing on
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) modernization. Obviously, the State of Illi-
nois, home to one the world’s busiest airports, has a great interest in achieving the
most efficient and safest air traffic control system possible. I thank Administrator
Garvey for joining us today.

I also want to mention my strong desire to see the conferees on the FAA Reau-
thorization Bill finish their work as soon as possible. In downstate Illinois, we’re fac-
ing an air service crisis. The High Density Rule at Chicago’s O’'Hare International
Airport is jeopardizing service to smaller communities. It is my hope that the con-
ference report will bring some relief to these communities who desperately need ac-
cess to the Chicago market for economic development and tourism.

I'd like to use my time this morning to talk about an important, commonsense
safety and accident prevention issue—video cameras in airplane cockpits.

The tragic and mysterious crash of EgyptAir 990 in November and the recent
crashes of Kenya Airways and Alaska Airlines give us a solemn reminder that air
travel can never be made too safe. As crash investigators attempt to sort out the
circumstances surrounding these accidents, the Federal Government continues to
}iook for new and innovative ways to enhance air safety and prevent future acci-

ents.

Cockpit voice recorders help us understand the causes of many crashes. But some-
times they still leave us mystified. I believe the missing link to a clearer and fuller
understanding of why airplanes crash is video camera technology in the cockpits
and on planes.

In an era where video cameras are commonplace in grocery stores, office build-
ings, public buses, and at ATMs, it is time to modernize the tools of air safety. The
voice recorder was once state of the art, and it still can be an important tool for
investigating accidents. However, a video camera could provide invaluable informa-
tion for analyzing accidents and creating a safer environment for airline passengers.
Visual recordings could also shorten the length of an investigation at a time when
the public is anxious and eager to understand what happened.

The crash of EgyptAir flight 990 unfortunately illustrates the need to improve
flight recording devices. Although the audio record provided the National Transpor-
tation Safety Board (NTSB) with some important clues about what might have oc-
curred just before the crash, the recording appears to raise many more questions
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than it answers. Visual recording equipment could provide more practical informa-
tion in such circumstances.

I understand the concerns raised by the opponents. Video recordings should and
must be treated in the same manner as cockpit voice recordings. Privacy concerns
and compassion for victims’ families must be appropriately addressed.

This week, I met with the chairmen of both American and United Airlines.
They’re open to the concept. I've had the opportunity to meet with and raise this
subject with today’s witness, FAA Administrator Garvey, and with NTSB Chairman
Jim Hall. Both are interested.

In fact, Chairman Hall wrote, “The Safety Board shares your belief that a video
recording could provide invaluable information for analyzing accidents and creating
a safer environment for airline passengers.” NTSB’s Office of Research and Engi-
neering is currently looking into this matter.

Mr. Chairman, the Federal Government, specifically the FAA, must lead the way.
I am asking Administrator Garvey to continue to push the agency to consider this
concept and the latest available technology.

However, Congress has a role as well. We should ensure that both the FAA and
NTSB Reauthorization Bills include language that prepares the way for the possi-
bility of video cameras and recordings. We should not wait for another accident.

I thank the Budget Committee and the Transportation Appropriations Sub-
committee for holding this important hearing. I look forward to working with my
colleagues as well as with the FAA and NTSB to advance this commonsense con-
cept.

Thank you.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR TIM JOHNSON

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate your holding this hearing and thank the
witnesses for being here this morning. I want to take a moment to express my con-
cerns regarding the status of the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) reauthor-
ization. As we all know, the authorization lapsed last fall and consequently, our air-
ports currently are operating with some uncertainty about the future.

Several of South Dakota’s airports receive funding through the Airport Improve-
ment Program (AIP), which funds a variety of critical projects across the country
including safety, security, capacity, and noise projects. In recent years, AIP funds
were used for a number of important projects, including the rehabilitation and light-
ing of a runway in Pierre and runway rehabilitation projects in Watertown, Sioux
Falls, Rapid City, Mitchell, Huron, Brookings, Aberdeen, Redfield, Flandreau, Cus-
ter County, and Platte. Many critically important projects are slated for construction
when the funds are made available and I hope that a resolution to the conference
is found in a timely manner so that our entire construction season, which is often
fairly short because of the harsh midwestern winters, can be utilized.

Essential Air Service (EAS) also is a critical program for South Dakota. Yankton’s
airport depends on EAS for air transportation, and the cities of Brookings and
Mitchell also are served by this program. EAS has proved to be crucial to ensuring
that rural America remains economically viable, by allowing scheduled air service
to exist at many rural airports across the Nation that otherwise could not support
commercial air service. If funding for EAS lapses, South Dakota’s rural airports, and
the communities they serve, will be adversely affected.

Finally, regarding the controversial issue of how to best ensure airports receive
adequate, reliable funding in the future, I support using all revenues generated by
aviation taxes for aviation needs. Using all aviation trust fund monies to meet the
unmet needs in our aviation infrastructure and the growing needs of the flying pub-
lic makes common sense. I want to commend Chairman Domenici for attempting to
find a compromise on the complex issue of aviation funding. I hope that the con-
ference can resolve this complex issue as soon as possible, and, again, I appreciate
the Chairman’s efforts to find a compromise.

I hope the FAA reauthorization conference will be able to resolve the extremely
complex and critically important issues involved in the FAA reauthorization con-
ference so that our airport managers will no longer be held hostage by congressional
inaction. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR OLYMPIA J. SNOWE

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I would like to express my appreciation to you for
scheduling this hearing. This is a very important issue.
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As a member of the Senate Commerce Committee and Aviation Subcommittee,
which has jurisdiction over the Federal Aviation Administration, I recognize the ex-
traordinary importance of the FAA reform and modernization issue.

Just last month, a relatively minor computer glitch in the Air Traffic Control Sys-
tem virtually halted air travel in the East. This past summer, flight delays were
at an all time high. This is our wake-up call. Modernization is critical. After all,
by some estimates, air traffic congestion is expected to grow by upwards of 50 per-
cent through 2008. I do not believe that we are currently prepared to handle growth
of this magnitude.

Of course, some of the problems in the Air Traffic System are caused by factors
beyond our control, such as weather. However, other factors, including over-sched-
gling, émtiquated technology, and bureaucratic management can and must be ad-

ressed.

To this end, the FAA has in recent decades developed modernization initiatives
to improve its programs and upgrade its systems. However, these efforts have been
plagued by chronic cost and schedule overruns, due at least in part to what many
believe was an overly ambitious strategy. The GAO, for example, identified the
FAA’s failure to follow a “phased” versus an “incremental” approach to moderniza-
tion. While the FAA has taken steps to address some of these criticisms—adopting
short- and long-term modernization goals and working toward those goals through
incremental change, for example—I am not sure that all of the outstanding issues
have been addressed.

A key issue, of course, is air traffic control modernization. The FAA has outlined
three components to its air traffic control modernization strategy: (1) maintaining
current systems and upgrading infrastructure; (2) enhancing safety; and (3) devel-
oping new mechanisms to increase capacity and efficiency in the system.

These are fundamental themes, and I strongly believe that we need to focus our
attention and follow through before its too late. I look forward to what I hope will
be a frank and constructive exchange of ideas on how to confront the FAA’s chal-
lenges through adoption of new technologies, better management practices, and per-
haps restructuring.

I am interested in hearing from the FAA on what the costs and long-term outlook
for modernization are, what efforts the agency has made to counter criticism from
the GAO and others, and what affect all of these changes will have on consumers.

The FAA certainly faces enormous challenges as it attempts to keep pace with the
rapid changes taking place in aviation.

Once again, I would like to express my appreciation to the Chairman and my
thanks to the witnesses for sharing their insights.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator LAUTENBERG. Ms. Garvey, one of the things that I was
kind of curious about, and including the discussion—included in
the discussion of delays was some concern about the lack of clear
definition what constitutes delays, and I think that would be very
helpful to the passenger market, because they just do not get it.
They know when they are late, and they know what the OAG or
they were told when they called to make their reservation, and if
it is not there, it is late. It does not need more defining than that.
But how much—and you have identified weather as a significant
factor. We ought to be able to identify how much delays cost by
weather, and I think that would be a good thing to do. It does not
mean we can throw up our hands and ignore it. The fact of the
matter is there is better and better weather equipment out there.
We do not want airplanes flying in risky conditions, but if the pub-
lic knew that, they would say, “Boy, that is a good idea that they
delayed that.”

You were talking about procurement, and you know, Senator
Hatfield and I and others worked hard at getting the procurement
process reform, and yet, things are not in place, and you had a dis-
cussion just now, Senator Domenici, and are there any legal obsta-
cles there that you have, any regulatory problems that you have in
implementing the procurement process as we like to see it?
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Ms. GARVEY. Senator, I am not aware of any, and again, I actu-
ally think we have made some very good progress in it. The recent
review that we had by Booz-Allen—it was an independent review—
made 18 suggestions to us, including, by the way, getting the life
cycle costing included. They essentially said, “Look, you are on
track. You are doing the right stuff.”

Senator LAUTENBERG. Well, I think our friend, Ken Mead, may
differ with you a little bit on that.

Ms. GARVEY. I am not sure.

Senator LAUTENBERG. Is there a difference in view?

Mr. MEAD. No; I was musing that in our observations of procure-
ment reform, it is interesting that people sometimes do not know
what to do with freedom when they get it. When Congress gave
FAA freedom, there was a period of time, it seems to me—I was
at GAO for part of this time—now being at the Department where
the agency did not know what to do with this newfound freedom.
FAA is still struggling with it to this day. I hear from Mr. Belger
and others about this but I see improvements on the innovations.
I really do. I am not sure FAA really believed it when they had
freedom from Federal acquisition and personnel rules.

Ms. GARVEY. If T could just mention I was at Highways then.
And I do not want to leave the impression that there is not more
we can do. I think we have to constantly ask ourselves: are we
using it as flexibly as we can, and can we push the envelope a little
bit more? So we need to constantly do that. Mr. Mead’s staff is ter-
rific about working with us and making some suggestions. I think
for the most part we have implemented just about all of those or
well on the way to.

Senator LAUTENBERG. Well, some aviation observers have com-
plained that the Appropriations Committee has not granted FAA
enough procurement funding. Now, my experience has been that
when the Appropriations Committee reduces funding for a par-
ticular procurement, it is based on FAA’s testimony indicating that
a project has been delayed or is otherwise put on a different track.
Do you believe that granting FAA an unlimited pot of procurement
funds is going to put an end to your contracting problems in a
hurry?

Ms. GARVEY. I would agree with the statements that were made
earlier. I do not think money is the only answer. I will say that
I think this year in 2000 we have had some real shortfalls. We are
looking at some programs that may be slowed up a bit, but I would
certainly agree with the earlier comments, it i1s not the only an-
Ewer. I hope we can get what the President asked for this year,

ut

Senator LAUTENBERG. Is any part of the problem inability for
suppliers to deliver product, whether it be software, hardware, oth-
erwise?

Ms. GARVEY. That is a very good question. I am not sure I know
the answer to that. I am not aware of any, but I will check with
people. There may be some cases where that is an issue. I will tell
you one area I have been a little concerned about. The kind of free-
dom we have had and flexibility we have had has created some
problems for some small businesses, and that is an issue we have
been wrestling with lately, whether or not our sort of eagerness to
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get some contracts out, whether we may have inadvertently not
been quite as fair to some of the small businesses as we should be.
So that is something we are looking carefully at and dealing with
as well.

[The information follows:]

No. We are not aware of any inability on the part of our supplier to deliver prod-
ucts.

Mr. MEAD. I recall, Mr. Lautenberg, you were on the committee
at the time and saw firsthand what happened to the Advance Auto-
mation System. AAS was the centerpiece of FAA’s air traffic control
effort in the late 1980’s and early 1990’s. And I recall in appropria-
tions hearings that year that FAA came up and asked you for
money. Actually, I think the committee largely funded that request,
only to have, the plug pulled on the entire program 11 months
later as a result of an intensive study by Deputy Administrator
Daschle and Administrator Hinson. And going back further to the
Microwave Landing System, which was a multi-billion dollar pro-
gram, which was also terminated. The Micro Wave Landing System
was terminated because of pressure from the airline industry.

Senator LAUTENBERG. Well, it is interesting, because, Ms. Gar-
vey, you have the unique experience of serving both as a Deputy
Highway Administrator as well as the FAA Administrator. And in
the procurement process I saw something unique happen in New
Jersey last year. When we gave a contract for a major inter-
change—perhaps you remember, major 417—and I think Secretary
Basso was there to celebrate the completion a year early, a year
early, and essentially under budget for the work that was done, be-
cause we gave a contract out there, we gave the contractor a lot
of headway, and there was a bonus promise, and the bonus promise
that we had to pay—I think it was about $3 million—was insignifi-
cant compared to the pre—Christmas rush that was taking place on
these highways and a lot of retail shopping. And I think we begin
to learn things, and I have seen it also on a light-rail system that
is being now done in New Jersey, in North Jersey, where the con-
tract is fairly open-ended—not without all the audit trails that one
would expect—but the fact of the matter is that if we kind of got
out of the way, we found out that if we had reliable contractors,
we could get the job done, and there is a tendency among all of us
here to micro-manage at times, because we get frustrated at the
lack of completion of things.

Now, do you think that our interstate highway system provides
the kind of benefits to our economy that perhaps investments in
FAA might provide? Is it appropriate for FAA to get guaranteed
amounts of general funding when the Federal Highway Adminis-
tration receives no general funding whatsoever? The point I make,
I assume, is obvious at this juncture, and that is, what about this
concept of assuring FAA that it gets whatever funds it needs, and
jeopardizing investments in highway or rail or other parts of the
transportation system, or accounts way beyond that?

Ms. GARVEY. This is where I turn over to Dr. Basso.

Dr. BASSo. Senator, it is a very good question. First just briefly
on the Interstate Highway System, I think it has been unprece-
dented what the system has done for the country, and in par-
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ticular, I enjoyed being with you in New Jersey a few weeks ago
when we had a chance to see all of that firsthand, very important.

On the question of guaranteed funding, I think clearly the Ad-
ministration has not called for guaranteed general funding for the
FAA. The other point that I think I should make is that clearly the
trust fund alone, with the receipts that are coming in now, do not
or would not just simply meet our budget needs, and when I am
able to talk more about this on Monday, I can be more specific
about our approaches to how we would meet those needs.

Senator LAUTENBERG. Mr. Mead, your testimony includes some
sobering data regarding the cost growth and three of FAA’s major
procurements. Do you think that there is a risk that dramatically
increased appropriations to the FAA Facilities and Equipment
budget will cause the cost of these programs to grow even more?
Does it suggest that it will increase the appetite for spending with
some less control involved?

Mr. MEAD. If the Congress is going to give FAA more money, I
would suggest that you put in some controls to ensure that addi-
tional funds are not absorbed by salaries and related expenses and
cost growth. I think we would all come away from the table a bit
disappointed if additional funds intended for modernization went to
cover cost growth in other areas.

I do think that in tandem with the FAA reauthorization and ap-
propriation process, there should be a very explicit linkage to a cost
accounting system. If someone comes and asks you or me for
money, you probably like to say, “Well, what exactly would you use
it for and what will you get out of it?” To arrive at the answers
to those questions, you need a cost accounting system. Most busi-
nesses have them. While it is fairly unusual in the Federal Govern-
ment, businesses have them, FAA, in many respects, is a 365 day
a year business. And we are talking about a lot of money. So I
think there are investment opportunities—I can rattle off a whole
list of them—but it would be very important that the money be
spent wisely.

Senator LAUTENBERG. What do you think, Ms. Garvey?

Ms. GARVEY. Well, first of all, I could not agree more on the cost
accounting system. In fact, I think that holds, as I mentioned, the
most promise for helping us control our costs, because we have ac-
counting like every government agency right now, but it is not to
flhe level that we need it. It is not in the same way that business

as it.

Senator LAUTENBERG. But inhibits the development or the
influence

Ms. GARVEY. We actually are well on the way. I will tell you that
this year we did—and Mr. Mead referred to that—we did delay im-
plementation for everything other than the Air Traffic Control Sys-
tem, and that was because of the budget constraints. We worked
very hard though to make sure that the air traffic control piece,
which is in our view the most critical piece, that we are on track
with that. We have a framework in place. We are already begin-
ning to collect data for both the en route and the oceanic domains.
The flight services stations will be later this year. So we are begin-
ning to collect that data now. We have tested with industry. That
is, are we headed in the right direction? We have got extraor-
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dinarily complimentary comments from industry. One representa-
tive from American Airlines said that it ought to be a model to be
used internationally. It is that level of detail. So do I wish it were
in place today? Absolutely. But are we on the right track? Yes, we
are, and I think it holds great promise for us.

Senator LAUTENBERG. Thank you.

Mr. Chairman, I think it is fair to say that the thinking nec-
essary to correct some of the problem there is in place, so we en-
courage you to move forward with these changes, and speak em-
phatically about them when you meet with the committees of the
Congress, and make sure that they understand where you are
going and what the mission is.

Thank you very much.

Senator DoMENICI. Thank you, Senator.

Senator Shelby.

Senator SHELBY. Thank you.

Ms. Garvey, you have been at the FAA long enough now to have
a pretty good sense of the challenges that have to be addressed to
make that organization more efficient, more accountable and re-
sponsive to its customers. I believe you received good marks from
insiders at the FAA, from most industry experts, and generally a
good reception here on the Hill, including from my committee.

Ms. GARVEY. Thank you.

Senator SHELBY. Some claim that you are the best administrator
that the agency has ever had. Yet, the FAA of 2000 has many, if
not all of the problems I mentioned earlier, that have plagued it
for the past 20 years.

Basically, is this too big a job for any one person? Is the air traf-
fic control function a task that would be better executed by non-
governmental management structure, or are all the naysayers out
there predicting gridlock and doom wrong?

Ms. GARVEY. Well, thank you first of all for the kind comments.

I will tell you, by the way, that I am reaching my midpoint of
the 5-year term tomorrow.

Senator SHELBY. Congratulations.

Ms. GARVEY. Thank you, thank you. And I expect to see it
through.

I think the whole issue about whether or not there ought to be
a different structure is absolutely the right kind of debate to have
in this Congress, absolutely the right kind of debate. The Adminis-
tration has proposed, as we know, in 1995, a corporation, a per-
formance-based organization, but there are lots of ideas out there,
and to have them debated is appropriate. But I do want to say—
and I hope you will bear with me—but I really do think we have
made some progress. It is difficult to change a 47,000-people agen-
cy, but I think we have made some enormous strides forward. I
really do not want to go home today without saying that I think
the work that is being done at the FAA and the kind of decisions
that people make on a daily basis have not produced some positive
changes in the last 2 years. We are doing things differently, and
I think we are getting some very significant work done.

Senator SHELBY. BNA reported just this morning that the Presi-
dent’s budget request for FAA operations is $6.6 billion. That is in
excess of what is currently being contemplated in the FAA reau-
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thorization conference. Is that correct? And if that is correct, is the
reauthorization inadequate or is the President’s budget request
bloated?

Mr. BAsso. Mr. Chairman, let me just answer by saying I am not
in a position to confirm the number today. I will be on Monday
and——

Senator SHELBY. Are the numbers in the ball park?

Mr. BAsso. They are clearly in the ball park, Mr. Chairman.

Senator SHELBY. Good.

Mr. Basso. I think I have to give you that, and I would like to
promptly on Monday advise you

Senator SHELBY. Will you get back with us on that?

Mr. Basso. Sir?

Senator SHELBY. Will you get back with us on that?
hMr. Basso. Absolutely. I will call you Monday morning first
thing.

Senator SHELBY. What is the status of the contract tower plan
that Congress has requested the FAA? Ken, do you want to com-
ment on that?

Mr. MEAD. I think there is kind of an odd issue that has come
up on this Contract Tower Program. We have reviewed it. We
found that these low-level towers, the program was essentially
sound for low-level towers. We did find that FAA has to stay on
top of the contractors to make sure that they come through and
i‘ive lép to their staffing obligations. Safety did not seem to be af-
ected.

Now, your committee, the House, the Conference Committee, di-
rected FAA to do a study of whether that Contract Tower Program
could be expanded to further towers. FAA’s study was not done
properly, in my view. And you turned around and directed us to do
it, in the Inspector General’s Office. We are in the process of doing
it.

One issue that has come up is that the controller agreement es-
tablishes 15,000 controllers, either as a ceiling or a floor or both.
We were told that, “Well, if FAA were to contract out any more
towers, that is, privatize them, well then, you would be abrogating
the controller agreement because some of the controllers would
have to come from these towers.” I am not so sure that that is a
correct analysis, because those controllers could go to some other
tower, or they could leave. FAA could hire more controllers and put
them where they are needed most—at the busier facilities. This is
a very controversial issue.

I think that Contract Tower Program at low-level facilities,
where they are not getting a lot of traffic, is a sound program, and
deserves support.

Senator SHELBY. Mr. Mead, would you be concerned that the nec-
essary FAA reform would be less likely if an aviation firewall was
erected?

Mr. MEAD. I do not see the issue as a firewall, and with all re-
spect.

Senator SHELBY. What do you see as being the issue?

Mr. MEAD. Because if you gave FAA all the money that comes
in every year from the trust fund, they would be getting less money
now than you have appropriated. I think they would get about
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$700 million less, unless you took all the interest. So I think the
real issue here is whether general income taxes from the general
fund ought to be going to FAA as an entitlement. I know that is
a policy judgment for the Congress. Over the years I think that the
appropriators have done a good job at exercising oversight, I cannot
point to a lack of money as being the problem with major systems
that have had problems. But again, I know there are additional in-
vestment opportunities out there.

Senator SHELBY. Your statement indicated that in 1995 the GAO
and the Office of Inspector General cautioned that neither procure-
ment or personnel rules, nor lack of funding were the source of the
problems the FAA was experiencing with this ATC modernization.
Is that still true?

Mr. MEAD. Yes, it is largely still true, sir.

Senator SHELBY. OK. Your statement also indicates that the FAA
originally planned its cost accounting system to be fully imple-
mented by October the 1st, 1998, but that the FAA has yet to im-
plement this system. Why is a cost accounting system so critical to
the effective management of the agency and for making responsible
modernization decisions? Should the FAA request supplemental
funding or reprogramming to complete the development and imple-
mentation of a cost accounting system?

Mr. MEAD. Part one of your question, a cost accounting system
is himportant, because it tells you how much you are spending for
what——

Senator SHELBY. It is accountability, is it not?

Mr. MEAD. As its name would suggest, yes, sir.

Senator SHELBY. Accountability.

Mr. MEAD. And if you do not have one, and you get more and
more money, what is the real incentive for having a cost accounting
system?

Senator SHELBY. I agree with you.

Mr. MEAD. So I think—as Ms. Garvey was saying, you have to
keep the accelerator to the floor on that.

And as to your second part of your question, FAA has a roughly
$10 billion a year budget, and it is difficult for me to believe that
out of that large sum of money the extra $2 million that would be
required to do something that is so fundamental, that even a com-
pany in bankruptcy must have, that FAA could find that money.
Now, maybe they do need the supplemental, but I do think it is
very important for work on a cost accounting system to go on.

Senator SHELBY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator DOMENICI. All right. If there are any other questions,
Senators can submit them, and we would ask you to answer the
questions as quickly as you can, because we are on about a 2%
week deadline.

Before you leave, Madam Administrator, I wanted to compliment
you on your personal hiring practices. A year ago your director of
the budget was sitting there behind you

Ms. GARVEY. Wonderful job.

Senator DOMENICI. Mr. Riley was sitting back here giving us ad-
vice, and you actually found somebody very, very good. We are very
sorry that we lost him, but it is your gain and obviously our loss.

Ms. GARVEY. It is our gain.
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ADDITIONAL COMMITTEE QUESTIONS

Senator DOMENICI. And we wish him well as he attempts to help
you do your job.

Ms. GARVEY. Thank you very much.

[The following questions were not asked at the hearing, but were
submitted to the Department for response subsequent to the hear-
ing:]

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED TO MS. GARVEY

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR PETE V. DOMENICI
TECHNOLOGY AND FUTURE OF AVIATION

Question. The world is changing. Technological advances have transformed our
lives and provided benefits to the aviation community. Does the current structure
of FAA allow it to fully harness technological advances and adequately respond to
changes?

Answer. As the experience of the private sector shows, there is no one best struc-
ture to advance technology and respond to technological change. The FAA has had
good success in breaking up large, technically challenging changes into manageable
pieces so as to “build a little, test a little, change a little” in what is called spiral
development. This is the approach for Free Flight Phase 1 (FFP1). We are
partnering with the airlines and the Europeans on development of data link.
Through our involvement with the International Civil Aviation Organization and
RTCA Incorporated, formerly Radio Technical Commission for Aeronautics, and in
partnership with our aviation industry, we are setting standards for use of new
technology. In our Safe Flight 21 initiative, the FAA and the aviation community
are developing the aircraft avionics for the future. The FAA has placed a heavy em-
phasis in its acquisitions to buy commercial off-the-shelf products, shifting the risk
for development to industry. This causes the FAA to plan and implement techno-
logical refresh cycles with our systems with greater frequency than in the past.

While development is on the cutting edge, implementation takes more time, The
National Airspace System (NAS) must evolve, not change in a revolutionary way.
The users must have time to transition and make their capital investments. The
transition must be safe, and we must have experience with the new technology be-
fore we phase out the old. This contributes to increased operations and maintenance
costs that are not seen in other industry segments when they retool or replace auto-
mation with much shorter life cycles.

FAA’S MODERNIZATION PROGRAM

Question. In the early 1980’s the Administration began a modernization program
to upgrade the antiquated Air Traffic Control System. Historically modernization
projects have experienced significant cost over-runs and schedule delays. What mis-
takes were made during FAA’s modernization efforts of the past? How have these
lessons been applied to today and future efforts?

Answer. The FAA has learned that large projects must be broken down into man-
ageable implementation steps. We have demonstrated this with FFP1 and spiral de-
velopment. Each step must produce measurable benefits, either to the users or the
FAA or both.

Data link has been broken down into a series of discrete steps and the airlines
are participating in early phases of development and implementation. We have
started with four common message sets. We will expand to 18, and then add addi-
tional messages based on joint data link trials that are underway with Eurocontrol.

We must adequately sustain our current infrastructure while we continue to mod-
ernize. To jump start modernization and to reach consensus that formed the basis
of FFP1, we had to make a number of investments at the expense of our infrastruc-
ture. This was necessary to reach consensus on modernization and formed the basis
of FFP1. We are now increasing our investments in critical infrastructure to produce
a more balanced portfolio. This investment includes funding power system upgrades,
facility improvements, communications improvements, physical security, and infor-
mation security.

Close collaboration with our user community is essential. We must do better mid-
range (3 to 5 years) planning for modernization. We value our continuing collabora-
tion with the users on the NAS architecture. We have been dealing with urgent



140

problems first. Priorities such as Year 2000 fixes and increased security at our Na-
tion’s airports ($100 million per year) have drawn funding away from modernization
activities.

Question. What management reforms have been instituted within the FAA to pre-
vent FAA’s current modernization efforts from being over budget and delayed? Are
there other actions you are now considering?

Answer. The FAA initiated several different reform efforts aimed at improving the
operational environment within the Agency and programmatic performance.

Performance plans are linked to specific modernization goals and monitored on a
quarterly basis. The FAA took an important step in support of culture change and
improved performance by developing annual outcome-based, mission-focused per-
formance goals and indicators in line of business performance plans.

The Integrated Product Development System establishes cross-functional teams
throughout each FAA line of business to produce effective and efficient products and
services that satisfy customer/user needs.

The FAA Integrated Capability Maturity Model integrates a unified approach for
evaluating FAA’s processes and improving them. Early in the implementation proc-
ess, we expect results to contribute to increased efficiency and higher quality prod-
ucts and services.

The requirement process re-engineered and established a single organizational en-
tgy to better manage system requirements and ensure improved collaboration with
the teams.

Acquisition reform established corporate-level decision making for FAA needs and
investments and substantially streamlined procurement processes. It created an im-
proved structure and process for defining FAA needs and investments.

The portfolio management aggregates investment candidates into funding cat-
egories to facilitate managing the capital investment portfolio as a whole. It in-
creases benefits and helps manage risks.

Two examples of programmatic success working within this changing operational
environment include the Display System Replacement (DSR) and the Host and Oce-
anic Computer System Replacement (HOCSR) Programs. These two programs suc-
cessfully delivered their products within their acquisition program baselines. Among
some of the benefits they derived from reform initiatives were:

—Stable requirements.

—Hiring new personnel faster.

—Attracting new staff using the new flexible compensation system.

—Using cross-functional team concepts to improve teamwork and communica-

tions.

—Using Acquisition Management System (AMS) to talk with industry more open-
hy, involve industry in their acquisition process, and engage in teaming with in-

ustry.

Question. What are your goals and vision for FAA modernization over the next
5 to 10 years?

Answer. Two documents used to describe the FAA’s vision for NAS modernization,
both long and short term, are the NAS Architecture and the Capital Investment
Plan (CIP).

The NAS Architecture, released in January 1999, is the United States aviation
community’s comprehensive, long-term plan for improving the NAS. The NAS Archi-
tecture is based on the joint FAA and industry operational concept for planning and
conducting flight operations. Our shared goal is to increase safety, security, and effi-
ciency of the NAS.

The CIP is an overview of FAA’s NAS Architecture. It summarizes the FAA’s cap-
ital resource expenditure plans for fiscal year 2001 through fiscal year 2005 and is
based on the Office of Management and Budget’s 5-year estimates. The plan shows
the extent to which the Agency expects to modernize for the next 5 years. Our mod-
ernization goals are described as follows:

—Upgrade our infrastructure to add new safety and security capabilities, and to
add new efficiency capabilities. System outages have the potential to erase the
benefits derived from new capabilities as evidenced by our recent outage at
Leesburg Air Route Traffic Control Center.

—In addition to new capabilities, we must continuously improve the services we
provide to the Nation. We must also expand on how we deliver these services
to gain user benefits. Benefits are realized through increased safety, delay re-
duction, improved access to the airspace by all users, increased predictability
in delivery of our services, improved flexibility to the users in planning and fly-
ing through the NAS; and more return on investment to gain efficiency.

—Assuming funding levels close to the President’s budget and outyear projections,
over the next 5 years, we can accomplish many of the modernization activities
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that will improve the safety, security, and efficiency of the NAS. Some of these

are as follows:

—Be well on our way to the implementation of satellite navigation;

—FFP1 will have been completed in fiscal year 2002 and by fiscal year 2005
these automation tools will have expanded to other locations in the NAS;

—Additional surface movement radars will have been deployed at airports hav-
ing high numbers of runway incursions starting with contract award this
year;

—Initial controller-pilot data link services will commence in fiscal year 2003
and be expanded to a larger message set by fiscal year 2005;

—Most terminal radars and secondary surveillance beacons will be replaced by
fiscal year 2005;

—Modernized oceanic services will begin operations in fiscal year 2002 and be
fully updated by fiscal year 2006;

—Critical en route infrastructure (Direct Access Radar Channel/DARC and Pe-
ripheral Adapter Module Replacement Item/PAMRI) will be replaced by fiscal
year 2004 and after a significant development investment, the en route soft-
ware will be replaced by fiscal year 2007;

—We have turned the corner with Standard Terminal Automation Replacement
System (STARS);

—We will have approximately one-half of all terminal facilities deployed and
operational by fiscal year 2005; and

—Our infrastructure investments in power systems and facility upgrades will
keep pace with service demands to reduce outage related delay.

RECENT AIR TRAFFIC CONTROL OUTAGES

Question. On January 6, FAA’s air traffic control equipment at the Leesburg, VA,
location failed, causing hundreds of flights all over the East Coast to be delayed.
On December 19, 1999, the primary FAA radar system in Palm Springs, CA was
declared unusable. Please describe the recent outages of air traffic control equip-
ment in Leesburg and Palm Springs. What caused these outages?

Answer. The daily certification of the HOST System was performed at Wash-
ington Center in Leesburg. A manual refresh of the HOST System was initiated;
however, the refresh interrupted the computer processing and created the subse-
quent outage. The HOST Computer Program remained locked up and extended the
outage. The flight plan table overloaded and service degraded on January 6, 2000.
Washington Center transitioned to an independent backup system and resumed nor-
mal operations.

The radar at Palm Springs, CA was declared unusable on December 19, 1999 due
to equipment deterioration and environmental conditions. FAA provided interim
service using military radar. Airway Facilities optimized the Palm Springs radar
performance and replaced the Air Traffic Control Beacon Interrogator (ATCBI)-4
with an ATCBI-5. Information from the ATCBI-5 and surveillance radar is now fed
directly into the terminal radar. Normal operations resumed at the Palm Springs
radar on February 21, 2000.

Question. How quickly were the problems fixed?

Answer. At Washington Center, normal operations resumed after 3 hours and 34
minutes, At Palm Springs, Airways Facilities used 80 hours to optimize performance
of the radar.

Question. How are you ensuring that this will not occur in the future?

Answer. A software fix was developed and installed at Washington Center to pre-
vent this problem from recurring. The software fix is being distributed to all en
route centers.

At Palm Springs, the installed systems have been optimized and are operating
within design parameters. The FAA will continue to review the complex local envi-
ronmental issues at Palm Springs. These include unusual atmospheric conditions,
local topography, and a number of electricity-generating windmills that create a
unique environment. An Airport Surveillance Radar-11 is scheduled for installation
in fiscal year 2005. The FAA is developing a transition plan to further improve
radar service at Palm Springs.

Question. Do you agree with the statement that additional funding or enactment
of a specific bill would have prevented this?

Answer. No; outages occur for a variety of reasons. Additional funding would nei-
ther prevent these events from occurring nor can the events be tied to insufficient
funding.
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RESULTS OF PERSONNEL AND PROCUREMENT REFORMS

Question. In 1996, Congress provided FAA the ability to develop and implement
acquisition and personnel reforms to address the unique demand on, as well as the
needs of, the agency. What flexibility did these reforms provide the FAA?

Answer. Acquisition and personnel reform have been very beneficial to the FAA.
Under personnel reform, we have designed and implemented a new human resource
system. Initial efforts focused on “quick hit” changes to policies and processes such
as delegating authority for personnel decisions to line organizations and managers,
and offering additional flexibility in filling positions. We have developed a com-
prehensive compensation framework, which establishes the overall objectives and te-
nets of FAA’s compensation programs. We have designed an evaluation plan to as-
sess progress in meeting the objectives of personnel reform, and we have developed
proposals for more comprehensive long-term program changes. These improvements
represent the first steps in moving from decades-old personnel programs to a new
system.

Acquisition reform has provided the FAA the following:

—Flexible policy and guidance;

—Reasonable competition among two or more sources is the preferred method of

source selection;

—Single source method is still an option when it makes good business sense to
do so;

—Best value method is used as the basis of award for most contracts;

—Any method of cost or price analysis may be used to determine fair and reason-
able prices with price analysis being the preferred method for evaluating com-
petitive proposals;

—Policy does not require Cost Accounting Standards on contracts for commercial
items;

—Protests and disputes are decided within FAA’s Office of Dispute Resolution;

—The Administrator has final decision authority; and

—Direct access to the small business community, i.e., the Small Business Admin-
istration is not involved in the contracting process.

Question. It has been 4 years since Congress passed the provision. What tangible

results has the FAA achieved directly related to these reforms?

Answer. Personnel Reform.—Since 1996, FAA has made many improvements that
represent the first steps in moving from the decades-old personnel program to a new
system. Reform has enabled us to accomplish the following:

—Reduce the time it takes to fill positions and effect personnel actions. The aver-

age time to hire a new employee has been cut from 6 months to 6 weeks.

—LEstablish an automated system that reduces the time to classify a position from
a previous average of three weeks to a current average of 1 day.

—Streamline establishment and recruitment for senior leadership position (e.g.,
hired 70 executives, 17 percent of whom came from outside of government; hired
17 world-class experts in critical scientific and technology positions through use
of streamlined executive staffing procedures).

—Use more innovative recruitment methods to attract better candidates.

—Design and pilot a new performance-based compensation plan for employees and
executives, which include:

—A1 5-year contract with controllers union and implementation of a new pay
plan.

—Increased emphasis on performance management and recognition of contribu-
tions.

—Implemented a new agency training policy, which provides more efficient and
effective training by increasing flexibility in training design and delivery and
by delegating decisions about training to lines of business.

—Began implementation of a new job evaluation system that eliminates thou-
sands of pages of job grading standards and position descriptions, and re-
places them with concise definitions tailored to FAA work.

—Replaced 150 separate Federal classification guides and instructions (over
11,000 pages) with 50 pages of FAA-specific criteria.

—Simplified temporary travel and permanent move policies, which provide eq-
uitable reimbursement to employees.

—Reduced administrative requirements and costs for travel and relocation.

—Communicated personnel reform changes to managers and employees, so that
they fully understand changes and how to take advantage of personnel reform
flexibility.

Acquisition Reform.—Acquisition reform has helped simplify, integrate, and unify
elements of the life cycle acquisition management into a more effective system. For
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example, now all acquisition policy is located in one streamlined policy document
located on the Internet with automated tools and guidance. Acquisition reform has
shifted focus to life cycle management of programs, created an improved structure
and process for defining FAA needs and investments. It has established corporate-
level decision making for FAA needs and investments, and increased involvement
of stakeholders in decisions.

Two examples of programmatic success working within this changing operational
environment include the DSR and the HOCSR Programs. These two programs suc-
cessfully delivered their products within their acquisition program baselines. Among
some of the benefits they derived from reform initiatives were:

—stable requirements;

—hiring new personnel faster;

—attracting new staff using the new flexible compensation system;

—using cross-functional team concepts to improve team work and communica-

tions;

—using AMS to talk with industry more openly, involving industry in their acqui-
sition process; and

—engaging in teaming with industry.

Substantially streamlined procurement processes produced a 50 percent reduction
in the time to award contracts and has increased the percentage of contracts award-
ed competitively. Based on best value, it has improved communications with FAA
vendors and has made significant improvement to the contract protest and dispute
resolution process. Award time and vendor’s bid and proposal costs have been re-
duced through the use of qualified vendor’s list for repetitive and simplified require-
ments. Some examples of procurements that gained from this streamlined process
are:

—Transient Voltage Surge Arrestors.—This acquisition was announced and award-
ed in a 3-day period instead of the 180 days under the old system. Public an-
nouncement time was one day versus 51 days. A purchase order was used in-
stead of a formal Request for Proposal (RFP) award document, which saved
both the FAA and contractor time and resources.

—Low Level Windshear Alert System.—A sub team evaluated offers and rec-
ommended a vendor within 2 weeks instead of at least 6 weeks under the old
process.

On a commercial buy of very high frequency omni-directional range items,
FAA achieved a 42-day savings in total processing time by issuing a Screening
Information Request (SIR) on the Internet (rather than going the Commence
Business Daily process) and using the streamlined selection and award process.

Continued implementation of these reform efforts is necessary to realize their full
impact on improving operations and delivery of products and services. In addition,
full and stable funding for the entire lifecycle of FAA programs is critical to NAS
modernization efforts.

Question. Does the FAA need additional reforms or flexibility to manage effi-
ciently?

Answer. The FAA reauthorization proposals submitted to Congress in 1998 and
1999 contained requests for both financial and managerial reforms. While the agen-
cy is grateful for both personnel and procurement reform, these are but two ele-
ments necessary to elevate the FAA to the level that will be required by both the
aviation industry and the flying public in the 21st Century. Study after study, re-
port after report has shown that the FAA must become more business-like in its
approach to operations, capital investment, and research and development. This cov-
ers all aspects of the day-to-day activities of the FAA. If the FAA is to be more effi-
cient, financial and managerial reforms are necessary. Specifically, three changes
are key.

1. Management reform.—Congress needs to provide for a chief operating office and
other organization changes to allow the Air Traffic Control System to operate more
like a business—that is, performance-based and customer-oriented.

2. Pricing reform.—Congress needs to replace the current excise tax on airline
passengers with cost-based charges on commercial users of air traffic control. This
will provide the FAA with the information necessary to respond to its customers,
which result in, faster adoption of capacity-enhancing technology and expansion of
services in response to market demand. It will also create an incentive for more effi-
cient operation and use of the Air Traffic Control System.

3. Congressional Mandates.—Congress needs to put in place an appropriate finan-
cial mechanism to ensure that cost-based receipts from air traffic control users are
spent exclusively on air traffic control.
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AIR TRAFFIC CONTROLLERS PAY INCREASES

Question. On September 15, 1998, FAA agreed to a 5-year labor agreement that
promised the United States air traffic controllers substantial raises as well as estab-
lished a ceiling of 15,000 air traffic controllers. The agreement, which expires in
2002, is estimated to have a net cost of $1.0 billion. How would you describe FAA’s
relationship with its unionized work forces?

Answer. The relationship with the National Air Traffic Controllers Association
(NATCA) is better today than it has been for many years. We are working issues
in partnership with the bargaining unit to address and resolve issues in a collabo-
rative manner. This approach has enabled us to work smarter and more efficiently
toward our goals. For example, we have been able to move ahead with moderniza-
tion. We have turned the corner on the STARS Program by fielding the first two
systems at El Paso and Syracuse. We continue to work together on developing the
advanced versions of this system for future deployment. Another excellent example
is the manner in which the NATCA and the FAA worked together to solve issues
in the DSR deployment, which will be completed in May 2000. In many facilities,
we were able to transition to the new system well ahead of schedule.

Question. Is the 15,000 a floor or ceiling for the number of air traffic controllers?

Answer. The contract says we maintain staffing levels at 15,000 for the first 3
years, with growth limited to 2 percent annually for the last 2 years of the contract.
The 15,000 is considered a floor on controller staffing.

Question. How has this contract affected your budget?

Answer. The fiscal year 2001 budget requests an increase of $73 million for pay
raises associated with the NATCA contract. Any additional costs will be funded from
within Operations.

During the first part of fiscal year 1999, the FAA and NATCA worked to finalize
the rules associated with the various productivity articles of the contract and the
rules for the new pay system. A metrics team was established to identify and track
measurable results of implementing the contract. Early indications from this effort
are showing some positive trends, and the FAA will continue to refine and analyze
this data to provide additional information to Congress on the results of this effort.

ngstion. Were there any benefits the agency received as a part of this agree-
ment?

Answer. During the first part of fiscal year 1999, the FAA and NATCA worked
to finalize the rules associated with the various productivity articles of the contract
and the rules for the new pay system. A metrics team was established to identify
and track measurable results of implementing the contract. Early indications from
this effort are showing some positive trends, and the FAA will continue to refine
and analyze this data to provide additional information to Congress on the results
of this contract.

There are many indirect results of the contract with NATCA, including an im-
proved and more productive working relationship between FAA management and
NATCA in modernizing the aviation system. An example of this partnership is the
manner in which DSR has been fielded throughout the country, resulting in FAA
completing many facilities well ahead of schedule. Another example is the STARS
Program. The FAA has fielded the first segment of STARS at El Paso and Syracuse,
and is working on the advanced configurations of that program.

Question. Does the agreement prevent FAA from implementing action that would
make it more efficient?

Answer. By its very nature, any collective bargaining agreement imposes con-
straints on the agency’s ability to take unilateral action to improve efficiency. How-
ever, FAA and NATCA are working closely together to identify efficiencies and track
measurable results of implementing the contract.

The agency continues to move forward toward full implementation of the collective
bargaining agreement, including those initiatives intended to improve efficiency.
FAA and NATCA have reached final agreements on accelerated grievance resolu-
tion, assignment of staff functions to bargaining unit employees, expanded responsi-
bility and accountability for controller-in-charge, and revised procedures for relo-
cating bargaining unit employees.

A joint FAA/NATCA metrics team was established to identify potential cost sav-
ings and/or productivity improvements, and to develop measurement systems for
tracking the impact of the collective bargaining agreement and the compensation
agreement. To date, the metrics team has determined the contract articles projected
to have measurable impact, identified data sources for measuring cost and/or pro-
ductivity, and validated the reports to be provided to agency managers. The final
product of the metrics team will be completed by early summer fiscal year 2000.
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FAA PROGRAM PRIORITY

Question. FAA has four main appropriations—Operations, Facilities and Equip-
ment (F&E), Research and Development, and the Airport Improvement Program
(AIP). Of these programs, please list in order of priority, which one(s) are the most
critical to the agency?

Answer. All four appropriations are critical to the mission of the agency and sup-
port the Administrator’s goals of safety, security, and system efficiency. The Presi-
dent’s budget provides for balanced investment among these programs, and the re-
quests would allow the FAA to improve aviation safety and security by hiring new
safety and security inspectors. These requests will also improve efficiency by mod-
ernizing equipment and researching new technologies.

For example, the F&E budget cannot be substantially raised without an increase
in the Operations budget. F&E modernization equipment cannot be turned over to
the Operations budget for acceptance into the NAS without the required funding for
staffing, operations and maintenance. Furthermore, this modernization equipment
could not have been developed without a strong research and development budget
nor could safety be maintained at America’s largest airports without funding for im-
proved facilities through the AIP.

Question. Does the FAA have the ability to manage increases in any of these
areas?

Answer. Yes; the President’s budget request for the FAA contains manageable
funding increases for all four of these programs.

FAA’S POSITION ON AIR TRAFFIC CONTROL RESTRUCTURING

Question. In the United States, Congress, the Administration and interest groups
have discussed different approaches to restructure and reform of the Air Traffic
Control (ATC) System. These have included intergovernmental reforms, making air
traffic control a performance-based organization, creating a government corporation,
and creating a private corporation. Do you believe that structural air traffic control
reform is needed rather than peripheral measures?

Answer. Yes; we believe that structural ATC is needed. To that end, the President
recently directed the FAA to come back to him in 45 days with options for achieving
broader reform of the ATC System.

S Que%tion. What is the prospect of following the Canadian model in the United
tates?

Answer. The President recently directed the FAA to come back to him in 45 days
with a plan for achieving broader reform of the ATC System. We will consider the
Canadian model during our deliberations.

Question. If it is your opinion that we cannot copy the Canadian model, what les-
sons or scales of efficiency can be taken from the model?

Answer. The President recently directed the FAA to come back to him in 45 days
with a plan for achieving broader reform of the ATC System. We will consider the
Canadian model during our deliberations.

USER FEE PROPOSAL AND COST-BASED ACCOUNTING SYSTEM

Question. For the last several years, the FAA’s budget submission has included
a user fee proposal. The first step in implementing and gaining acceptance of any
user fee is the development of a cost-based accounting system. When did FAA begin
working on the development of a cost-based accounting system, what is the current
status, and when is it expected to be completed?

Answer. The FAA began its cost accounting initiative in fiscal year 1996. Informa-
tion and status on this initiative follows:

—FAA’s primary focus in cost accounting has been on the Air Traffic Services
(ATS) line of business; to include full cost distribution for Air Traffic, Airway
Facilities, and all other components of the organization. For cost accounting
purposes, ATS has defined four core services they provide to the aviation com-
munity: en route, oceanic, flight service stations, and terminal/tower.

—The FAA has successfully identified the fiscal year 1998 costs for en route and
oceanic services. For the first time, the FAA knows the “full” cost—direct and
indirect—of two of these key air traffic services (en route and oceanic). ATS
management has already begun to evaluate benchmarking opportunities using
this cost data.

—In March 2000, the FAA will have validated actual en route and oceanic cost
for fiscal year 1999. This data will be used as the basis for overflight fees, to
be established in the latter half of fiscal year 2000.
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—The remainder of fiscal year 2000 will focus on completing the ATS implementa-
tion for Flight Service Stations in April 2000 and terminal and tower services
in fiscal year 2001.

—Due to fiscal year 2000 funding priorities, the implementation for all remaining
FAA lines of businesses has been delayed until fiscal year 2001 and fiscal year
2002. The fiscal year 2001 budget requests $7 million in fiscal year 2001, and
the total cost to completion is $14 million. This work will include tracking the
“full” cost of NAS modernization projects, the airport capital grant program, the
certification and regulation of the airline industry, aviation security services,
and other mission support functions.

—An updated implementation schedule is being prepared for review by FAA man-
agement, and will be available by April 2000.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR FRANK R. LAUTENBERG
DELAYED EFFORTS TO MINIMIZE RUNWAY INCURSIONS

Question. Ms. Garvey, as you know, a great deal of attention has been paid to the
growing problem of runway incursions the potentially deadly mistake when an air-
craft mistakenly enters a busy runway or taxiway. We are now told that your pro-
posed solution to this problem, the Airport Movement Area Safety System (AMASS),
will be delayed at least another 2 years. The Appropriations Subcommittee has
never limited the amount of funding for this program. Some years, we actually pro-
gidlled finore than you requested. Please explain why this program is being further

elayed.

Answer. The single answer is a combination of difficult technical and management
issues have produced the delay. Let me explain more fully. The implementation of
AMASS at the Nations 34 busiest airports, which is a modification to the Airport
Surface Detection Equipment Model 3 (ASDE-3) radar, represents only a portion of
the agency’s runway incursion strategy. The Agency has established a higher level
of FAA executive oversight and has appointed a Director of Runway Safety. This
Director serves as the Agency’s focal point for the coordination and integration of
runway safety activities, within FAA and within industry. The Director is now im-
plementing and executing runway safety initiatives that include education, training,
and awareness activities.

The AMASS Program underwent an in-depth review and restructure during the
late summer and early fall of 1999. The previous schedule that the agency was at-
tempting to meet had been based on a FAA commitment to the National Transpor-
tation Safety Board (NTSB) to have 38 AMASS systems operational at the 34 air-
ports by October 2000. To meet this date, the Agency implemented a very high-risk
acquisition strategy and schedule that included concurrent development and produc-
tion phases. In April 1999, new program requirements were added that related to
human factor evaluations. At that point, program management recognized that the
development effort required to meet user requirements was far more extensive than
envisioned and the October 2000 commitment to NTSB could not be achieved. We
also identified additional human factor issues and critical operational issues that re-
quired resolution prior to commissioning. The required second level engineering and
logistics support functions necessary to implement new equipment into the FAA’s
NAS had not been adequately planned for, funded, and implemented due to our de-
cision to undertake the high risk acquisition strategy. These operational support
issues require additional funding and time to implement. The fiscal year 2000 ap-
propriation and the fiscal year 2001 request for AMASS reflect the cost and sched-
ule changes for those years as a result of the program restructure. Additional funds
will be required in future years to continue the implementation and commissioning
efforts as well as the implementation of preplanned product improvements validated
in the operational requirements document.

Subsequent to the restructure, we are meeting or exceeding planned milestones
such as completion of the initial human factors modifications required for commis-
sioning and the installation, testing and acceptance of 20 of the 40 total AMASS
systems in the procurement. The operational test and evaluation (OT&E) critical
issues have been identified and are being resolved. Factory testing of the majority
of these modifications is complete. This testing is in preparation for the OT&E field
regression to validate corrections, scheduled for June 2000.

The restructuring of the program was accomplished with the cooperation of all rel-
evant FAA lines of business, and with representation from an AMASS air traffic
workgroup, which included NATCA and Airway Facilities technician representa-
tives. In addition, program management personnel changes on both the government
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and contractor’s part in 1999 have contributed to an improved working relationship
and better productivity. Because the restructure effort included extensive risk iden-
tification and risk mitigation measures, we are optimistic that program goals will
be met. This includes an August 2000 initial operating capability (IOC), an Inde-
pendent Operational Test and Evaluation starting in September 2000, and commis-
sioning of all systems by the end of December 2002. We have already seen evidence
that the previous contractor performance problems have been reduced and that the
overall l(ilfe-cycle supportability of the system within the national airspace will be
increased.

AIRPORT MOVEMENT AREA SAFETY SYSTEM (AMASS)

Question. Is this problem really a technical problem, a management problem, or
a funding problem?

Answer. The delays associated with the AMASS Program can be attributed to a
combination of technical and management issues that are described below. Previous
funding for the program is not a contributing factor to the program delay. Let me
explain more fully.

The implementation of AMASS at the Nations 34 busiest airports, which is a
modification to the ASDE-3 radar, represents only a portion of the agency’s runway
incursions strategy. AMASS will not reduce runway incursions, but will help pre-
vent accidents if an incursion occurs. We have focused significant efforts on edu-
cation and training, improved procedures and guidelines, as well as improvements
in airport lighting, signage, and surface markings. Only the combination of these
efforts and technical solutions like AMASS will have the greatest effect on reducing
the problem of runway incursions.

The previous schedule included acquisition strategy and a schedule that depended
on concurrent development and production phases. We subsequently recognized that
the development effort required to meet user requirements was far more extensive
than originally envisioned. We also identified additional human factor issues and
critical operational issues that required resolution prior to commissioning. The re-
quired second level engineering and logistics support functions necessary to imple-
ment new equipment into the FAA’s NAS had not been completely planned for,
funded, and implemented due to the schedule associated with the high risk acquisi-
tion strategy.

The AMASS Program underwent an in-depth review and restructure during the
late summer and early fall of 1999. All of the areas identified above were reviewed
in-depth during the program restructure process, which included revalidated re-
quirements, risks and mitigation actions identified, schedules developed, and costs
to implement estimated. All relevant FAA lines of business and key union rep-
resentatives participated in the process.

Subsequent to the restructure, we are meeting or exceeding planned milestones
such as completion of the initial human factors modifications required for commis-
sioning and the installation, testing and acceptance of 20 of the 40 total AMASS
systems. The OT&E critical issues that have been identified are being resolved. Fac-
tory testing of the majority of these modifications is complete in preparation for the
OT&E field regression testing to validate the corrections, scheduled for June 2000.

In addition, program management personnel changes on both the government and
contractor’s part in 1999 have contributed to an improved working relationship and
better productivity. Because of this participation and the success to date in meeting
milestones in the restructured schedule, we are optimistic that we will meet the pro-
gram goals.

WHY DOES AVIATION DESERVE A GENERAL FUND GUARANTEE WHILE HIGHWAYS DOES
NOT

Question. Ms. Garvey, you have had the unique experience of serving both as the
Deputy Highway Administrator, and as the FAA Administrator. We have been told
by some Members of the House that the FAA must receive a guaranteed amount
of non-trust fund dollars to compensate for the overall benefits that our economy
receives from our aviation system. Doesn’t our interstate highway system also pro-
vide extraordinary benefits to our economy?

Answer. The Administration has consistently proposed the elimination of the gen-
eral fund contribution for aviation programs. We agree that the Interstate Highway
System provides many benefits to our economy, and note that under TEA-21, high-
way users pay for 100 percent of the highway program’s infrastructure and oper-
ating costs plus 80 percent of transit costs (because highway users benefit from the
congestion reduction transit produces). In contrast, aviation users do not fully sup-
port their own services, let alone any related services.
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Question. Do you believe it is appropriate policy for the FAA to receive guaranteed
amounts of general funding when the Federal Highway Administration receives no
general funding whatsoever?

Answer. No; the Administration has consistently proposed to eliminate the gen-
eral fund contribution for aviation programs. Under TEA-31, highway users pay for
100 percent of the highway program’s infrastructure and operating costs plus 80
percent of transit costs (because highway users benefit from the congestion reduc-
tion transit produces). In contrast, aviation users do not fully support their own
services, let alone any related services.

Question. Do you believe there is a reason why FAA’s Safety Inspectors should
be paid from general funds, while Federal Highway’s Motor Carrier Inspectors
should be paid from trust funds?

Answer. No; the Administration has consistently proposed to eliminate the gen-
eral fund contribution for aviation programs. The Administration’s proposal is to
fund the entire FAA through a combination of excise taxes and new cost-based fees.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR CHARLES E. GRASSLEY
USER FEE PROPOSAL

Question. At what point in time is the fine line crossed where the fees that are
charged an industry in order to pay for services become fees that hinder growth of
that industry?

Answer. Ideally, fees should be set equal to the cost of the services that the indus-
try consumes. Therefore, the budget proposes to collect in aviation taxes and user
fees only the amount needed to fund the FAA in the subsequent year. Although we
phase this policy in over 2 years, financing the FAA through a combination of avia-
tion taxes and dedicated user fees would promote a more business-like and efficient
FAA while ensuring that all aviation revenues are spent for aviation purposes. In
addition, charging customers the cost of services received provides a market signal
to the FAA as to which services are needed and an incentive for air carriers to use
those services efficiently.

ROLE OF THE NATIONAL ECONOMIC COUNCIL IN FAA POLICY

Question. Mrs. Garvey, I would like you to talk to us about the role the National
Economic Council (NEC) is playing in developing FAA policy. It is our under-
standing the NEC has held a number of meetings with the FAA and the aviation
community on privatization. Can you tell us the results of those meetings? Will any
NEC developed proposals be included in next week’s budget submission?

Answer. The NEC provides economic guidance to all areas of the executive
branch, which includes the FAA. There have been a number of meetings between
the NEC and the aviation community with occasional FAA participation, to discuss
various options to organize FAA ATC services in a more business-like fashion.

Question. Mrs. Garvey, for several years the Appropriations Committee has in-
cluded a provision in its annual funding of the Department of Transportation pro-
hibiting taxpayer funds from being used to develop unauthorized user fees. To your
knowledge is the NEC developing a FAA user fee system?

Answer. Both the 1998 and 1999 FAA Reauthorization legislative proposal con-
tained language developing cost-based user fees for air traffic services. The user fees
proposed in the President’s fiscal year 2001 Budget are based on that proposal, but
we won’t develop the fees until they are authorized by Congress. To my knowledge,
the NEC is not developing any new FAA user fee system.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR BOB SMITH
PROJECT DELAYS

Question. Has it been your experience that some FAA projects are delayed due
to unanticipated technical or environmental problems and as a result, FAA is then
?\bl?i ‘5)0 advance other projects more quickly to prevent any lapsing of available
unds?

Answer. Inevitably, some programs are delayed because of technical or environ-
mental problems. However, this situation is fairly uncommon. When it has occurred,
we have generally been able to reprogram either within a program or to other high
priority projects. For example, a specific location scheduled for building construction
may run into an environmental situation that would delay the project. To maximize
the use of the funds, we would reprogram them to another location that is ready
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for construction. The FAA generally lapses less than one-half of 1 percent of the
funds available, which is considered a prudent business practice.

Question. If so, what criteria does your agency use to advance projects which have
been approved for later funding cycles but are ready to get funded now?

Answer. In those situations where funds are available for redistribution or re-
programming to other programs, the criteria for reallocation of funds has generally
been based on accelerating those programs with significant near term benefits to
NAS safety and efficiency.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED TO MR. MEAD

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR PETE V. DOMENICI
FUNDING FOR MODERNIZATION

Question. Mr. Mead, from your years of aviation experience both as DOT Inspector
General and the director of Transportation Affairs for the General Accounting Of-
fice, you have witnessed the problems FAA has experienced with its modernization
program. Incorrectly in my view, there are some who believe the solution to air traf-
fic control modernization is simply to throw more money at the problem.

Do you agree with me that providing more and more funding for modernization
is not the correct prescription for air traffic control modernization?

Answer. More funding alone is not the answer. While there are investment oppor-
tunities, the key is better management. FAA needs to hold management account-
able, oversee contractors more effectively, establish effective cost controls, and expe-
dite the completion of its cost accounting system. In addition, FAA needs a strategic
business plan to outline its strategy for future investments, control the rising costs
of operations, and bring about productivity enhancements. If FAA does not take
these steps, Congress will find that additional funding will only go to cost overruns
and increased salaries.

Question. If so, why is it that more funding for air traffic control modernization
has not and will not translate into meaningful modernization of our system?

Answer. More funding has not translated into meaningful modernization of our
system because FAA has not been able to control costs and meet schedules for tech-
nologically challenging systems such as WAAS, STARS, and AMASS. The common
threads of these systems is that they involve extensive software development, which
FAA has difficulties with, and human factors issues, which are not resolved early
enough in the acquisition process. Further, FAA does not hold contractors account-
able. As I stated in the testimony, the two Free Flight contracts for a software-in-
tensive controller tool are time and material contracts. All risks are with the Gov-
ernment—there is little incentive for cost control and labor efficiency.

Question. In your opinion, do you believe that the FAA should undergo funda-
mental structural change or does the agency require additional management re-
forms similar to the personnel and procurement reforms of 19967

Answer. I would exercise caution in making major structural changes given the
excellent safety record in aviation. Any proposal to restructure FAA, particularly
any proposal to spin-off air traffic control to a commercial enterprise, must be care-
fully examined. There are no circumstances where safety oversight can be trans-
ferred outside of the Federal Government—this should not even be considered an
option because safety oversight in an inherently governmental function.

Far too often, FAA points to external factors as causes of their problems. In 1995,
Congress exempted FAA from Federal procurement and personnel rules that FAA
said hindered its ability to effectively modernize the Air Traffic Control System.
These reforms have had little impact to date. FAA needs to make the reforms they
already have more effective by controlling its operating costs, better managing ac-
quisitions, and making sound investment decisions.

ABILITY TO KEEP PACE WITH TECHNOLOGY

Question. Mr. Mead, I understand oceanic air traffic control is one of the fastest
growing segments of air traffic. I also understand that oceanic capabilities of the
United States are not as advanced as those of NAV Canada.

What contributes to NAV Canada’s success in keeping up with rapidly changing
technology?

Answer. NAV Canada responds to changing demands by acquiring commercial-off-
the-shelf technology. It relies on research and development efforts of the United
States and other countries to eliminate high-risk projects. Quite simply, being a
commercial enterprise, NAV Canada seeks a rapid return on capital investments,
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which results in quicker benefits to the users. In addition, Canada has always used
an incremental approach in fielding new technologies. For example, the Gander
Automated Air Traffic System (GAATS), which handles over 1,000 flights bound for
or arriving from Europe, was developed incrementally and began long before NAV
Canada took over control of Canada’s air navigation system. The incremental ap-
proach increases the likelihood of user acceptance and minimizes the problems asso-
ciated with implementation of new technology.

Que;s)tion. Does the structure of NAV Canada contribute to its technological suc-
cesses?

Answer. NAV Canada must make wise business decisions in spending funds it re-
ceives from user fees for new technologies since it no longer receives government
subsidy. This structure contributes to managing low risk technology initiatives by
using commercial-off-the-shelf technology and relying on others to undertake invest-
ment in new cutting edge technology.

AIR TRAFFIC CONTROL PAY INCREASES

Question. Mr. Mead, operation costs will continue to increase as a result of a new
pay system for air traffic controllers, which became effective in 1999. This will re-
quire approximately $1 billion in net additional funding over the 5-year life of the
agreement.

In fiscal year 1999, FAA experienced a $284 million shortfall in its Operation’s
budget that required reduction in planned safety inspector training and travel. I
also understand that FAA will be sending a supplemental request for 2000 oper-
ations.

Question. Were the shortfall in funding for 1999 and the supplemental request a
result of the new pay system for controllers?

Answer. The majority of the $284 million shortfall in FAA’s 1999 Operations
budget was in Air Traffic Services ($204 million). This was a direct result of the
new controller pay system that FAA did not budget for as well as increases in NAS
Handoff costs (costs of maintaining newly commissioned systems that can no longer
be funded using appropriated Facilities and Equipment funds). FAA needed the sup-
plemental request due to a shortfall in Operations funds, caused largely by the pay
increases for controllers.

Question. How will this agreement with the controllers affect the agency? What
effect does the increase in operating costs have on other critical agency require-
ments, such as modernizing the Air Traffic Control System?

Answer. FAA said the pay increases associated with this agreement would be
budget neutral due to productivity enhancements. FAA’s commitment has not yet
been fulfilled since most productivity enhancements, such as increased use of con-
troller-in-charge positions, have not yet been put in place. FAA now faces significant
risks in funding the new controller pay system while, at the same time, meeting
other critical agency requirements funded by the Operations account, such as hiring
safety inspectors and developing a cost accounting system. These risks are com-
pounded as FAA negotiates new wage agreements with its other workforces, such
as maintenance technicians who want similar treatment.

FAA’s unconstrained Operations costs have, in the past, had the effect of crowding
out other critical agency functions such as modernizing the Air Traffic Control Sys-
tem. However, provisions of FAA’s Reauthorization Bill essentially commit funding
from the Trust Fund for Facilities and Equipment and the Airport Improvement
Program. The issue now is to what extent Congress is willing to provide general
fund contributions to fund FAA’s Operations.

IG’S OPINION ON RESTRUCTURING

Question. Mr. Mead, the increasing funding requirements for the Operations Pro-
gram and the risk of this account crowding out other requirements including mod-
eﬁnizﬁ the Air Traffic Control System seem to support the idea of restructuring
the FAA.

In your opinion, is restructuring or reform needed to ensure the Air Traffic Con-
trol System is managed effectively?

Answer. No; FAA does not need to restructure or have additional reforms beyond
what the have today. However, it should be managed more effectively and run more
like a business. FAA needs to hold management accountable, oversee contractors
more effectively, establish effective cost controls, and expedite the completion of its
cost accounting system. In addition, FAA needs a strategic business plan to outline
its strategy for future investments, control the rising costs of operations, and bring
about productivity enhancements.
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Question. If you were in our shoes, what actions would you take to modernize and
more efficiently manage air traffic control in this country?

Answer. First, FAA must complete its cost accounting system so it can accurately
track and control costs and make effective management decisions. Second, FAA
should ensure that contracts are written with appropriate controls to protect the
Government’s interest, shift some of the risks, and hold contractors accountable for
satisfactory progress. Finally, FAA must establish a strategic business plan to out-
line strategies for future investment based upon projected funding, and for control-
ling rising operations costs. Congress should use FAA’s success in meeting these
strategies as a gauge for future funding.

RESULTS OF PERSONNEL AND PROCUREMENT REFORMS

Question. Mr. Mead, in 1996, Congress provided FAA the ability to develop and
implement acquisition and personnel reforms to address the unique demand on, as
well as the needs of, the agency.

It has been 4 years since Congress passed the provision, what tangible results has
the FAA achieved directly related to these reforms?

Answer. Under acquisition reform, FAA has been able to award contracts faster
under the Acquisition Management System (AMS). Also, FAA has been obtaining
more input from contractors, which helps refine requirements before awarding con-
tracts. FAA has deployed systems, such as the Display System Replacement (new
en route controller displays) and the HOST (computers that receive, process, and
track aircraft movement through the domestic enroute and oceanic airspace), on
time and within budget. However, AMS has had little impact in improving the qual-
ity, cost-effectiveness, and timeliness of technologically challenging systems, such as
the Wide Area Augmentation System (WAAS), Standard Terminal Automation Re-
placement System (STARS), and the Airport Movement Area Safety System
(AMASS).

Under Personnel Reform, FAA can point to a few successes, such as fielding a
pilot program of its proposed agencywide compensation plan in the Research and
Acquisitions line of business. We have not yet validated the results of this pilot pro-
gram. The most significant result of Personnel Reform has been the collective bar-
gaining and compensation agreements signed with FAA’s air traffic controllers.
However, as previously discussed, the price tag for this agreement is large. Overall,
much remains to be done under Personnel Reform to achieve an agencywide per-
sonnel system that provides for greater flexibility in hiring, training, and placing
FAA’s workforce to meet the agency’s unique needs. In fact, consistent with our
findings on Personnel Reform, the National Academy of Public Administration stat-
ed in its August 1999 report on FAA’s Personnel Reform that “the efforts of the past
3 years have not yet shown results in terms of mission impact and return-on-invest-
ment”.

Question. Have the reforms made any measurable impact on the major moderniza-
tion programs?

Answer. The reforms have not had the bottom line impacts on the major mod-
ernization programs that were expected. The purpose of acquisition reform was to
grant FAA relief from acquisition rules and regulations which FAA claimed was pre-
venting them from completing major modernization programs within cost and on
schedule. FAA has made progress in reducing the time to award contracts, but
major programs such as WAAS, STARS, and AMASS continue to have significant
cost growth and schedule delays. Problems with these three programs are attrib-
utable to unrealistic milestones and problems in developing complex software and
resolving human factors issues.






NONDEPARTMENTAL WITNESSES

STATEMENT OF JOHN CRICHTON, PRESIDENT AND CHIEF EXECUTIVE
OFFICER, NAV CANADA

Senator DOMENICI. Senators, thank you and thank you, and let
us go to the next group of witnesses.

All right. Our second panel of experts will now present their tes-
timony. First, John Crichton, President and CEO of NAV Canada;
second, Dr. Robert Poole of the Reason Public Policy Institute in
Los Angeles, California; and third, Robert Baker, Vice Chairman of
American Airlines.

We had hoped for a panel of airline CEOs, but conflicting sched-
ules precluded this, and it was probably more than we ought to ex-
pect that we could get them all to come. Enough said.

Let us proceed. In the order that I identified you, would you each
note right now that your entire statement—if you have state-
ments—are going to be made part of the record as if you read
them?

Mr. CRICHTON. Yes.

Mr. POOLE. Yes.

Mr. BAKER. Yes.

Senator DOMENICI. And then if you could proceed as quickly as
possible so there would be time for a few questions. Mr. Crichton.

Mr. CrRICHTON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. My name is John
Crichton. I am the President and CEO of NAV Canada.

What is NAV Canada? It is a private, non-share capital corpora-
tion which owns and operates the Canadian Civil Air Navigation
System. It was incorporated in 1995. It purchased the entire sys-
tem from the Canadian Federal government for $1.5 billion, and
began operations November 1, 1996.

We employed 6,300 people at takeover. That staffing level is now
5,200.

Full scope of operations: air traffic control, and advisory service,
flight information services, aviation weather services, and we pro-
vide service throughout all of Canada, obviously, but also the
gorthwest Atlantic Ocean, parts of Greenland and the Arctic

cean.

What is a non-share capital corporation? It is a private company
that operates just like any other business corporation, except there
are no shareholders. These types of businesses are often referred
to as non-profits. That is somewhat misleading because NAV Can-
ada does earn profits and it can earn profits. But what the lack of
shareholders means is that the profits are recycled with in the
business, either to pay down debt, to finance capital expenditures,
or to reduce service fees.

We have four members who act as surrogate shareholders in that
they appoint the Board of Directors, they can approve corporate by-
law changes and appoint auditors. Our four members are the Air
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Transport Association of Canada, representing the commercial air-
lines, the Federal Government, our union associations and a busi-
ness aircraft association. These groups appoint 10 of the 15 mem-
bers of the Board, and this is one of the—I think keys to success
of our company, is that we have those key stakeholders on the
Board, and in particular, the customers.

There is no share equity, there are no shares, so our capitaliza-
tion is in the form of debt, but we are rated double—A by all the
major rating agencies in the United States and Canada, and in
fact, we—I believe we would probably have the lowest cost of cor-
porate capital in North America.

There is no government involvement of any kind and no financial
guarantees from the government at all. We are on our own and op-
erate that way.

Why did Canada choose to privatize the system and to pick this
non-share capital model? And I filed with the committee—it was
interesting to hear people talk about what has happened in years
gone by—but I filed with the committee, and I am sure all of the
Senators have—is an excerpt from a testimony given at a par-
liamentary hearing in Ottawa in 1996, and this is a document that
was in fact produced by Transport Canada, who was then operating
the system, and it sets out the rationale for the decision to pri-
vatize in terms of delays, service problems and so on, and costs,
and I think that that rationale is still well-supported today.

Our non-share capital model, it has a lot of advantages for this
type of a business. It removes any perceived conflict between per-
sonal profits and safety with there not being shareholders. The
money, as I say, recycles within the system. It allows for that key
stakeholder representation on the Board of Directors. The nature
of air traffic control is a natural monopoly, and it is an essential
service, but that makes it readily financeable in the capital mar-
kets. The customers on the Board in our case, they act as a replace-
ment for the profit motive. They are interested in safe service.
They are interested in efficient service and at a reasonable cost.
With a corporate structure like this, we become effectively self-reg-
ulating from an economic point of view.

PREPARED STATEMENT

Just some highlights of—we are almost 3%z years since we start-
ed—just some highlights in terms of system performance. Manage-
ment and administrative structures have been streamlined 1,100
fewer people or about 17%2 percent reduction in the work force.
Most of that was done on the administrative side. We are in fact
expanding on the operation side. We reduced the capital spending
by about 40 percent from what was being spent annually in the
government, but we are getting much more product, and our focus
now is on truly deliverable projects with proven customer or safety
benefits. Our charges for service have reduced by over 30 percent
from those amounts of money that were being raised through the
Air Transportation Tax, which was repealed. We have also paid our
controllers a lot more money; at the same time we got about a 20
percent increase in productivity along with that contract. Our
major automation project, the CAATS, which was in serious trouble
at the time we took over the system, is now on time and on budget
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and will be delivered later this year. We have reduced the rate of
operating irregularities in the system from the safety measurement
point of view, fielding some very advanced systems, oceanic sys-
tems and so on, dealt with about a 15 to 20 percent increase in
traffic over the last 3 years, and we are reducing the number of
ATIC delays that are brought about through things under our con-
trol.

Thank you.

Senator LAUTENBERG. Thanks very much.

[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF JOHN W. CRICHTON
WHAT IS NAV CANADA?

A private, non-share capital corporation which owns and operates the Canadian
Civil Air Navigation System.
Incorporated in May 1995.
Purchased the ANS from the Canadian Federal Government for $1.5 billion and
began operations on November 1, 1996.
Employed 6,300 people on takeover, current staff level is 5,200.
Corporate headquarters in Ottawa.
Scope of operations:
—Air traffic control
—Airport advisory services
—Flight information services
—Aviation weather services
From—
—T7 area control centers (ACC)
—43 control towers
—80 flight service stations (FSS)
—1,400 Navaids
—43 radar sites
—Serves all of Canada including a large part of north west Atlantic Ocean,
southern Greenland and a portion of the Arctic ocean.

WHAT IS A NON-SHARE CAPITAL CORPORATION?

A private company that operates like any other business corporation except there
are no shareholders.

Often called a “non-profit” company but this is misleading as NAV Canada can
and does earn profits.

The lack of shareholders means that profits are recycled to (a) pay debt, (b) fi-
nance capital expenditures, or (c) reduce service fees.

Four “members” act as surrogate shareholders in that they appoint the Board of
Directors, approve corporate By-law changes and appoint auditors.

NAV Canada’s four members are:

—Air Transport Association of Canada—4 Board appointees

—Federal Government—3 Board appointees

—ANS Union Association—2 Board appointees

—Business Aircraft Association—1 Board appointee

—Total 10

Board appoints four unrelated Directors plus the CEO for a total Board of 15.

No share equity means all capitalization is in the form of debt.

NAV Canada is rated “AA” by U.S. and Canadian rating agencies, and has so far
issued $1.750 billion in revenue bonds.

No government involvement or financial guarantees of any kind.

WHY DID CANADA CHOOSE TO PRIVATIZE AND TO PICK THE NON-SHARE CAPITAL MODEL?

In 1994 Transport Canada addressed this question before a parliamentary com-
mittee and an excerpt from their Testimony is attached.

Rationale then still applies today.

The non-share capital model, as developed for NAV Canada, has the following ad-
vantages:

—No perceived conflict between personal profits and safety.

—Allows for key stakeholder representation on the Board
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—Air Carriers—Who need and pay 100 percent of the cost of service.
—Government—Custodian of the public interest.
—ANS Unions—Represent 90 percent of employees.
—Business Aircraft—Represent GA customers

—Natural monopoly and nature of essential service makes it readily financeable
at low cost.

—High credit ratings provide for a lower cost of capital than equity.

—Customers on Board replaces profit motive as an efficiency driver.

—Economically self-regulating.

—Government is still safety regulator.

—Government personnel and procurement policies dropped.

—Directors and Officers are subject to the common law obligation as fiduciaries
to act in good faith and in the best interests of the corporation.

—Conflicts avoided in that Board appointees cannot be:
—Employees, officers or directors of significant customers or suppliers.
—LElected officials or employees of Federal, provincial or territorial govern-

ments.

—7Union officers.

WHAT IMPROVEMENTS IN SYSTEM PERFORMANCE HAVE BEEN ACHIEVED TO DATE BY
NAV CANADA?

Management and administrative structures have been streamlined, 1,100 or 17.5
percent reduction in staffing.

Capital spending reduced by 40 percent—focus now on “deliverable” projects with
proven customer and/or safety benefits.

Service charges reduced by over 30 percent from equivalent amount formerly
charged to passengers (tax was totally repealed in November 1998).

Air traffic controller productivity increased by about 20 percent with wages in-
creased an average 33 percent (all after a 7 year wage freeze).

Major automation project “CAATS”. Now on time and on budget—final delivery
in Fall 2000.

World’s first “glass” tower opened in Toronto in November 1998.

Reduced rate of operating irregularities.

Introducing most advanced oceanic system in the world in mid 2000 (GAATS—
Version 21).

Successfully coped with a 15 percent increase in traffic over last 3 years.

Incidence of ATC induced delays on decline.

CANADIAN AIR NAVIGATION SYSTEM
MODERNIZATION AND COMMERCIALIZATION

A Dbriefing to the Standing Committee on Transportation, October 1994,
Transport Canada Aviation.

FEDERAL BUDGET—1994

Transport Canada Initiative—In order to improve efficiency and achieve
long-term savings, TC will review the potential for commercialization of a
number of its major activities (such as the air navigation system) in close con-
sultation with affected parties.

RATIONALE

User concerns on quality of service provided and the cost of delays.

Recommendation by associations, airlines, business aircraft operators, airline
pilots and air traffic controllers.

Recommendations of reports, studies and Royal Commission.

International experience.
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ANS Expenditures vs Traffic
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CHARACTERISTICS OF A COMMERCIAL ANS

A commercialized ANS should be:

—free to manage resources and people
—responsive to user needs

—able to procure on commercial principles
—funded by those who use the service
—operated in a business-like way
—accountable to owners and customers

PRINCIPLES

Safety must not be compromised.
There should not be a negative impact on the current structure of commer-
cial and recreational aviation in Canada.

PUBLIC INTEREST

Public interest requires that ANS:

—exists

—is safe

—contributes to national transportation efficiency

ANS provides equitable access to all users.

Remote communities receive appropriate services.
International communities receive appropriate services.
Sovereignty and security needs are met.

There is no abuse of monopoly position.

ANS remains Canadian owned and controlled.
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STATEMENT OF ROBERT W. POOLE, JR., PRESIDENT AND DIRECTOR,
TRANSPORTATION STUDIES, REASON PUBLIC POLICY INSTI-
TUTE, LOS ANGELES, CA

Senator LAUTENBERG. Mr. Poole, go ahead.

Mr. PooLE. Thank you. I am Robert Poole, Director of Transpor-
tation Studies at the Reason Public Policy Institute.

I have been involved with this issue of air traffic control reform
since 1981, and it is striking to me how much the debate has
changed since then. Today it is pretty widely accepted that air traf-
fic control is basically a commercial service, while air safety regula-
tion is inherently governmental. It is also accepted that FAA’s
management and corporate culture are really—realistically poorly
suited to operating and modernizing a high-tech service business.
And it is generally accepted that air traffic control funding should
be driven by the growth in aviation activity, not by the constraints
of the Federal budget process.

Now, who agrees with these points? The National Airline Com-
mission in 1993, the National Partnership for Reinventing govern-
ment since 1994, DOT’s Executive Oversight Committee, which
proposed the USATS Corporation in 1994-95, and the National
Civil Aviation Review Commission in 1997.

Now, of course, we heard this morning, and we all know about
the big increase in delays last year when growing air traffic
bumped right up against the limits of a system that is still techno-
logically and organizationally obsolete. As a result of that, we have
had a number of calls from airline CEOs for commercializing or
corporatizing the air traffic control system. We now today have 13
years of experience with corporatized air traffic control in 16 coun-
tries including Australia, Canada, Germany, New Zealand, South
Africa, Switzerland and the United Kingdom. There are a number
of common elements that emerge from all of this experience. First,
governments have spun off the air traffic control service provider,
but not safety—they have kept safety regulation as inherently gov-
ernmental in-house, and put it at arm’s length from the service
provider.

Second, the air traffic control corporations are generally operated
on a not-for-profit basis as Mr. Crichton said, because it is a mo-
nopoly. Excess revenues are recycled back into the system or used
to lower charges in the following year.

Third, the air traffic control corporations are funded directly by
their users through fees and charges, and this makes the company
accountable to the customers. As they say in Canada, user pay
means user say.

Fourth, the companies fund modernization by issuing long-term
revenue bonds based on a predictable revenue stream, and this
gives them much greater ability to plan and manage.

We can also see now that air traffic control commercialization
works. It solves the problems that are plaguing government-run air
traffic control in country after country. The unit costs of providing
service go down, modernization moves more quickly, and flight
delays are reduced, and in no country has there been any problem
or reduction in air safety from doing this.

So how can we apply this experience to the United States? My
organization, Reason Public Policy Institute, is working on a de-
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tailed proposal for a U.S. air traffic control corporation. We are
seeking input from the entire aviation community. This is a work-
in-progress, so I cannot give you the final result, because we are
not finished yet, but I can give you some things that are emerging
out of our work.

First we think that the stakeholder controlled not-for-profit cor-
poration is probably the best model for this country. It is working
very well in Canada, and it harkens back to the original days of
air traffic control by ARINC in this country. The kind of corpora-
tion we are working on would provide all civilian air traffic control
services in the United States and oceanic, would hire a top man-
agement team to run the company, but would take over nearly all
the current staff of FAA’s air traffic services, and all of FAA’s cur-
rent air traffic control facilities, would keep its books using Gen-
erally Accepted Accounting Principles, naturally, would pay mar-
ket-based compensation to all of its employees to insure the best
possible talent for every position, and would be free to define and
purchase new technology just the way a private business does.

The most crucial element of this reform in our view would be di-
rect user payment by the users to the corporation. The reason for
this is that it is so important to develop a corporate culture that
takes the customer seriously and gives them what they want, and
does not try to foist on them things like microwave landing systems
that they do not want. And that will happen only if the company
gets its revenue by satisfying its customers. Developing fair and
simple air traffic control fees is no easy task, and we have not com-
pleted our proposal on that yet, but we do expect to recommend
that the current FAA user taxes be abolished and replaced by fees
and charges that will be charged only for services rendered. In
other words, a private plane using an airport without a tower
would not be paying anything under the kind of reform we are
looking at, but all of the stakeholders, including private pilots who
do use the system, would have representation on the board of the
corporation, as is the case with NAV Canada. The overseas experi-
ence shows that these kinds of corporations can be self-supporting,
they can get investment-grade ratings, and they can easily fund
modernization by issuing long-term revenue bonds.

For regulatory purposes, clearly, the FAA would need to be a
strong safety regulator, exercising arm’s-length oversight, just as it
does today with regard to the airlines, pilots, mechanics and manu-
facturers. All are regulated at arm’s-length by the FAA. Congress,
of course, will continue to have the responsibility to fund the
slimmed-down FAA and DOT and their needed oversight functions
including the operation of air traffic control by the corporation.

Finally, just one more thought. I really want to stress the ur-
gency of structural reform along these lines. The current system is
not keeping pace with the growth. It is failing to modernize in a
cost-effective fashion. If we are going to avoid gridlock in the skies
and on runways, we have to develop a modern satellite-based sys-
tem based on GPS and data links, and we believe that a user-driv-
en customer responsive corporation is really the best way to get
there.
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PREPARED STATEMENT

I'll be happy to answer questions when the time comes.
Senator DOMENICI. Thank you, Mr. Poole.
[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF ROBERT W. POOLE, JR.
SHIFTING AIR TRAFFIC CONTROL TO A USER-FUNDED CORPORATION

My name is Robert W. Poole, Jr. I am the director of transportation studies at
the Reason Public Policy Institute in Los Angeles. As a former aerospace engineer,
I have been studying transportation issues for more than 20 years and have advised
the U.S. Department of Transportation and various congressional committees on a
number of occasions. In 1997 we were asked to advise the National Civil Aviation
Review Commission, as it assessed the problems of the Nation’s Air Traffic Control
System.

I have been involved with ATC reform since the days of the PATCO strike in
1981. I'm impressed by how much the debate has changed over the years. There is
a broad consensus within aviation policy circles on many issues that used to be very
contentious. It is now widely accepted that ATC is an essentially commercial serv-
ice, and that it is separate from air-safety regulation, which is inherently govern-
mental. It is also increasingly accepted that the FAA’s management and corporate
culture are poorly suited to operating and modernizing a high-tech service busi-
ness—and have not been significantly improved by the modest 1996 reforms of pro-
curement and personnel systems. And it is also widely accepted that ATC funding
should be driven by the growth of aviation activity—and not by the ups and downs
of the Federal budget process.

These conclusions are reflected in the work of the Administration’s National Part-
nership for Reinventing Government. The same conclusions inspired the DOT’s U.S.
Air Traffic Services Corporation proposal in 1994-95. They underlie the strongly
worded findings of the National Civil Aviation Review Commission in 1997. And
they are backed up by nearly two decades of GAO reports and think tank studies.
Last year—just as NCARC warned—growing air traffic bumped up against the lim-
its of our creaking, obsolescent ATC System, resulting in record levels of airline
delays, costing airlines and their passengers billions of dollars in extra costs and
wasted time. That experience has led to a growing chorus from airline CEOs calling
for removing the ATC System from the FAA and setting it up as a user-funded busi-
ness. The bible of the industry, Aviation Week, has editorially endorsed that ap-
proach for several years.

One factor that has helped to shape this growing consensus is the actual experi-
ence of commercializing air traffic control around the world. Twenty years ago,
when I first began working on this concept, there were no commercial ATC corpora-
tions to be found. The few that had been started—as non-profit airline cooperative
efforts, in the United States in the 1930’s by ARINC, and in Cuba and Mexico—
had all been taken over by their respective governments.

But beginning in the late 1980’s, the same problems that plague our ATC Sys-
tem—inadequate or uncertain financial resources, poor cost-accounting, crippling
bureacratic rules on personnel and procurement, etc.—led to a growing wave of re-
form. One after another, starting with New Zealand, ATC operations were restruc-
tured as commercial corporations, either wholly owned by government or as non-
profits controlled by the various aviation stakeholders. Among those taking this
path are Australia, Canada, Germany, South Africa, Switzerland, and the United
Kingdom ATC restructuring has been brought about by governments of both left
and right, including Labor governments in New Zealand and the United Kingdom
and a center-right government in Germany. You have heard this morning of the suc-
cess of ATC commercialization in Canada.

Four common elements emerge from these various ATC reforms:

—First, in virtually every case, governments have spun off the ATC service pro-
vider but have kept safety regulation as part of the government’s transportation
agency. Putting safety regulation at arms-length from service delivery is seen,
correctly, as a way to improve air safety.

—Second, in every case but one, these ATC corporations are operated on a not-
for-profit basis. (That one exception is the United Kingdom Labor government’s
current proposal to sell 51 percent of the National Air Traffic Service to private
investors.) Because ATC is one of those rare cases of natural monopoly, it
makes sense to operate it in this way, with any excess revenues either re-in-
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vested back in the corporation or used to reduce the following year’s fees and
charges.

—Third, nearly every one of these ATC corporations is funded directly and com-
pletely by its users. Fees and charges are the prices of the company’s services;
they do not get sent to the government, to be appropriated (or held in a trust
fund). They are paid directly by the customers to the service provider (as with
electricity charges by TVA and postal charges by USPS). And that makes the
company accountable directly to its customers. As they say in Canada, “user pay
means user say.”

—Fourth, these ATC companies are able to fund modernization by issuing long-
term revenue bonds, based on their predictable stream of revenue from fees and
charges. Indeed, NAV Canada’s bonds had no trouble receiving investment-
grade ratings. The financial community loves this kind of investment.

In addition to these common features of commercialized ATC corporations, we also
find a common pattern in their experience. To put it simply, ATC commercialization
works. By that I mean: it solves the problems that have plagued government-run
air traffic control in country after country. Following commercialization, we typically
find that the unit cost of providing ATC services goes down, modernization proceeds
more quickly and smoothly, and flight delays are therefore reduced. In no country
has there been any reduction in air safety, and most observers believe safety levels
have increased.

In short, compared to 20 years ago when ATC commercialization was mostly the-
ory, today we can draw on a wealth of experience from around the world. All of it
points to the conclusion that moving ATC out of a government bureacracy, con-
verting it into a commercial corporate form, charging users directly for services and
making it directly accountable to those users for its performance, and regulating it
at arms-length for safety—this kind of fundamental reform works.

The logical next question is: How can we apply this experience to the United
States? That is the question that my organization is currently addressing. Our
three-member project team is developing a detailed proposal for an Airways Cor-
poration that could take over ATC functions from the FAA and operate in a com-
mercialized manner. We are seeking input as we go along from the entire aviation
community—major airlines, low-fare airlines, cargo carriers, air-taxi operators, busi-
ness aircraft owners, recreational flyers, air traffic controllers, and others. Since this
is a work in progress, I cannot give you definitive results just yet. As you can imag-
ine, this is a very complex project, and different stakeholders have somewhat dif-
ferent interests that must be taken into account in coming up with a workable plan.
But I can give you some broad outlines of where we think we are heading.

First, having reviewed the global ATC reform experience, we believe that the
stakeholder-controlled not-for-profit corporation is probably the best model for the
United States. It is working very well in Canada, with which we share a major bor-
der and have extensive air commerce. And it harkens back to the origins of U.S.
air traffic control, which was begun on exactly this basis by Aeronautical Radio, Inc.
(ARINC) in the 1930’s. So we are defining a non-profit ATC corporation with a
stakeholder-controlled board of directors.

The Airways Corpo