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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

On June 6, 2000, the FAA published a Notice of Proposed Rule Making (NPRM), titled Certification of Airports, Docket No. FAA-2000-7479.  The NPRM proposed to revise the current airport certification regulation (part 139 of Title14, Code of Federal Regulations) and to establish certification requirements for airports serving scheduled air carrier operations in aircraft designed for more than 9 passenger seats but less than 30 passenger seats (small air carrier aircraft).  A corresponding amendment to an air carrier operation regulation, part 121, also was proposed.

The NPRM was accompanied by the economic analysis that was titled,

Initial Regulatory Evaluation, Regulatory Flexibility Determination, International Trade Impact Assessment, and Unfunded Mandates Assessment, For Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, Title 14 CFR Parts 121, 139, Certification Of Airports.  This Final Regulatory Evaluation updates the Initial Regulatory Evaluation on the basis of the comments received and modifications to the rule made by the FAA.  This update examines the economic impacts of this rule on approximately 565 civilian airports currently certificated under part 139 and approximately 37 airports that are not certificated and serve scheduled small air carrier operations.  The FAA did not analyze the rule’s economic impact on the approximately 91 Department of Defense airports that will no longer be certificated under part 139 but will continue to serve air carrier operations. 

After considering the alternatives for the certification of airports serving small air carrier operations and alternatives for updating part 139, the FAA has determined that this rule is necessary to ensure safety in air transportation.  The last major revision of part 139 occurred in November 1987.  Since then, industry practices and technology have changed significantly.  Further, in 1996, Congress authorized the FAA to certificate airports serving scheduled air carrier operations conducted in 10 to 30 seat aircraft, except in the State of Alaska, to ensure safety in air transportation.  This was the same year that all occupants died in a collision of a United Express Beech 1900C (under 30 seat air carrier aircraft) and a Beech King Air aircraft (a general aviation aircraft) at the Quincy Municipal Airport, Illinois.  The National Transportation Safety Board (NTSB) concluded that if on-airport emergency services that are required under part 139 had been required for this operation, “lives might have been saved”.

Based on comments received on the NPRM, the FAA made a number of revisions to the proposed part 139 requirements, and these revisions will result in the reduction of the final rule costs as compared to the NPRM.  These revisions include the extension of compliance times; elimination of certain conditions for obtaining an exemption from aircraft rescue and firefighting (ARFF) requirements; elimination of certain emergency planning and training requirements; and expansion of procedures for the use of contractors to comply with part 139 requirements.  However, these costs savings are offset by a change to the number of affected airports; adjustments to cost estimates based on comments received from airport operators; and to a lesser extent, by revisions to proposed requirements, such as additional record keeping requirements.  

Although the total cost of the rule over a ten-year period could be as low as $55.06 million, the FAA has been conservative in its cost estimates and has generally accepted alternative, but higher, cost estimates provided by airport operators, even though most of these airport operators assumed that compliance with the rule would require certain actions that the FAA does not believe would actually be required.  Using these alternative cost estimates, the FAA estimates present value of the total cost of the final rule over a ten-year period is approximately $73.4 million – a 60 percent increase over the estimated total cost of the NPRM.  The FAA believes this total cost is low compared to resources and assistance available to airport operators.

The expected benefit of the final rule is enhanced safety at all certificated airports.  This is particularly true at the newly certificated airports that are serving certain scheduled passenger flights but have not been subject to Federal airport safety regulations.  The FAA believes that compliance with part 139 requirements will reduce the potential for accidents by ensuring a consistent and safe operating environment for air carrier passengers and other airport users.  Further, in the event of an aircraft accident, part 139 requirements will help to reduce fatalities, injuries and property damage of an expected one and possibly two or more accidents.  As noted above, the total cost estimate is conservative and does not include a host of policies and available funding designed to reduce the compliance cost of the final rule.  Consequently, and in view of the moderate costs and potential benefits, the FAA concludes that the benefits of the final rule justify the costs.

I.
INTRODUCTION

Title 14, Code of Federal Regulations, part 139 (part 139) requires airport operators to comply with certain safety requirements prior to serving certain air carrier operations. These requirements cover a broad range of airport operations, including the maintenance of runway pavement, markings and lighting, notification of air carriers of unsafe or changed conditions, and preparedness for aircraft accidents and other emergencies.  How an airport operator complies with these requirements is specified in the operator’s airport certification manual (ACM) that is approved by the FAA.  When an airport operator satisfactorily complies with its ACM, the FAA issues to the airport operator an airport operating certificate (AOC). The FAA periodically inspects these airports to ensure continued compliance with part 139 requirements.

In June 2000, the FAA proposed to revise certain part 139 safety requirements and require the certification of airports not currently certificated that serve scheduled air carrier operations conducted in small air carrier aircraft.  The proposal also clarified existing requirements, incorporated existing industry practices, and responded to an outstanding petition for rulemaking and certain NTSB recommendations.  Further, it proposed to revise the existing airport certification process to incorporate all airports covered by the statute, including those serving scheduled, smaller air carrier aircraft.  Based on comments received, the FAA has revised the proposal and issued a final rule.  

Prior to the changes to this rule taking effect, the FAA issued two types of certificates depending on the type of air carrier operations an airport served.  Airports that serve scheduled operations of large air carrier aircraft (more than 30 seats) were issued an AOC.   As these airports regularly serve large air carrier operations, they must fully comply with all part 139 requirements.  Of the approximately 565 certificated civilian airports, approximately 430 airports hold an AOC.

Airports serving only unscheduled operations of large air carrier aircraft were issued a Limited Airport Operating Certificate (LAOC) and required to develop and implement a limited ACM, known as the Airport Certification Specification.   Approximately 135 airports hold an LAOC.  Air carrier operations in large aircraft are so infrequent at these airports that, consequently, they must comply only with portions of part 139.  For example, existing § 139.213 requires airport operators holding an LAOC to comply with only certain pavement, lighting, marking, and emergency response requirements.  Airport operators holding an LAOC are typically located in smaller communities or support seasonal activities, such as skiing during winter months.

The final rule will require the approximately 565 civilian airports that currently hold an AOC or an LAOC to be certificated and comply with revisions to part 139.  This would generally require only amendments to the ACM.  However, approximately 45 of these airports also could be required to implement certain safety measures on a more frequent basis to cover any small air carrier operations that do not occur concurrently with large air carrier aircraft operations.  

Airports that are not certificated and desire to continue serving small air carrier aircraft will be required under the final rule to apply for an AOC, develop and implement an ACM, and comply with certain part 139 safety and operational requirements.

In addition, the final rule clarifies that airports operated by the United States government, including the Department of Defense (DOD), are not subject to part 139.  Consequently, approximately 91 DOD airports currently certificated under part 139 will no longer need to be certificated under part 139 even if these airports continue to serve air carrier operations.  

II.
BACKGROUND


A.
Regulatory History

Since 1970, the FAA Administrator has had the statutory authority under Title 49, United States Code (U.S.C.) § 44706 to issue airport operating certificates to airports serving certain types of air carriers and to establish minimum safety standards for the operation of those airports.  The FAA uses this authority to establish requirements for the certification and operation of certain land airports through 14 CFR part 139.

Until 1996, FAA’s authority to certificate airports was limited to those land airports serving passenger operations of an air carrier that is conducted with an aircraft having a seating capacity of more than 30 passengers.  In response to recommendations made by the General Accounting Office (GAO) in 1987 and the National Transportation Safety Board NTSB in 1994, the Secretary of Transportation sought authority from Congress to broaden this authority.  However, FAA's authority was not broadened until Congress enacted the Federal Aviation Administration Reauthorization Act of 1996 (Public Law 104-264) amending 49 U.S.C. 44706.  This amendment granted FAA the authority to certificate airports serving scheduled air carrier operations conducted in aircraft with more than 9 seats, but less than 31 seats (small air carrier aircraft), except in the State of Alaska.  There was no change to FAA's existing authority to regulate airports serving air carrier operations using aircraft with more than 30 seats.

In April 2000, Congress mandated, in the Wendell H. Ford Aviation Investment and Reform Act for the 21st Century (AIR 21; Public Law 106–181), that FAA issue a Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (NPRM) within 60 days, and a Final Rule 1 year after the close of the NPRM comment period implementing 49 USC 44706(a)(2), relating to the issuance of airport operating certificates for small scheduled passenger air carrier operations.

FAA implemented its new authority regarding airport certification by publishing an NPRM on June 21, 2000 (65 FR 38636).  This NPRM proposed to revise the current airport certification requirements in 14 CFR part 139 and established certification requirements for airports serving scheduled air carrier operations in aircraft with more than 9 seats, but less than 31 seats.  A conforming amendment to 14 CFR part 121 was also proposed in the NPRM.  The public comment period was originally scheduled to close on September 9, 2000; however, the comment period was extended to November 3, 2000, in response to several requests made by airport operators and the State of Maine.

As discussed earlier, the FAA proposed in the NPRM to revise and update certain safety requirements and require certification of airports not currently certificated that serve scheduled air carrier operations conducted in aircraft with more than 9 passenger seats but less than 31 passenger seats.  The proposal also clarified existing requirements, incorporated existing industry practices, and responded to an outstanding petition for rulemaking and certain NTSB recommendations.

B.
General Accounting Office Report (1987)

In 1987, the General Accounting Office (GAO) issued a safety report on the certification of small airports
.  The report concluded that airport safety would be enhanced if all airports serving scheduled air carriers were certificated and recommended that the FAA include such facilities in its airport certification program.  

The FAA concurred with the GAO's findings, but determined that its statutory authority was limited to airports that serve scheduled and unscheduled passenger operations of air carrier aircraft with more than 30 seats.  A proposed amendment to broaden this authority was submitted to Congress, but the measure was not enacted.  

C.
National Transportation Safety Board Study (1994)

In November 1994, the National Transportation Safety Board (NTSB) released its findings resulting from a study of commuter airline safety.
  (Note:  The term commuter, when it appears in this study, refers to the use of this term before March 20, 1997.  As of March 20, 1997, the term commuter refers to an aircraft or operations conducted in an aircraft, which has 9 or fewer passenger seats.)  This study identified several safety improvements that the NTSB felt would improve the commuter airline safety record.  

While this study, and subsequent recommendations, focused on airline and aircraft operations, it was also critical of the FAA for not requiring airports serving small air carrier operations to maintain their facilities in the same manner as airports serving major air carriers.  

D.
The Aviation Rulemaking Advisory Committee

The FAA approached the question of the certification of airports that serve scheduled operations conducted in small air carrier aircraft by requesting the assistance of the Aviation Rulemaking Advisory Committee (ARAC).  The ARAC was established by the FAA to provide advice and recommendations to the FAA Administrator concerning a range of the FAA's rulemaking activity, including air carrier operations, airman certification, aircraft certification, airports, security, and noise.

To assist in the certification of airports serving small air carrier aircraft operations, the FAA requested the ARAC's advice and recommendations on what requirements should be applicable to airports that have scheduled service with aircraft having a seating capacity of 10‑30 seats [60 FR 21582, May 2, 1995].  In developing these recommendations, the FAA asked the ARAC to consider alternatives to minimize the operational burden on smaller facilities, including options for aircraft rescue and firefighting services.  The FAA also suggested the ARAC conduct a survey of affected airports to gauge the impact of any proposed requirement.  At the time of this request, the FAA did not have the statutory authority to regulate airports serving scheduled operations conducted in small air carrier aircraft. 

The ARAC accepted this task and established a Commuter Airport Certification Working Group to develop recommendations on this issue.  Comprised of members of the main committee, the working group's membership included representatives from the following organizations: 

1. Air Line Pilots Association

2. Aircraft Owners and Pilots Association

3. American Association of Airport Executives

4. National Air Transportation Association

5. National Association of State Aviation Officials

6. Regional Airline Association

The FAA and Landrum and Brown, an airport planning and engineering consulting firm, also provided technical support.  

Over the course of a year, the Commuter Airport Certification Working Group met five times to research the issue and develop recommendations for the ARAC.  The working group initially endeavored to establish a voluntary industry standard consistent with the FAA's lack of authority to regulate airports serving commuter operations.  However, after the passage of Public Law 104-264, the FAA requested the working group to expedite its report and to take a regulatory approach to the certification of airports serving small air carrier aircraft.  This action was based on the FAA's decision to exercise its new authority to regulate airports serving small air carrier operations.  

While the working group agreed on many issues, a minority disagreed with several of the group's recommendations.  This minority differed on six regulatory requirements, including marking and lighting; aircraft rescue and firefighting; and handling of hazardous substances and materials.  Subsequently, the working group developed both a majority and minority position at the FAA's request.  Individual working group members also provided comments on issues when their respective organizations differed from the position taken by the working group.

In February 1997, both the majority and minority views of the working group, and those of individual group members, were presented to the FAA.  Overall, the working group majority recommended that a non-regulatory approach to improve small air carrier airport safety could accomplish the same level of safety as regulating these airports.  In light of the proposed rulemaking, the majority suggested that such a regulation should focus on accident prevention rather than accident mitigation, particularly in light of the limited public funds available to these small airports.  

As requested by the FAA, the working group also conducted a survey of airports that might be affected to determine what safety practices are already being conducted and the potential operational and economic impact if these airports were to comply with existing part 139 requirements.  This survey requested information on rescue and firefighting capabilities, airport staff, certification status, annual enplanements, existing marking, lighting and signs, and capital and recurring costs of certain equipment and procedures.  The results of this survey are included with the ARAC final recommendations on commuter airport certification, filed in the public docket.  These survey results are also are discussed in the IRE and the final rule’s Discussion of Comments section. 

III.
SUMMARY OF THE FINAL RULE

A.
Introduction

As discussed earlier, the FAA is issuing a final rule that revises and updates certain part 139 safety requirements and requires the certification of airports that serve scheduled air carrier operations conducted in small air carrier aircraft and are not certificated by the FAA.  The final rule also clarifies existing requirements, incorporates existing industry practices, and responds to an outstanding petition for rulemaking and certain NTSB recommendations.  Further, it revises the existing airport certification process to incorporate all airports covered by the statute, including those serving scheduled, smaller air carrier aircraft.  

Instead of differentiating between an AOC and a LAOC and creating additional types of Airport Operating Certificates, the final rule revises the certification process by requiring only one type of airport operating certificate, an AOC, and only one type of certification manual, an ACM.  All airport certificate holders will be required to adopt and implement an ACM, regardless of size and type of air carrier operations.  However, all certificated airports will be divided into classes and ACM requirements will vary for each airport classification.  

Certificated airports are now divided into four new classifications, Class I-IV, based on the type of air carrier operations served.  Class I airports serve the largest and most varied types of air carrier operations and are required under the final rule to comply fully with part 139 requirements.  Requirements for the remaining airport classifications vary according to the type and frequency of air carrier operations served, as described below. 

Under the final rule, already certificated airports will be reclassified as Class I, II and IV airports and will be required to comply with additional or revised part 139 requirements that will require some amendments to their ACM.  All airport operators certificated under this final rule will be issued a new AOC.  This will not require currently certificated airports to reapply for an AOC but submit a revised ACM as appropriate.  The FAA will convert existing certificates.  However, airports that will be newly certificated under the final rule will need to apply for an AOC.  

Approximately 436 civilian airports that currently hold an AOC will be reclassified as Class I airports.  The remaining certificated airports will be classified as either Class II or Class IV airports.  Approximately 121 currently certificated airports will be classified as Class II airports and approximately 15 currently certificated airports will be classified as Class IV airports. 

Airports that are not certificated and desire to continue serving small air carrier aircraft (approximately 37 airports) will be required under the final rule to apply for an AOC, develop and implement an ACM, and comply with certain part 139 safety and operational requirements. 

In addition, the final rule clarifies that the approximately 91 airports operated by the United States government, including the Department of Defense (DOD), are not subject to part 139 even if these airports continue to serve air carrier operations. 

Finally, the FAA has revised the part 139 to clarify and update several requirements to better reflect current industry practices and technology.  These changes will apply to all airports certificated under part 139 and will generally require currently certificated airports to only take administrative action. These changes include updates or clarifications of:  

· Recordkeeping requirements;

· Personnel training requirements;

· Hazardous material storage requirements, specifically fuel dispensing and storage safety procedures; 

· Aircraft rescue and firefighting (ARFF) training and hazardous material response requirements; and

· Emergency plan requirements.

As noted above, in addition to serving unscheduled operations conducted in large air carrier aircraft, approximately 120 of the 135 airports holding a LAOC (Class II airports) also serve scheduled operations conducted in small air carrier aircraft.  To address these additional operations, this final rule requires these 120 airports to implement existing safety measures (such as aircraft rescue and firefighting) on a more frequent basis and comply with additional safety requirements.  

This final rule will require the remaining 430 certificated civilian airports (Class I airports) to continue to comply with all existing part 139 requirements.  In addition, these airports will be required to revise their certification manuals and comply with final modifications to existing requirements.  Approximately 45 of these airports also could be required to implement certain safety measures on a more frequent basis to cover any small air carrier operations that do not occur concurrently with large air carrier aircraft operations.  

Also, this final rule will clarify that airports operated by the United States government, including DOD, are not subject to part 139.Consequently, all airports certificated under this final rule will be issued new Airport Operating Certificates.  This will not require currently certificated airports to reapply for an Airport Operating Certificate.  When this final rule is adopted, the FAA will convert existing certificates, as appropriate.  

B.
Airport Certification Classification

This change to the certification process will still distinguish between airports that serve different sizes or types of air carriers, and establish requirements appropriate for each type of airport.  Under this final rule, similar airports will be grouped together into four new categories, Classes I‑IV, and a separate set of requirements is required for each new airport class, as follows:  

1.
Class I Airport: Airports serving all types of scheduled operations of large air carrier aircraft, and any other type of air carrier operations, will be known as Class I airports.  All airports with an existing AOC will become Class I airports.  

2.
Class II Airports: Class II airports will be those airports that serve scheduled operations of small air carrier aircraft (10‑30 seats) and unscheduled operations of larger air carrier aircraft (more than 30 seats).  Airports that will be classified as Class II will be airports with an existing LAOC that serve scheduled operations conducted in small air carrier aircraft.  

3.
Class III Airports: Class III airports will be those airports that serve only scheduled operations conducted in small air carrier aircraft. Class III airports will be those airports newly certificated as the result of this rulemaking.  

4.
Class IV Airports: Class IV airports will be those airports currently with a LAOC that serve only unscheduled air carrier operations conducted in large air carrier aircraft (more than 30 seats).  

C.
Airport Certification Manual (ACM) Requirements By Class

The FAA currently requires airports to develop an ACM or ACS, depending on the type of certification, to detail how the airport will comply with the requirements of part 139.  As every airport is unique, the final requirements have sufficient flexibility to allow the tailoring of the final requirements to the unique circumstances of each airport.  The FAA sets forth performance-based standards that airports implement, through the ACM/ACS, in the manner best suited to their facilities.  In this manner, the FAA can vary and tailor airport requirements to accommodate local conditions.  

Under the final rule, only one type of certification manual, an ACM, is required and the requirements for manual content will vary among the categories, with the most comprehensive manual being required of Class I airports.  Class I airports will have to comply with more safety requirements than Class II, III, and IV airports as they serve more complex and varied air carrier operations.  

D.
Airports Affected

All currently certificated civilian airports will be affected by the final rule (approximately 565 airports).  In addition, an estimated 37 currently uncertificated civilian airports that serve scheduled operations of small air carrier aircraft, will be affected.  In the future, any airport operator wishing to serve scheduled operations conducted in small air carrier aircraft, or both scheduled and unscheduled operations conducted in large air carrier aircraft, must be certificated.  

An estimated total of approximately 600 civil airports will be affected by the final rule.  The total number of certificated airports varies during the course of the year due to seasonal activities or fluctuations in air carrier service.  

A list of airports to be certificated under the final rule, classified by new airport classes, is shown in Appendices III-1 through III-4.  These appendices categorize airports that currently hold an Airport Operating Certificate, or will be newly certificated under this final rule, as follows.

1. Appendix III-1 shows a list of the Class I airports by state.  There is an estimated total of 436 Class I airports.  

2. Appendix III-2 shows a list of the Class II airports by state.  There is an estimated total of 112 Class II airports.  

3. Appendix III-3 shows a list of the Class III airports by state.  There is an estimated total of 37 Class III airports.

4. Appendix III-4 shows a list of the Class IV airports by state.  There is an estimated total of 18 Class IV airports.

E.
Comparison of Existing and Final Airport Requirements

Tables III-1 through III-4 show the existing and final airport certification requirements for each final airport class.  

	Table III-1

Current Requirements and Adopted Revisions for Class I Airports

	Class I Airports are existing certificated airports holding an Airport Operating Certificate that serve scheduled operations of large air carrier aircraft (more than 30 seats), and any other type of air carrier operation.



	
	Current Requirements
	Adopted Revisions

	1. 
	Personnel provisions
	A recordkeeping system and new personnel training standards

	2. 
	Paved and unpaved surfaces
	Unchanged

	3. 
	Safety areas
	Unchanged

	4. 
	Marking, lighting and signs
	Unchanged

	5. 
	Snow and ice control plan
	Unchanged

	6. 
	ARFF
	New recurrency training, fire extinguishing agent and HAZMAT response standards, and increase in frequency of ARFF coverage (where ARFF is not provided for small air carrier operations)

	7. 
	HAZMAT handling/

storage
	Standards for air carrier fueling operations, and new fuel safety and personnel training standards

	8. 
	Traffic/wind indicators
	New supplemental wind cone/segmented circle standards

	9. 
	Airport emergency plan (AEP)
	New requirement to plan for fuel storage fires

	10. 
	Self-inspections
	New training requirements for inspection personnel

	11. 
	Ground vehicle operations
	New training requirements for pedestrians and ground vehicles

	12. 
	Obstructions
	Unchanged

	13. 
	NAVAIDS
	Unchanged

	14. 
	Public protection
	Unchanged

	15. 
	Wildlife hazard management
	New wildlife strike reporting, hazard assessment and management plan standards

	16. 
	Airport condition reporting
	New notification standard

	17. 
	Construction/unserviceable areas
	Unchanged


	Table III-2

Current Requirements and Adopted Revisions for Class II Airports

	Class II Airports are existing certificated airports holding a Limited Airport Operating Certificate that serve scheduled operations using small aircraft (10-30 seat), in addition to serving unscheduled large air carrier aircraft (more than 30 passenger seats).  



	
	Current Requirements
	Adopted Revisions

	1. 
	Personnel provisions
	New requirement for recordkeeping system and personnel training

	2. 
	Paved and unpaved surfaces
	Unchanged

	3. 
	Safety areas
	Unchanged 

	4. 
	Marking, lighting and signs
	Unchanged

	5. 
	
	New requirement for snow and ice control plan

	6. 
	ARFF (negotiated standard)
	New requirement to comply with ARFF standards (per §§ 139.315-.319)

	7. 
	HAZMAT handling/storage (negotiated standard) 
	New requirement to comply with HAZMAT handling/storage standard (per § 139.321)

	8. 
	Traffic/wind indicators (negotiated standard)
	New requirement to comply with traffic/wind indicators standard (per § 139.323)

	9. 
	
	New requirement for AEP (no triennial exercise required)

	10. 
	Self-inspections (negotiated standard) 


	New requirement to comply with self-inspection standard (per § 139.327)

	11. 
	
	New requirement for ground vehicle operations

	12. 
	
	New requirement for obstructions

	13. 
	
	New requirement for NAVAIDS

	14. 
	
	New requirement for public protection

	15. 
	
	New requirement for wildlife hazard management

	16. 
	Airport condition reporting 
	New notification standard

	17. 
	
	New requirement for construction/ unserviceable areas


	Table III-3  

Current Requirements and Adopted Revisions for Class III Airports

	 Class III Airports will be newly certificated under this rule, and will serve scheduled operations of small air carrier aircraft (10-30 seats).  These airports cannot serve scheduled or unscheduled operations of large air carrier aircraft (more than 30 seats).


	
	Current Requirements
	Adopted Revisions

	1. 
	None
	A recordkeeping system and personnel training

	2. 
	None
	Paved and unpaved surfaces

	3. 
	None
	Safety areas

	4. 
	None
	Marking, lighting and signs

	5. 
	None
	Snow and ice control plan

	6. 
	None
	ARFF

	7. 
	None
	HAZMAT handling/storage

	8. 
	None
	Traffic/wind indicators

	9. 
	None
	AEP (no triennial exercise required)

	10. 
	None
	Self-inspections

	11. 
	None
	Ground vehicle operations

	12. 
	None
	Obstructions

	13. 
	None
	NAVAIDS

	14. 
	None
	Public protection

	15. 
	None
	Wildlife hazard management

	16. 
	None
	Airport condition reporting 

	17. 
	None
	Construction/unserviceable areas


	Table III-4

Current Requirements and Adopted Revisions for Class IV Airports

	Final Class IV Airports are existing certificated airports holding a Limited Airport Operating Certificate that serve unscheduled operations of large air carrier aircraft (more than 30 seats).  These airports cannot serve scheduled large, or scheduled small (10-30 seats) air carrier aircraft. 



	
	Current Requirements
	Adopted Revisions

	1. 
	Personnel provisions
	New requirement for a recordkeeping system and personnel training

	2. 
	Paved and unpaved surfaces
	Unchanged

	3. 
	Safety areas
	Unchanged

	4. 
	Marking, lighting and signs
	Unchanged

	5. 
	
	

	6. 
	ARFF (negotiated standard)
	New requirement to comply with ARFF standards (per §§ 139.315-.319)

	7. 
	HAZMAT handling/storage (negotiated standard) 
	New requirement to comply with HAZMAT handling/storage standard (per § 139.321)

	8. 
	Traffic/wind indicators (negotiated standard)
	New requirement to comply with traffic/wind indicators standard (per § 139.323) 

	9. 
	
	New requirement for an AEP (triennial exercise not required)

	10. 
	Self-inspections (negotiated standard)
	New requirement to comply with self-inspection standard (per § 139.327) 

	11. 
	
	

	12. 
	
	

	13. 
	
	

	14. 
	
	

	15. 
	
	

	16. 
	Airport condition reporting 
	New notification standard 

	17. 
	
	


IV.
Benefits of the Final Rule

A.
Introduction
The expected benefit of this final rule is improved aviation safety resulting in reduced fatalities, injuries, and property damage at airports with scheduled air carrier operations, particularly those operations conducted in small air carrier aircraft.  This final rule affects all currently certificated airports and the estimated 37 additional airports that may choose to obtain certificates.  Accordingly, benefits are expected to accrue at all four final classes of certificated airports.  

The revision of part 139 standards and the inclusion of additional airports in the airport certification program are expected to prevent accidents and collisions resulting from non-standard or inadequate compliance with part 139 safety and operational requirements.  Uniform standards, such as required for runway and taxiway markings, signs and lighting, help reduce the possibility of confusion and misunderstanding and directly contribute to improving airport safety.  For example, existing runway safety area requirement that ensure aircraft that run off the runway can come to a stop without running into obstacles or terrain, has already mitigated what could have been a serious air carrier accident at currently certificated airport. In addition, snow and ice removal and wildlife hazard management requirements prevent accidents by eliminating hazards that aircraft could strike while arriving or departing the airport.

Further, emergency response requirements, including the requirements to develop and implement an airport emergency plans and to provide ARFF services, have and will mitigate future accidents by saving passenger lives and reducing property damage.

While the benefits are easy to identify, a precise measure of these benefits is difficult.  For instance, the FAA expects that the wildlife requirement will reduce the number of wildlife strikes to aircraft.  This reduction in wildlife strikes at just Class III airports can result in a benefit from approximately a million dollars to $10 million or more.  Unfortunately, the uncertainty of the methods that airport operators will use to mitigate wildlife hazards make it difficult to calculate a useful net benefit estimate for wildlife hazard management requirements.  However, the quantitative benefit estimate of the ARFF requirement alone nearly justifies the entire compliance cost of the final rule.  

The expected benefit of avoiding an accident involving a 30 passenger seat aircraft with 60 percent occupancy at a Class III airport is $63 million.  Using a Poisson distribution, the FAA believes that this expected value could underestimate the actual number of such accidents.  There is a 26 percent probability of two or more accidents with a potential value well in excess of $100 million.  

B.
General Discussion Of Expected Benefits

Most part 139 requirements fall under the risk reduction category, as these requirements are intended to decrease the possibility of an accident by providing a safe and standardized operating environment.  Such requirements include, but are not limited to, the marking, lighting, and maintenance of runways and taxiways; removal and marking of hazards in aircraft movement areas; maintenance of traffic and wind indicators, and regular facility inspections.  

These requirements promote the consistent application of safety measures and ensure a common and reliable operating environment at all airports.  Although most airports affected by the rule currently meet these standards, a few (approximately 9 airports) will need to be upgraded.  The FAA believes this will make a significant contribution to safety, for example, by helping to reduce the persistent problem of runway incursions.

Similar to air traffic control procedures, if pilots and other airport users can come to expect the same facilities, procedures and equipment at every airport at which they operate, then many of the uncertainties and miscommunications that can cause accidents are avoided.  The FAA believes that requiring covered airport operators to establish and document how they comply with risk reduction requirements in their ACM will achieve consistency in the daily application of such procedures, and ensure consistency during changes to airport personnel or management.  

The remaining part 139 safety and operational requirements are consider to be accident mitigation requirements as they are intended to minimize the consequences of an aircraft accident.  Requirements for aircraft rescue and firefighting and emergency planning are examples of accident mitigation requirements that are included in this category.  To save passenger lives and property, prevent injury to responding personnel and protect the traveling public from unsafe conditions, the FAA believes that airports serving air carriers should be adequately prepared to respond to aircraft accidents and other airport-specific emergencies.  

While catastrophic aircraft accidents that the final rule is intended to prevent or mitigate do occur, they have been rare events.  This was particularly true of small air carrier operations, in large part, because they have comprised a small portion of commercial air passenger activity.  However, such accidents do occur and if the provisions of the rule prevent or mitigate the consequences of one catastrophic accident involving an aircraft with 30 passenger seats, the potential benefit of lives saved and property damage avoided could be as much as $99 million.  If it prevents an accident associated with the collision of two of these aircraft the benefit will double to as much as $198 million.  Potential safety benefits are not limited to situations involving small air carrier aircraft, but extend to large air carrier aircraft and general aviation. 

Part 139 requirements also help reduce and mitigate other types of air carrier accidents.  Between 1997 and June 2002, the NTSB investigated 11,562 accidents/incidents, of which 1,343 occurred at or near airports certificated under part 139 and 67 occurred at or near airports newly certificated under the final rule.  Aside from the rare major accidents noted above, most of these accidents/incidents are comprised of aircraft sustaining property damage as the result of colliding with other aircraft, construction or service equipment, airport vehicles and wildlife or aircraft that due to mechanical problems or pilot error land short of the runway or unintentionally depart the runway during take off or landing rollout.  The FAA believes the number and the severity of these accidents/incidents are minimized at certificated airports because compliance with part 139 requirements ensures a safe and consistent operating environment and emergency response services, including ARFF, are readily available.  

Some of these incidents/accidents are the result of runway incursions.  The FAA defines a runway incursions as “any occurrence at an airport involving an aircraft, vehicle, person or object on the ground that creates a collision hazard or results in a loss of separation with an aircraft taking off, intending to take off, landing, or intending to land.”  Runway incursions are tracked only at airports with FAA air traffic control towers and these towers are located at approximately one-half of the airports certificated under part 139.  From January 1997 to June 2002, air traffic control towers at airports certificated under part 139 reported 1,510 runway incursions.  

Under the final rule, Class II, III and IV airports will be required to comply with certain safety requirements for the first time that will help to reduce runway incursions by ensuring a safe and consistent operating environment.  Of these runway incursions, 117 incursions occurred at 52 towered airports that would be required under the final rule to comply with additional safety requirements (Class II and IV airports) and newly certificated airports that would comply with part 139 safety requirements for the first time (Class III airports).  The other 121 Class II, III and IV airports that do not have an air traffic control tower also experience runway incursions. 

For instance, Class III airports are required under the final rule to internally illuminate mandatory holding position signs. These signs indicate to pilots the location on the taxiway where to stop until cleared by the air traffic control tower to proceed onto the runway.  These signs can be readily seen at night and during low visibility conditions when internally illuminated.  In addition, these airports will be required to conduct daily self inspections to ensure that all safety measures required by part 139, such as runway and taxiway markings, signs and lights, are functioning properly and provide accurate information to pilots, thereby reducing confusion over an aircraft’s location on the airport or taxiing route, thereby helping avoid runway incursions. 

In addition to benefiting air carriers and their passengers, the FAA believes the final rule will benefit other airport users and the general public.  For example, general aviation aircraft also use, at most airports, areas used by air carrier aircraft, such as runways, taxiways, and ramps.  Such areas are usually better maintained and equipped than similar areas at airports serving only general aviation aircraft.  General aviation aircraft operators also benefit from emergency response services, daily safety inspections, and airport condition reporting provided at airports certificated under part 139.  Also, air carrier passengers, in the terminal building and in parked aircraft benefit from the availability of part 139 required firefighting and emergency medical services.

In consideration of all benefits of the final rule, the FAA has determined that the expected benefits of the rule justify the costs as described in the succeeding sections.

C. Specific Discussion of Expected Benefits

Analysis of air carrier accident data revealed benefits of compliance with part 139 requirements that can be quantified in terms of lives saved, injuries prevented and the reduction of property damaged.  The following 139 requirements were identified in this analysis as preventing (or having the potential to prevent) or mitigating the negative effect of an accident or incident on passengers and property:

1. Runway Safety Areas

An example of a safety benefit from a risk reduction requirement of this final rule relates to runway safety areas.  A runway safety area is a designated area surrounding a runway that is intended to reduce damage to an aircraft that lands short of the runway or inadvertently leaves the runway.  The final rule requires that operators of all certificated airports keep the runway safety area level and clear of obstacles and hazards to aircraft.  Safety equipment that must be in the runway safety area, such as lights and navigational equipment must be installed on frangible hardware that allows the equipment to break away if hit by an aircraft.  In addition, certain arresting materials may be installed in the runway safety area if physical limitations of airports, such a river adjacent a runway, prevent a standardized runway safety area.  

On May 8, 1999, a SAAB 340 overran a runway at New York’s John F. Kennedy International Airport.  However, the airport had recently installed arresting material in order to comply with part 139 safety area requirements and the airplane stopped 50 feet short of Thurston Bay.  The incident resulted in very little damage to the aircraft and one minor passenger injury.  A previous incident on the same runway in 1984, before the safety area was improved, resulted in an SAS DC-10 running into the bay, resulting in multiple passenger injuries and extensive airplane damage.  

This final rule will impose the safety areas requirements of part 139 on Class III airports for the first time.  These airports have been encouraged to install safety areas for over 10 years, and many have done so through Federal airport funding programs.  Although the final rule will not mandate immediate installation of these safety facilities at any class of airports, the FAA believes that, over time, the eventual installation or improvement of safety areas at certificated airports will greatly increase safety in air transportation.  

2. Emergency Response Services and Equipment

Another important safety benefit of this final rule is more widespread availability of emergency response services and equipment.  These services are used to respond to airport emergencies, including aircraft accidents, medical emergencies in the terminal building and aircraft fueling fires or spills.  

Part 139 accident mitigation requirements provide a comprehensive response to aircraft accidents, and other emergencies.  For example, required alarm and communication systems ensure that both ARFF and airport personnel are notified promptly of an accident, and alert other necessary emergency service providers in the local community (i.e., paramedic, police, ambulance service and hospitals).  Similarly, accident mitigation measures ensure other needed emergency services are provided, including security and crowd control, removal of disabled aircraft and other debris from movement areas, transportation and facilities for uninjured and injured persons, and storage of deceased persons.  All of these measures contribute to a comprehensive emergency response that mitigates the loss of passenger lives and property, prevents injury to responding personnel, and protects air carrier aircraft and the public from unsafe conditions.  

There is ample evidence that part 139 accident mitigation requirements can save lives and reduce injuries.  Perhaps the clearest example of that was an accident that occurred at Los Angeles International Airport on February 1, 1991.  This tragedy involved the collision of a US AIR 737-300 and a Skywest Metro on Runway 24L.  The crew and 10 passengers on the Metro were killed, as were some of the crew and 20 passengers on the 737-300.  However, the NTSB credited the part 139-required emergency response for saving lives.

As noted earlier, over a five-year period 1,343 accidents/incidents occurred within a five-mile radius of airports certificated under part 139.  Most of these accidents only involved aircraft sustaining property damage.  This damage was the result of aircraft colliding with other aircraft, construction or service equipment, airport vehicles and wildlife or aircraft that due to mechanical problems or pilot error land short of the runway or unintentionally depart the runway during take off or landing rollout.  The following are examples where the actions of part 139 emergency response services and equipment mitigated such property damage:  

· Lawton – Ft Sill Regional Airport (5/24/1998).  An Embraer Bandeirante in air carrier service lost an engine on takeoff.  Immediately after takeoff, the aircraft began losing altitude, struck the ground, and came to rest 1,600 feet from the runway.  Passengers and rescue personnel removed the pilot and one passenger from the airplane, and ARFF personnel extinguished the post crash fire.  

· Miami International Airport (12/1/1998).  A fire broke out while a Boeing 747-200F was being refueled.  Responding ARFF personnel extinguished the fire.  

· Bradley International Airport (1/21/1998).  An ATR 42-300 experienced an engine fire during the landing rollout.  Responding ARFF personnel extinguished the fire.  

· Nashville International Airport 7/8/1996.  A Boeing 737-200 aborted takeoff after the left engine ingested a bird, and came to rest beyond the runway.  Responding ARFF personnel extinguished a fire that erupted in the right brake assembly.  

· Miami International Airport (10/23/1995).  A Boeing 747-121 experienced an uncontained failure of No. 4 engine during takeoff roll.  The takeoff was rejected and the airplane was stopped on the remaining runway.  Responding ARFF personnel extinguished a fire that subsequently erupted in the failed engine.

· Philadelphia International Airport (8/17/1995).  A SAAB SF-340-A experienced a fire near the left engine while waiting to take off.  Responding ARFF personnel extinguished the fire.  

· Greater Peoria Memorial Airport (7/17/1991).  An ATR-42-300 experienced a failure of the left engine followed by engine fire while on final approach.  The pilot made a normal landing and conducted an evacuation on the runway.  Responding ARFF personnel extinguished the fire.  

In addition, ARFF services are alerted and deployed when there is a perceived risk of an accident.  For example, emergency personnel will don protective clothing and position ARFF vehicles close to the runway if alerted by air traffic control that an inbound aircraft is experiencing problems.  Further, ARFF services are used to respond to other airport emergencies involving air carrier aircraft and passengers, such as medical emergencies in the terminal building and aircraft fueling fires or spills.  The FAA has tracked those incidents at currently certificated airports, and notes that over 1,200 such occurrences took place during an 18-month period.  

A major safety provision of the final rule is that it will require the availability of emergency response services and equipment at every landing and takeoff of scheduled air carrier aircraft with 10 to 30 seats.  This capability is required now for air carrier operators with more than 30 seats, and, as discussed earlier, there is evidence that lives have been saved and injuries prevented or reduced as a result.  In some cases, this protection may not currently be available for small aircraft operations at airports served by large air carrier aircraft.  For example, an accident that occurred at Quincy, Illinois (a Class I airport) on November 19, 1996 might have been mitigated had ARFF been on site during the departure of a small air carrier aircraft.  

This accident involved the collision of a United Express Beech 1900C (a small aircraft) and a Beech King Air (a general aviation aircraft) during the ground operations of the two aircraft.  These aircraft collided at the intersection of two runways.  At the time of the accident, there were no large air carrier aircraft operations in progress or imminent, and, consequently, the airport operator was not required to provide emergency response services, and these services were not on the site.  When required, emergency response services, including ARFF, were provided by the Quincy Fire Department, whose personnel would come to the airport from an offsite location to staff emergency equipment during the operations of large air carrier aircraft.  All 10 passengers and 2 crew members aboard the United Express Beech 1900C and the two occupants aboard the King Air were killed as a result of post crash fires.  

The NTSB found that the speed with which the fire enveloped the King Air, and the intensity of the fire, precluded the survivability of the occupants.  However, the occupants of the Beech 1900C did have the opportunity to escape, but could not open external doors that might have been damaged.  The NTSB concluded, ”if on-airport ARFF protection had been required for this operation at Quincy Airport, lives might have been saved.”  (NTSB Aircraft Accident Report—Runway Collision United Express Flight 5925 and Beechcraft King Air A90-Quincy Municipal Airport, Illinois-November 19, 1996 –NTSB AAR-97/04, P.51.)

Based on this accident history, a simple risk assessment provides a reasonable quantified estimate of the potential value of part 139 emergency response requirements.  The final rule will extend these emergency services to passengers traveling in air carrier aircraft with 10 to 30 passenger seats.  For an accident in a 30 passenger seat aircraft occupied at 60 percent of capacity (the industry average), the expected benefits equal $63 million based on 21 potential prevented fatalities (18 passengers and three crew members) multiplied by $3 million per prevented fatality.  While $63 million is the expected benefit, using the Poisson distribution with a mean of one accident over a ten-year period, there is a 26 percent chance of two or more such accidents with a value in excess of $100 million. 

3. Fuel Storage Fires

An expected benefit of the final rule is the prevention/mitigation of fuel storage fires.  The final rule requires all classes of airports to address such fires in their disaster plans.  This will better prepare airports to prevent and/or extinguish the kind of fire that occurred at Stapleton International Airport, Denver, Colorado, on November 25, 1990.  That fire erupted in a fuel farm fire about 1.8 miles from the main terminal and burned for 48 hours, destroying about 3 million gallons of fuel.  No lives were lost in this fire, but flight operations of a major air carrier were disrupted for lack of fuel and the carrier estimated total damage to have reached between $15 and $20 million.  

Airport firefighters and the Denver Fire Department promptly responded to the fire and attacked it immediately.  However, because the firefighters were unable to maintain a continuous flow of foam on the fire, it reignited and quickly intensified.  Airport and local firefighters did not have, nor could they have been expected to have, a sufficient supply of foam concentrate to fight a full fire of such magnitude.  The Denver fire burned for about 48 hours before being extinguished by a coordinated attack using outside resources and materials.  

The NTSB concluded that the City and County of Denver (the airport certificate holder), and the fire department in particular, apparently had not considered the possibility of a fire of this type since no procedures or contingency plans were in place for dealing with one.  The FAA believes that a requirement to have effective contingency plans could have resulted in the fire being extinguished much sooner, resulting in considerably less damage.  

This final rule will require several improvements to the already existing requirement for airport emergency plans.  Under the final rule, Class II, III, and IV certificated airports will be required to develop and implement such plans, and all classes will be required to include provisions for responding to fuel farm fires.  The costs of this final rule requirement are low—a few hundred dollars, annually, for each certificated airport.  Although the risk of fire is always present at fuel facilities, required precautions make the probability of a fire very low.  The FAA believes that this low-cost provision of the final rule has a high probability of significantly mitigating damage if a fire comparable to Denver’s occurs in the future.  

4. Snow and Ice Control

Another safety benefit is expected from improved snow and ice control, which will reduce the potential for the following kind of accidents.  On March 17, 1993, a BAC-BA-Jetstream 3101 was making a night instrument approach to the Raleigh County Memorial Airport in Beckley, West Virginia, a Class II airport.  Because the runway was not properly plowed, and berms of snow concealed the runway lights at ground level, the captain lost control after touchdown, and the airplane sustained substantial damage.  

This final rule requires Class II and III airports to develop snow and ice control plans.  Although some of these airports already have individually developed procedures for snow and ice removal, this final rule will formalize consistent plans across all airports with scheduled air carrier services.  The FAA determined that this low-cost requirement to standardize response to snow and ice will significantly help prevent the kind of accident discussed above.  

5. Wildlife Hazard Management  

Finally, substantial benefits are expected at all classes of certificated airports as a result of actions to reduce wildlife hazards (bird strikes and other damaging collisions with wildlife).  An FAA study of civil aircraft wildlife strikes in the United States (“Wildlife Strikes to Civil Aircraft in the United States, 1990 – 1999”) found a significant and growing hazard of wildlife contact with aircraft in the vicinity of airports.  The study determined that 92 percent of all wildlife strikes occur while arriving or departing from an airport.  Birds were involved in 97 percent of the reported strikes, mammals (primarily deer and coyotes) in 3 percent and reptiles, such as turtles, in less than 1 percent.  The number of annual reported strikes increased 181 percent between 1990 and 1999, and, according to the FAA report, is now causing about $391 million per year in direct costs.

The study further found that there were 4,529 wildlife-aircraft strikes reported during the period 1991-1997 that damaged aircraft components.  The study estimated that the report rate was about 20 percent of what actually occurred.  Based on its findings, the report concludes that airport operators need to be aware of the wildlife hazards on their airports and take appropriate actions to minimize the problems.  

The expected benefit of this section of this final rule is the reduction of wildlife hazards to air carrier operations.  Airports not currently certificated by the FAA are not required to meet part 139 wildlife hazard management requirements.  At some of these airports, wildlife hazards already exist that under the final rule will require the airport operator to conduct a wildlife assessment and possible the implementation of a wildlife hazard management plan.  The expansion of wildlife hazard management requirements to these airports is intended to ensure that all airport certificate holders serving scheduled air carriers address wildlife hazards in a consistent and effective manner.  Accordingly, the FAA expects to reduce the number of wildlife strikes that will otherwise occur.

While it is possible to generate high preventable cost estimates from wildlife strikes, the potential range of the net benefit estimate is too wide to be of practical help because the full cost of preventing such strikes is not known and the full cost of preventing wildlife strikes itself has a wide range.  Resolution of airport wildlife hazard problems typically involves some combination of habitat modification, resource protection, and population management.  Habitat modification involves eliminating food and water sources and shelter that is attracting wildlife.  Resource protection uses physical barriers, chemical, audio, or visual repellents to deny wildlife access to the area of concern.  Population management involves controlling the number and distribution of wildlife on or near the airport by non-lethal and lethal means.

However, to provide an example of possible benefits resulting from wildlife hazard management requirements, the FAA has developed an estimate for Class III airports.  Based on the current reporting data it is possible to assess the cost of wildlife strikes for Class III airports.  The FAA has received wildlife strikes reports from 17 of the 39 Class III airports.  Of these strike reports, 9 were classified as substantial.  A substantial classification means that the aircraft incurs damage or structural failure, which would normally require major repair or replacement of the affected component.  Based on the total of wildlife strikes report between 1991 and 1997 (4,529 reports) and the $78.3 million cost estimated for these strikes, the average cost of a wildlife strike to an aircraft is $17,000.  Then the estimated aircraft damage cost of these 9 strikes is $153,000.

If the 20 percent under reporting is accurate for the currently non-certificated airports (Class III airports), the wildlife strikes at Class III airports may have resulted in aircraft damages as high as $765,000.  For one of these airports, a wildlife strike was reported to have destroyed a Cessna 310 aircraft (resale price ranges from $70,000 to $125,000).  Given the high value of aircraft, the cost of a destroyed aircraft can easily raise this cost estimate to well over a million dollars. 

When an aircraft is less than 500 feet above the ground traveling at well over 100 miles an hour, a wildlife strike can result in passenger death or injuries. Two examples of this are an accident involving an Embraer 120RT that hit two deer while landing at Yeager Airport (CRW) (a Class I airport) at Charleston, WV and the accident of an Learjet that hit two deer on a runway at Troy, AL (a general aviation airport).  

According to the NTSB Aviation/Incident Database Report (NYC01LA054, 12/06/2000), on December 6, 2000, an Embraer 120RT, N504AS, operating as Atlantic Southeast Airways flight 71, was substantially damaged when it collided with deer, just after landing at Yeager Airport (CRW), Charleston, West Virginia.  The 3-person crew and 15 passengers were uninjured, and 1 passenger received serious injuries.  According to the captain, within seconds of landing, the airplane struck two deer.  The flight attendant then contacted the cockpit crew, and informed them that there was an injured passenger.  After parking at the gate, a walk-around inspection revealed that the tip of a propeller blade from the number 2 engine had separated, and had punctured the airplane's fuselage.  According to a Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) inspector, one of the deer was hit by the nose landing gear, and the right engine propeller hit the other deer.  

The other accident involving a LearJet LJ-60 occurred on January 12, 2001 (NTSB Aviation/Incident Database Report, ATL01FA021, 1/14/2001).  The aircraft, operated by Ark-Air Flight Inc., collided with two deer during landing and ran off the end of the runway at the Troy Municipal Airport, in Troy, Alabama.  The pilot and first officer received serious injuries, and the aircraft was destroyed by the impact and the subsequent post impact fire.  According to witnesses, the airplane collided with the deer shortly after touchdown and continued down the runway with the brakes on and departed the right side of the runway near the end, crossed a taxiway and impact into a ditch and burst into flames.  Local rescuers were able to extricate the crew before the fire engulfed the cockpit.  

Between 1991 and 1997, there were 10 reported wildlife strikes involving 19 passenger seat Beech-1900 aircraft (22 potential total occupants).  The FAA values each prevented fatality to be $3 million.  FAA cost estimates for injuries range from $38,500 for a minor injury to $521,800 for a serious injury.  With the growth in certain wildlife population as well as aircraft operations, it is likely that without mitigation the past 10 or more wildlife strikes will reoccur at Class III airports, impacting 10 to 130 aircraft occupants.  It is not unreasonable to expect that 10 percent of these occupants will incur minor to serious injury and that several may die as result of a wildlife strike.  The FAA estimates that the minimum potential averted cost is several hundred thousand dollars; yet just one fatal accident raises the preventable cost to $3 million. 

With the structured approach of the final rule to resolving wildlife strikes to aircraft, it is very reasonable to expect that each airport solution will be one where the benefits exceed the costs, and in some cases, the net benefit may be substantial.  Airport improvements to reduce wildlife hazards will ultimately provide a safer environment for all civil aircraft operations.  Given the growing population of certain wildlife, the increasing number of aircraft operations and the history of reported wildlife strikes, potential benefits for just the newly certificated airports (37 Class III airports) range from a low of several million dollars (from damage and injuries avoided) to an estimate in excess of $10 million.

The benefits of the wildlife strike provision of the final rule extend beyond all Class III airports to all certificated airports.  However, the uncertainty of both the rule effectiveness and the total compliance cost of preventing wildlife strikes forestall a reasonable range estimate of net benefits.  It is very reasonable to expect that wildlife preventative action at each certificated airport will have benefits in excess of costs with system-wide benefits in the millions.

. 

V.
COST ESTIMATES FOR THE FINAL RULE

A.
Introduction
The cost estimates for the final rule are based on those presented in the initial regulatory evaluation (IRE) for the NPRM adjusted for the changes resulting from an updated count of airports and from comments received on the NPRM.  The FAA has been conservative in its cost estimates and has generally accepted alternative cost estimates provided by airport operators, even though most of these airport operators assumed that compliance with the rule would require certain action that the FAA does not believe would actually be required.  The documentation of the earlier cost estimates, data sources, and methodology per section of the NPRM are fully discussed in the IRE.  

This section presents the changes in the IRE cost estimates, the reason for those changes, and the resulting total cost estimate for the final rule.  Changes to the NPRM cost estimates by risk reduction and mitigation cost categories are first discussed for Class I, II and IV airports and then for Class III airports.  Tables V-I and V-2 detail the changes in risk reduction and mitigation costs for Class I, II and IV airports, including initial, recurring and total cost estimates for each of these airport classes.  In Tables V-3 and V-4, airport specific risk reduction cost estimates for each potential Class III airport are provided.  Mitigation costs for each Class III airport are provided in Table V-5.

Based on comments received on the NPRM, the FAA made a number of revisions to the proposed part 139 requirements.  These revisions are expected to result in the reduction of the final rule costs when the final rule is implemented.  However, these cost savings are offset by a change to the number of affected airports (due to changes in air carrier service); adjustments to cost estimates based on comments received from airport operators; and to a lesser extent, by revisions to requirements. 

The IRE estimated the average cost of compliance per requirement for each of the proposed four airport classes.  The reason the FAA used an average cost per rule provision by airport class is that each of the approximately 600 affected airports is unique in geography, facilities, and service provided.  Final rule costs also assume that all covered airport operators will comply fully with part 139 requirements.  This may not always occur as the FAA has the authority to exempt airport operators from certain requirements that are too burdensome or impractical and can tailor compliance for each airport operator to accommodate variations in airport layouts, operations and air carrier service.  Such variances make it difficult to determine actual costs for each individual airport operator.  In developing an average cost for each airport classification, the FAA assumed the highest possible compliance cost to ensure all potential costs are addressed, even though the final rule allows the FAA the flexibility to tailor compliance procedures or grant an exemption from certain requirements.

B
Analysis of Economic Comments on NPRM


Most of the regulatory evaluation comments received were airport specific and the FAA has accepted the alternative cost estimates provided in these comments.  The FAA used two approaches to modifying the cost estimates based on alternative cost data provided by commenters.  Given the limited number of comments received from Class I, II and IV airports, especially considering the total number of these airports, the FAA largely accepted and adjusted the alternative cost estimates only for the individual airport referenced in the comment.  As a result, changes to cost estimates were relatively minor for Class I, II and IV airports.

Conversely, the FAA revised the estimated compliance costs for all Class III airports based on comments received and developed airport-specific costs for each potential Class III airport.  This was necessary to comply with the statutory requirement to analyze the potential impact of this rule on air carriers serving Class III airports.  Of the 37 Class III airports, 14 of these airports provided economic comments that the FAA generally used, even though most of the commenters assumed that compliance with the rule would require certain actions that the FAA does not believe would actually be required.  Nearly all of the resulting changes to Class III airport cost estimates are attributed to comments received regarding the availability of existing airport personnel to comply with new requirements.

Based on comments received, the FAA made the following changes to the rule language.  The changes were designed to make it easier for airports to comply and to reduce compliance costs.

1. Compliance times were increased, including staggered compliances times for emergency planning and response;

2. The ARFF exemption process was revised to eliminate the need for the airport operator to provide alternative timed response, equipment, or personnel requirements;

3. Training requirements were narrowed to only those persons with access to movement areas rather than all airport personnel;

4. Procedures to permit use of an outside organization to comply with part 139 were expanded to cover any requirement of part 139;

5. The annual training requirement for emergency medical personnel was deleted (frequency will be determined by state or local licensing authorities);

6. The emergency medical services requirement was clarified to allow for non-ARFF personnel to provide such services:

7. Safety procedures for storing, dispensing and handling aircraft lubricants and oxygen were eliminated; 

8. Requirements for locating and lighting wind and traffic indicators were revised to allow the use of existing indicators;

9. Requirements for airport emergency planning were revised to limit emergency preparedness to the largest aircraft served rather than the largest aircraft that might use the airport.

10. Qualifications were modified for a wildlife biologist that can be used by the airport operator to comply with wildlife hazard management requirements;

11. The requirement to comply with certain wildlife hazard management standards was revised to consider the type and number of air carrier operations;

12. The types of runway and taxiway signs that must be reported when malfunctioning were limited to mandatory holding position signs and a system-wide failure; and

13. The requirement for reporting air carrier operations at low activity airports was deleted. 

Additionally, changes were made to reduce training and recordkeeping requirements based on comments that raised concerns about the cost to comply. 

C.
Cost Mitigating Factors
Part 139 requirements among the four classes vary according to the type and frequency of air carrier operations served.  The cost analysis of the IRE and the Final Regulatory Evaluation considers this variation.  However, this cost analysis does not address the flexibility the FAA has to tailor compliance procedures or grant an exemption from certain requirements to accommodate variations in airport layout and operations or lack of local resources.  Accordingly, the cost estimates for each airport classification will be higher than the FAA anticipates will be the actual cost to comply with part 139.  While airport operators that choose to be certificated under part 139 will be required to document procedures for complying with part 139 and to comply with certain safety and operational requirements, the FAA’s ability to tailor compliance for each airport will permit certificated airports flexibility in complying with the more burdensome requirements.

The cost analysis also considers the infrastructure and resources available to airports to assist complying with part 139, particularly airports that could be newly certificated and serving small air carrier operations (approximately 37 airports).  A good portion of the total rule cost can be attributed to these airports.  While these airports have already accepted $187 million in Federal funds for airfield safety enhancements, they are not at the same level of compliance as airports already certificated under part 139 and may need to expend more resources to comply with the rule than already certificated airports. 

Cost estimates for airports serving smaller air carrier operations assume that these airports will comply with part 139 in manner similar to other certificated airports.  However, in some instances the cost to comply with certain part 139 requirements could be too burdensome for these airports.  The FAA initiated this rulemaking fully appreciating the financial limitations of these airports and intends to work with them to tailor compliance with part 139 to ensure the most cost effective and flexible method to enhance safety at all certificated airports.  In addition, the FAA will assist airport operators to obtain additional Federal funds, as appropriate.  If Federal, state and local funding is not adequate, the FAA will seek alternative means of compliance with part 139 requirements or will use its statutory authority to grant exemptions from requirements that would be too costly, burdensome, or impractical.

At approximately two-thirds of these newly certificated airports, air carriers also receive federal Essential Air Service (EAS) subsidies, so the Federal government will probably absorb most, if not all, of the cost of the rule through increased subsidies to air carriers.  An analysis of the effect of this rule on air carrier service at newly certificated airports indicates that at airports where air carriers currently receive EAS subsidies, no significant change in service or average fare is expected to occur.  At airports where EAS subsidies are not currently paid to air carriers (and these carriers would have to absorb the additional cost the final rule), average daily flights are expected to decline from 9 flights a day to 8 flights a day.  Given the low enplanements per departure at these airports, most of the passengers who would have used the eliminated flight could most likely be accommodated on the remaining flights.
D.
Risk Reduction Costs by Class I, II, and IV Airports

Given the limited number of comments regarding the IRE estimates, the FAA takes the position that the IRE risk reduction cost estimates are reasonably accurate but did make two general adjustments to the IRE costs.  First, the IRE risk reduction cost estimate for each class of airports is adjusted to account for a different number of airports in each class.  Secondly, the FAA incorporates commenters’ alternative risk reduction cost estimates.  While these airport-specific estimates have been incorporated into the Final Regulatory Evaluation, the FAA believes that the IRE average cost remains reasonably accurate.  As a result of these adjustments, the total risk reduction cost for the final rule for Class I, II and IV airports is increased by 18 percent above that of the IRE.

Table V - 1 fully accounts for the derivation of the final rule risk reduction costs.  
1.
Risk Reduction Costs – Class I Airports

In the IRE, the FAA identified 432 Class I airports.  These airports ranged in size from the very largest airports, such as Hartsfield International in Atlanta, Georgia; O’Hare International in Chicago, Illinois; and Los Angeles International in Los Angeles, California, to much smaller airports such as Cortez Municipal in Cortez, Colorado; Hulman Regional in Terre Haute, Indiana; and Pierre Regional in Pierre, South Dakota.  

The FAA used an average cost per requirement per airport to develop the estimated compliance cost of the proposed rule for Class I airports.  Of the four classes of airports, the FAA expected that Class I airports would have the widest variation around the average cost estimate.  Variation in expected average compliance cost is natural given the large number of Class I airports, the many different sizes and facilities of these airports, the different geographic locations, and air carrier service provided.  

From the estimated 432 Class I airports, FAA received five comments regarding the economic evaluation and only one of these comments provided alternative estimates.  Given the limited number of comments, the FAA takes the position that the estimated compliance costs for Class I airports are reasonably accurate.  However, risk reduction costs have increased for Class I airports because an additional four airports have been added to this classification, increasing total risk reduction costs by one percent.  FAA also has accepted alternative cost estimates submitted by the one commenter that increased total initial risk reduction costs by two percent and increased the overall risk reduction cost for Class I airports by three percent for initial costs and one percent for recurring costs.  

The adjustments for the change in the number of Class I airports and for the incorporation of the commenter’s estimates result in an estimated final rule total cost for risk reduction costs for Class I Airports of $232,070 for initial costs and $1,008,110 for recurring costs.  The derivation of revised risk reduction costs for Class I airports is contained in Table V-1.a. NPRM

The left-hand column in Table V-1 details the items that were used to adjust the IRE costs to obtain the cost estimates for the final rule.  In Table V–1, the first row under the column heading, NPRM, includes the number of Class I airports (432 airports).  The second row identifies the total risk-reduction initial cost estimate of $225,677 and the total recurring cost estimate of $996,192 for Class I airports reported in the IRE for the proposed rule.  Dividing the total costs by the number of Class I airports results in an average per airport cost of $522 for initial costs and $2,306 for annual recurring costs.  

b. Adjustments:

i.  Number of Airports

In making adjustments to risk reduction costs, the FAA started with the original number of Class I airports that did not submit comments (431 airports) and IRE cost estimates.  Using these cost estimates, the FAA increased risk reduction cost slightly to account for the additional 4 airports.  This was done by multiplying the final count of airports (436) by the average costs per airport of $522 (initial cost) and $2,306 (recurring cost).  Accordingly, initial and recurring risk reduction costs increased by one percent (an additional $2,090 and $9,224, respectively).  This adjustment increased the total risk reduction cost for Class I airports to $227,592 for initial costs and $1,005,416 for recurring costs.  

ii.  Comments Received

The NPRM cost adjusted for additional airports was then further refined to account for comments received.  Only one Class I airport provided a comment with an alternative risk reduction cost estimate and this estimate was airport specific.  Because the commenter provided operational and economic data to support the alternative cost estimate, the FAA used this cost estimate in place of the average cost estimate for this airport only.  While this one change increases the total risk reduction costs for all Class I airports, the FAA believes the average cost estimates for the remaining 435 Class I airports remains reasonably accurate. 

2.
Risk Reduction Costs – Class II Airports
While the differences in Class II airports are not as broad as those for Class I airports, there still remains a wide size range of Class II airports.  To accommodate such variances, the FAA used in the IRE an average cost per requirement per airport to develop risk reduction cost estimates.

The FAA received an alternative risk reduction cost estimate from only one of the 121 Class II airports.  Similar to Class I airports, the FAA takes the position that the estimated risk reduction costs for Class II airports are relatively accurate.  However, risk reduction costs have changed for Class II airports because the number of airports in this classification has decreased by eight airports, decreasing the total mitigation cost by seven percent.  The FAA also used alternative cost estimates submitted by one commenter that increases the risk reduction costs for this airport and increases for Class II airports the initial risk reduction costs by five percent and recurring risk reduction costs by 16 percent. 
The adjustments for the change in the number of Class II airports and for the incorporation of the commenter’s estimates result in an estimated risk reduction cost for Class II Airports of $325,768 for initial costs (a two percent increase) and $198,909 for recurring costs (a nine percent increase). The derivation of revised risk reduction costs for Class II airports is contained in Table V-1. 

a. NPRM

The left-hand column in Table V-1 details the items that were used to adjust the IRE costs of the NPRM to obtain the cost estimates for the final rule.  The first row under the column heading, NPRM, includes the IRE number of Class II airports (121 airports).  The second row identifies total risk-reduction initial cost estimate of $331,377 and total recurring cost estimate of $184,053 for Class II airports, as reported in the IRE for the proposed rule.  Dividing these total costs by the number of Class II airports results in an average per airport cost of $2,739 for initial costs and $1,521 for annual recurring costs.  

b. Adjustments:

i.  Number of Airports
In making adjustments to risk reduction costs, the FAA started with the original number of Class II airports (120 airports) and the IRE cost estimates.  Using these cost estimates, the FAA decreased risk reduction costs to account for the loss of eight airports from this classification. This interim adjustment was done by multiplying the final count of Class II airports (113) by the average costs per airport of $2,739 (initial cost) and $1,521 (recurring cost).  Accordingly, the initial and recurring risk reduction costs decreases by seven percent (a decrease of $21,870 and $12,169, respectively).  This adjustment for the reduction in the number of Class II airports decreases the NPRM costs to $309,507 for initial costs and $171,873 for recurring costs. 

ii.  Comments Received
The NPRM cost adjusted for additional airports was then further refined to account for comments received.  Only one Class II airport provided a comment with an alternative risk reduction cost estimate and this estimate was airport specific. For this airport, the estimate contained in the comments was substituted for the average cost estimate. Because the commenter provided operational and economic data to support alternative cost estimates, the FAA used this cost estimate for this airport only.  While this change increases the total risk reduction costs for all Class II airports, the FAA believes the IRE average cost estimates used for the remaining 112 Class II airports are reasonably accurate.

3.
Risk Reduction Costs – Class IV Airports

In the IRE, the FAA used an average cost per requirement per airport to develop risk reduction cost estimates for proposed Class IV airports.  The FAA takes the position that the IRE estimates are reasonably accurate.  Only one comment was received from a Class IV airport operator and this airport operator supported the proposal.  Even so, risk reduction costs have increased for Class IV airports because the number of airports in this classification has increased by three airports. Both the initial and recurring risk reduction costs increased by the addition of three airports multiplied by the associated average cost.  This change increases the total risk reduction costs for Class IV airports by 20 percent. 
The adjustments for the change in the number of Class IV airports results in an estimated final rule total cost for Class IV airports initial risk reduction cost increased from $13,422 to $16,110 and for annual recurring costs from $5,595 to $6,714.  The derivation of revised risk reduction costs for Class IV airports is detailed in Table V-1. 

a. NPRM

The left-hand column of Table V-1 details the items that were used to adjust the IRE costs of the NPRM to obtain the risk reduction cost estimates for the final rule.  The first row under the column heading, NPRM, includes the IRE number of Class IV airports (15 airports).  The second row identifies Class IV airports initial risk reduction cost estimate of $13,422 and total recurring cost estimate of $5,595, as reported in the IRE.  Dividing these total costs by the number of Class IV airports results in an average per airport cost of $895 for initial costs and $373 for recurring costs.

b. Adjustments
i. Number of Airports

In making adjustments to risk reduction costs, the FAA started with the original number of Class IV airports (14 airports) and the IRE cost estimates.  Using this cost estimate, the FAA increased risk reduction costs to account for the additional three airports.  This was done by multiplying the final count of 18 Class IV airports by the NPRM average costs per airport of $895 (initial cost) and $373 (recurring cost).  Accordingly, the total initial and recurring risk reduction costs increased by 20 percent (an additional $2,688 and $1,119, respectively).  This adjustment increased the total risk reduction cost for Class IV airports to $16,110 for initial costs and $6,714 for recurring costs.

ii. Comments 

As noted above, only one economic comment was received from a Class IV airport operator and this airport operator supported the proposal.  However, the commenter did not provide numerical data.  Accordingly, no adjustments were made to NPRM costs based on comments received. 

E.
Mitigation Costs Class I, II, and IV Airports

The methodology to estimate the mitigation costs of the rule for Class I, II, and IV airports follows that discussed above for Risk Assessment Costs.  As noted above, given the limited number of comments regarding the IRE estimates, the FAA believes the IRE mitigation cost estimates are reasonably accurate.  The FAA made two general adjustments to the IRE costs.  First, the IRE mitigation cost estimates for each class of airports is adjusted to account for a different number of airports in each class.  Secondly, the FAA incorporated commenters’ alternative mitigation cost estimates.  While these airport-specific estimates have been incorporated into the Final Regulatory Evaluation, the FAA believes that the IRE average cost is reasonably accurate and thus, changed the mitigation costs only for the airports that submitted alternative cost estimates.  As a result of the adjustments to the IRE mitigation cost estimates, total mitigation costs for the final rule for Class I, II and IV airports are increased by 14 percent above that of the IRE.

Table V - 2 fully accounts for the derivation of the final rule mitigation costs.  The table format is identical with Table V -1.  

1.
Mitigation Costs - Class I Airports
In the IRE, the FAA used an average cost per requirement per airport to develop mitigation costs estimates for proposed Class I airports.  Of the four airport classes, the FAA expected that Class I airports mitigation cost would have the widest deviation around the average cost estimate.  With only three comments providing alternative estimates from the estimated 432 airports, the FAA believes the IRE estimates are reasonably accurate.  However, mitigation costs have increased for Class I airports because an additional four airports have been added to this classification, increasing total mitigation costs by one percent.  FAA also has incorporated alternative cost estimates submitted by the three commenters that significantly increase the total cost for these airports and increases the overall mitigation costs for Class I airports by an additional 23 percent.  

The adjustments for the change in the number of Class I airports and for the incorporation of the commenters’ alternative estimates result in an estimated final rule total cost for mitigation costs for Class I airports of $360,543 for initial costs and $2,688,875 for recurring costs, a 24 percent increase. The derivation of revised mitigation costs for Class I airports is contained in Table V-2. 

a. NPRM

The left-hand column in Table V-2 details the items that were used to adjust the IRE costs of the NPRM to obtain the mitigation cost estimates for the final rule.  The first row under the column heading, NPRM, includes the IRE number of Class I airports (432 airports).  The second row identifies the Class I airports initial mitigation cost estimate of $290,040 and total recurring cost estimate of $2,172,500, as reported in the IRE.  Dividing these total costs by the number of Class I airports results in an average per airport cost of $671 for initial costs and $5,029 for recurring costs.  

b. Adjustments

i.  Number of Airports

In making adjustments to mitigation costs, the FAA started with the original Class I airports (429 airports) and the IRE cost estimates.  Using these cost estimates, the FAA increased mitigation costs slightly to account for the additional 4 airports.  This was done by multiplying the final count of 436 Class I airports by the average costs per airport of $671 (initial cost) and $5,029 (recurring cost).  Accordingly, total initial and recurring mitigation costs increased by one percent (an additional $2,516 and $20,144, respectively).  This adjustment for additional Class I airports increased the NPRM cost to $292,556 for initial costs and $2,192,644 for recurring costs.

ii.  Comments Received
The NPRM cost adjusted for additional airports was then further refined to account for comments received.  Only three Class I airports provided a comment with an alternative risk reduction cost estimate and these estimates were airport specific.  Because the commenters provided operational and economic data to support their cost data, the FAA has accepted these cost estimates in place of the average cost estimate for these airports only.  The FAA believes cost estimates used for the remaining 433 Class I airports are reasonably accurate estimates even though the inclusion of the additional cost data from three commenters gives the appearance of significantly increasing total mitigation costs for all Class I airports. 

A two-step procedure removes the average cost estimate for the three commenting airports and then adds the specific costs identified in the comments to the total.  The average cost for these three Class I airports were first subtracted from the NPRM cost adjusted for additional Class I airports discussed above.  Finally, the total alternative estimates for the three airports of $70,000 for the initial costs and $511,318 for recurring costs of the final rule are added.

2.
Mitigation Costs - Class II Airports

The FAA identified 121 Class II airports in the IRE.  While the differences in Class II airports are not as broad as those for Class I airports, there still remains a wide size range of the Class II airports.  The FAA received two economic comments from the 121 Class II airports. Just as in the case of Class I airports, given the limited number of comments, the FAA believes the estimated compliance costs for Class II airports are relatively accurate.  However, mitigation costs have changed for Class II airports because the number of airports in this classification has decreased by eight airports, decreasing the total mitigation costs by seven percent.  The FAA also used alternative cost estimates submitted by the two commenters that increase the recurring mitigation costs for these airports and subsequently increases the recurring mitigation costs for all Class II airports by 15 percent. 

The adjustments for the change in the number of Class II airports and for the incorporation of the commenters’ alternative estimates result in an estimated final rule total cost for mitigation costs for Class II airports of $660,711 for initial costs (a seven percent increase) and $1,553,541 for recurring costs (an eight percent increase).  The derivation of mitigation costs for Class II airports is contained in Table V-2.

a. NPRM

The left-hand column in Table V-2 details the items that were used to adjust the IRE costs of the NPRM to obtain the mitigation cost estimates for the final rule.  In the first row under the column heading, NPRM, includes the IRE number of Class II airports (121 airports).  The second row identifies IRE mitigation initial cost estimate of $707,520 and recurring cost estimate of $1,448,512 for Class II airports.  Dividing these costs by the number of Class II airports results in an average per airport cost of $5,847 for initial costs and $11,971 for recurring costs.

b. Adjustments

i.  Number of Airports

In making adjustments to mitigation costs, the FAA used the original number of airports (119 airports) and the IRE cost estimates.  Using these cost estimates, the FAA deceased mitigation costs to account for the loss of eight airports from this airport classification.  This interim adjustment multiplies the final count of Class II of (113 airports) airports by the average costs per airport of $5,847 (initial cost) and $11,971 (recurring cost).  This change decreased the total initial and recurring mitigation costs by seven percent (a decrease of $46,809 and $95,789, respectively).  This adjustment for the reduction in the number of Class II airports decreases the NPRM cost to $660,711 for initial mitigation costs and $1,352,723 for recurring mitigation costs.

ii.  Comments Received

No Class II airports provided comments on the IRE initial mitigation costs.  Therefore, the initial costs as adjusted for the number of airports of $660,711 is the estimated Class II mitigation cost for the rule.  

Two Class II airports provided comments on recurring mitigation costs.  As these commenters provided operational and economic data to support their cost data, the FAA has used these cost estimates in place of the average cost estimate for these airports only.  The FAA believes cost estimates used for the remaining 111 Class II airports are reasonably accurate estimates even though the inclusion of the additional cost date from the two commenters will give the appearance of increasing total mitigation costs for all Class II airports. 

A two-step procedure removes the average cost estimate for these two commenting airports and then adds the specific comments to the total.  The average cost for these two Class II airports were first subtracted from the NPRM cost adjusted for the reduced number of Class II airports as discussed above.  Finally, the total of the two alternative estimates of $224,760 for recurring costs of the final rule is added.  

3
Mitigation Costs - Class IV Airports

In the IRE, the FAA used an average cost per requirement per airport to develop mitigation cost estimates for proposed Class IV airports.  The FAA believes that the IRE estimates are reasonably accurate as only one comment was received from a Class IV airport operator and this airport operator supported the proposal.    Even so, mitigation costs have increased for Class IV airports because the number of airports in this classification has increased by three airports.  Both the initial and recurring mitigation costs increased by the addition of three airports multiplied by the associated average cost.  This change increases the total mitigation costs for Class IV airports by 20 percent.

The adjustments for the change in the number of Class IV airports results in an estimated final rule total cost for Class IV airports initial mitigation cost increased from $13,440 to $16,128 and for annual recurring costs from $8,064 to $9,684.  The derivation of revised mitigation costs for Class IV airports is contained in Table V-2. 

a. NPRM

The left-hand column of Table V-2 details the items that were used to adjust the IRE costs of the NPRM to obtain the mitigation cost estimates for the final rule.  In the first row under the column heading, NPRM, includes the IRE number of Class IV airports (15 airports).  The second row identifies Class IV airports initial mitigation cost estimate of $13,440 and total recurring cost estimate of $8,064, as reported in the IRE.  Dividing these total costs by the number of Class IV airports results in an average per airport cost of $896 for initial costs and $538 for recurring costs.

b. Adjustments
i. Number of Airports

In making adjustments to mitigation costs, the FAA used the original number of Class IV airports (14 airports) and the IRE cost estimates.  Using these cost estimates, the FAA increased mitigation costs to account for the three additional airports. This was done by multiplying the final count of 18 Class IV airports by the average costs per airport of $896 (initial cost) and $538 (recurring cost).  This change increases the total initial and recurring mitigation costs by 20 percent (an additional $2,688 and $1,620, respectively).  This adjustment increased the NPRM cost adjusted for additional Class IV airports to $16,128 for initial costs and $9,684 for recurring costs.

ii. Comments Received 

As noted above, only one economic comment was received from a Class IV airport operator and this airport operator supported the proposal.  However, this operator did not provide numerical data.  Accordingly, no adjustments were made to NPRM costs based on comments received. 

F.
Class III Airport Costs
The methodology to develop the expected costs to Class IIII airports resulting from the requirements of this rule is explained in the IRE.   Only nine economic comments were received from Class III airports.  Without comments to the contrary from the remaining Class III airports, the FAA believes that the IRE risk reduction cost estimates are reasonably accurate but did make two general adjustments to the IRE.  

First, IRE cost estimates were adjusted to account for the change in the number of airports in this class.  The total number of airports in the classification was reduced by one airport.  Secondly, the FAA incorporated the nine commenters’ alternative risk reduction cost estimates.  However, unlike the revised cost estimates for Class I, II and IV, the final rule compliance costs for Class III airports are presented on a per airport basis by combining average airport costs with commenters’ alternative cost estimates.  This cost per airport estimate was needed for a separate FAA study required by statute to be submitted to Congress on the expected economic impact of the rule on air service to Class III airports.  

As noted earlier, the FAA has been conservative in its cost estimates for Class III airports and has generally used alternative cost estimates provided by the nine commenters, even though most of these commenters assumed that compliance with the final rule would require certain actions that the FAA does not believe would actually be required. In addition, these cost estimates do not take into account alternative means of compliance that are commonly allowed by the FAA to accommodate local conditions.  Nor do these costs include assistance that may be provided to the airport through grant programs such as the Airport Improvement Program (AIP) or air carrier subsidy programs such as the Essential Air Service Program (EAS).

In Tables V - 3, V - 4, and V- 5, estimated incremental risk reduction and mitigation costs are listed for each Class III airport.  These estimates assume each Class III airport would comply fully with part 139 requirements.  The total expected cost per airport for each part 139 requirement identified in each table is listed in the far right column.  Totals per part 139 requirement are listed in the bottom row of each table.  A more detailed discussion of Class III airport expected compliance cost is discussed below.  

1. Comments Received
Despite the relatively small number of proposed Class III airports, the FAA received the most comments regarding the IRE analysis regarding these airports.  Of the estimated NPRM total of 38 Class III airports, nine Class III airports commented on economic aspects of the NPRM.  Of these responses, five provided alternative cost estimates supported by economic and operational data that was used by the FAA.  In addition, the States of Maine, Michigan, Montana, and Vermont commented in support of airports in their states.  Vermont commented on a proposed Class II airport, however, this airport may eventually become a Class III airport.  

The most common theme of these comments was that the airports and/or the air carriers utilizing the airport could not afford the costs of the proposed ARFF requirements.  A related common theme was that the airports personnel were all fully employed with their existing duties and could not assume additional ARFF duties.  Therefore, even though the rule allows cross utilization of employees, these comments indicate that it would not be possible for the airport to spare an existing employee for additional ARFF duties.  Since the FAA had assumed that one airport person could assist in providing ARFF duties, the IRE estimated ARFF mitigation costs were substantially below the expected compliance costs as provided by these commenters.  However, it also could be true that cross utilization of employees will not work at only these five Class III airports, rather than all Class III airports, which would mean that typical costs for Class III airports would be lower than the figures used.

2. Risk Reduction Costs

Table V-3 shows the estimated initial risk reduction costs and Table V-4 shows the recurring risk reduction cost estimates.  For both tables, the column entries are broadly divided by Certification, Airport Certification Manual, and Operations Subparts.  For each of these subparts, the section of part 139 that may require additional compliance cost is specified.  

Generally, the cost estimates for the final rule are the IRE average cost estimate adjusted to be Class III airport specific.  While the FAA expects that the alternative cost estimates provided will exceed the actual compliance cost, the FAA substituted the estimated costs for alternative cost estimates provided by airport operators.  The one exception is the alternative cost estimate for snow and ice control provided by the operator of the Bar Harbor (ME) Airport. The IRE estimate for snow and ice control included only costs to document (and annually update) existing snow and ice control procedures.  However, the alternative cost estimates provided by Bar Harbor included costs for labor and materials that the airport operator already incurs annually to control snow and ice.  IRE estimate only includes additional cost that would be incurred the airport operator because of the final rule.  Therefore, the FAA did not accept the airport operator’s alternative estimate for snow and ice control.

The total cost of initial Class III airport risk reduction items is estimated to be $921,368, an increase of $218,820 over the IRE estimate.  This increase reflects cost estimates provided by Class III airport commenters.  The total annual recurring costs of the Class III airport risk reduction items is estimated to be $233,482, a decrease of $10,060 over the NPRM estimate.  

3. Mitigation Costs

Most of the increased estimated compliance cost of the final rule is the result of an increase in mitigation costs for Class III airports.  While there are modest adjustments to the estimated initial capital cost requirements and to ARFF maintenance and supply costs, the single largest adjustment to the IRE estimated cost is the increase in ARFF personnel expense.  

At Class III airports, the final rule will require ARFF personnel and equipment appropriate for the type of aircraft served for scheduled air carrier operations conducted in 10 to 30 passenger seat aircraft.  Class III airports are expected to be able to afford the capital purchase costs of the necessary truck and equipment, especially in light of the availability of state and federal funding to assist with these capital expenses.  However, funds are generally not available for staffing and training necessary to comply with ARFF requirements. 

One commenter included the cost of a fire station in its alternative cost estimate.  The FAA did not include this estimate because a fire station is not a requirement of the final rule.

Most commenters disagreed with the assumption in the IRE regarding Class III airport ARFF personnel.  The FAA had assumed that existing airport personnel could provide the equivalent of one ARFF staff person.  Commenters responded that all staff are fully employed with their existing duties.  The FAA used these comments and increased the number of additional ARFF personnel required by the rule from one to two for the purposes of estimating costs.  

One additional ARFF staff person, per Class III airport, will increase annual compliance costs by nearly a million dollars.  There were several exceptions to the general condition of two ARFF staff persons per Class III Airport.  Three Class III Airports (Merill Miggs –Chicago (IL), Vernal (UT) and Imperial, (CA)) have been identified as having sufficient ARFF resources to meet the final rule requirements.  

Five Class III airports provided estimates of ARFF personnel costs.  These airports were Show Low Airport (SOW), Augusta State Airport (AUG), Bar Harbor Airport (BHB), Alamagordo Airport (ALM), and Silver City Airport (SVC).  The FAA recognizes that these commenters estimates are likely to be high and expects that actual circumstances will result in costs that are lower than are estimated in this document. 

SOW estimated that to provide two ARFF shifts per day with one person per crew, including training, would cost $207,500 per year.  The FAA used this estimate because it was based on a one-person crew.  However, SOW’s estimate of $250,000 for an ARFF building was not accepted, as the final rule does not require an airport operator to store ARFF vehicles or equipment, or house ARFF personnel, in a building dedicated for that purpose.  The final rule only requires the airport operator to have available during covered air carrier operations certain ARFF vehicles and equipment and that personnel performing ARFF duties be trained in a certain manner.

AUG provided estimates that were designed to provide 18 hours per day ARFF coverage and cover staff vacation time, sick time, etc.  The airport estimated that this would require four, two person crews.  The concept of two person firefighting crews is not unreasonable and may be required by some State and local laws. However, the final rule does not specify the number of ARFF personnel required, only the type of equipment and fire extinguishing agent to be used.  Therefore, the AUG estimate for ARFF personnel was adjusted by dividing the Airport’s estimate of crewmembers salaries and benefits in half. FAA believes that this approximates the costs of four one-person crews.  

BHB estimated that it would need to provide emergency services from 0500 to 2200 hours daily with provisions for late arrivals.  The airport noted that this would require 4 full-time and 1 part-time ARFF/EMT persons and one ARFF captain.  The airport estimated that the annual costs, including training for these personnel, would be $239,450.  In this case, because the airport appeared to be using one-person crews for an essentially a 24-hour operation, the airport operator’s cost estimate was used without adjustment, based on the assumption that all Class III airports will only need one ARFF person per shift.

BHB also provided an alternative initial cost for ARFF vehicle and equipment of $314,000.  While accepting some of this alternative cost estimate as reasonable, the FAA believes the alternative cost estimate of $214,500 provided for an Index A ARFF truck is too high.  Accordingly, the IRE cost estimate for an Index A ARFF truck of $50,000 has been used instead of BHB’s truck estimate.  The revised BHB’s total initial cost of ARFF vehicle and equipment is $149,500.

ALM provided a total cost estimate for recurring annual expenses of $250,000.  The estimate was not broken down and no information was provided about the hours of coverage to be provided.  The FAA accepted this estimate because it is in line with the estimates provided by the other similar airports that provided comments.  

SVC estimated that it would cost $113,400 per year for ARFF personnel and training.  This included the hiring of three people to provide ARFF coverage for seven days per week.  Based on the assumption that all Class III airports will only need one ARFF person per shift, FAA accepted this estimate without adjustment because it seemed reasonable compared to FAA’s basic estimate of two people per airport.  

Even though FAA expects that Federal and local funds will significantly reduce the initial and capital mitigation expenses, FAA accepts that, in some cases, substantially higher alternative estimates provided by specific Class III airports.  For most of the Class III airports, the IRE average mitigation cost estimates are the expected compliance cost for each airport.  These estimates also assume that the airport operator could not obtain ARFF services from the local community for less money.

The estimated total initial mitigation cost for Class III airports is $1,681,860 (see Table V-5).  The estimated annual recurring mitigating costs are estimated to be $4,153,005 (see Table V-5).

G.
Estimated Total Present Value Cost of the NPRM and Final Rules

The FAA estimates that the ten-year, present value of the total compliance cost of this final rule is $73,411,000.  The changes to the IRE cost estimate were relatively minor for initial/capital costs for both the risk reduction and mitigation cost requirements of the rule.  Nearly all of the increase in the estimated compliance costs can be attributed to the expense of needed ARFF personnel for Class III airports.  The FAA had assumed that the existing Class III airport personnel would provide the equivalent of one ARFF staff person.  After reviewing the comments, the FAA re-estimated Class III compliance cost under the assumption that all existing personnel are fully occupied with existing duties. 

Table V–6, Estimated Total Incremental Costs of the NPRM and Final Rules, documents, by airport class, the NPRM and Final Rule compliance costs by the two subcategories, Risk Reduction and Mitigation Costs.  Just as in the IRE, the FAA recognizes that the average cost estimates methodology only approximates the compliance cost of the rule. FAA provided a 25 percent upper and lower bound for the IRE cost estimates.  Even with the significant cost increase for the final rule cost estimate, applying the same range estimate to the final rule costs results in a lower bound estimate below the high estimate of the IRE.  For the reasons discussed above in connection with individual comments, the FAA believes the lower bound is far more likely to represent actual costs of the final rule.

The Class III airports account for the highest cost per class even though the number of Class III airports is relatively low compared to the Class I and II airports.  The approximate present value cost for Class I airports is $26,560,000, for Class II airports the cost is $13,290,000 and for Class IV airports the cost is $150,000.  For Class III airports, the approximate present value cost is $33,411,000.  The reason the estimated costs are much higher for Class III airports is that with this rule, for the first time, these airports are subject to all of part 139 regulations.  (See Table V-7 for the Present Value Cost by Airport Class by One-Time and Recurring Costs).  However, in all cases, the FAA believes actual local costs will be lower when tailored compliance and exemptions are considered.
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[Adjustments To Table V-3 In NPRM RegEval for Comments & Changes in the Number of Airports

[_classiAirports - | Class Il Airports - [ Class IV Airports -
| Mitigation Costs | Mitigation Costs | Mitigation Costs
Initial | Recurring | Initial | Recurring | Initial | Recurring
INPRM | [ | [ | [
No. of Airports 432 432 121 121 15 15
Total Costs $290,040 | $2,172,500($707,520 |$1,448512] $13440 | $8,064]
Average Cost Per Airport $671]  $5029] 95,847] $11.971 $896 $538)
[Adjustments
1. For Changes in the No. of Airports
No. of Final Rule Airports 436 436 113 113) 18 18
Average Cost/ AP $671]  $5009] $5,847] $11.971 $896 $538)
NPRM Cost Adjusted for New AP’ $292,556]$2,192,644] $660,711]$1352,723]  $16.128]  $9,684]
2. For Comments:
o of Airports Commenting 3 3 0 2 0 0
Average Cost/ Airport $671]  $5009] $5,847] $11.971 $896 $538)
To be Removed From NPRM Total Cost | $2.013[ $15,087] $0[  $23942 $0 $0
3. Subtotal $290,543]$2,177 57| $660,711]$1328.781]  $16.128]  $9,684]
4. Total Comments To Be Added $70,000] $511.318 $0] $224,760 $0 $0
[5._Final Rule Total Cost |$360,543] $2,688,875|_$660,711]$1553541]  $16,128] _ $9,684|

08/16/2002]
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[Centification Status or.99 <10,000
Population of |

20 Current | Proposed | Enplaned | Enplaned | m Airport i

3 || Associated city AirportName | 0 | &) Class | Passengers | Passengers | 5 Airport Ownership Owning Entity || & &

AL | 7 [Birmingham [Birmingharn intt BHM]Ful i 1525654 [Birmingharn Airport Authority 258,543

AL | 3 [pothan [Dothan oHn|  Fun i 66,025 IDothar-Houston Co. Airport Auth 95163

AL |4 [Huntsvile [Huntsvile it HEV [ Ful i 514,221 [Hurtsvile/adison Courty 772,793

AL | 5 [wobile Mobile Regional WoB | Ful i 354,450 Mobile AP Auth 202,561

AL |6 [Montgornery Mortgornery Regional | WGN | —Ful i 231,061 Mortgornery AP Authorty 196,363
Nortwest Alanama

AL | 7 wuscle Shoals IRegional JUE i 8770 ¥ (Colbert & Lauderdale Courties 137,288)

AL | 6 [Tuscaloosa [Tuscaloosa Wunicipal | ToL | Ful i 1491 Y [City of Tuscaloosa 52,379
wiley Post-will Rogers

x| 2 Jparow ernorial BRW|  Ful i 40751 tate of AK 609,311

AK |3 [Betnel [Bethel BET| Ful i 125,885 tate ofAK 609,311

AK |4 Coid Bay [Cold Bay CoB|Fun i 9,909 2 tate ofAK 609,311
Merle K (udhole)

x| 5 Joordova smitn cov| Ful i 20648 tate of AK 609,311

AK | 6 [Deadnorse Deanhorse 5CC|Fun i 12479 tate ofAK 609,311

AK | 7 [Dilingharn [Dilingham DLG [ Ful i 5173 tate ofAK 609,311

AK |6 [Faimanks [Fairbanks Infl FAL|Ful i 393,381 tate ofAK 609,311

AK |9 [Gustaws (Gustavus GET [ Ful i 11570 [ [Stete orax 609,311

AR |10 [Homer [Hormer HOM | Fun i 32,859 tate ofAK 609,311

AR 11 [iiamna liarmna i | Fun i 13,806 tate orAK 509,311

AR |[17 [auneau Luneay JNU|—Fun i 371,55 (Ciy of Juneau 29,756]

AR |13 [Kenar [Kenai Municipar ENA | Ful i 106,530 (Ciy of Kenai <i0000[ v

AR |1 [Ketohikan [Ketehikan Intt KIN [ Ful i 132,051 tate orAK 509,311

AK|[15 [King Saimon [King Sairmon AN Fun i 18,743 tate ofAK 609,311

AK |16 [Kodiak [Kodiak ADG|—Fun i B0.107 tate ofAK 609,311

AR |17 [Kozebue [Ralph Wien Wemorial | 0Tz | Ful i 59,351 tate ofAK 609,311

AK |18 [Nome [Nome OME|Fun i 56911 tate ofAK 609,311
[Petersburg James

K | 19 [petersturg Lohnson psol  Ful i 21,047 tate of AK 609,311

AK |70 [Port Heiden [Port Heiden FTH | Ful i 1694 2 tate ofAK 609,311

AK |21 5t Paulsiang [5tPaul Isiand SNE | Ful i 4717 2 tate ofAK 609,311

AK |77 [[5and Point [5and Point SDF | _Ful i 4,366 2 tate ofAK 609,311

AK |73 [Sitka Stk Rocky Gutierrez | 6T | Ful i 56,659 tate ofAK 609,311

AR |24 [Unalaska Unalaska DUT|Ful i 31,988 tate ofAK 609,311

AR 35 [vaidez Vainez VDZ | Ful i 7153 tate ofAK 609,311

AR |76 [#rangel irangel WRG|Ful i 13,895 State ofAK 609,311

AK |27 [vakutat [Vakutat Al i 14702 Biate of AK 600,311

A7 | 7 [Flagstar [Flagstafl Pullarm FLG[Ful i 33,978 ity of Flagstat 118,011
[Grand Canyon National

2z | 3 Jorand canyon [Park con|  Fun i 582,388 tate ofAZ 4,554,966

AZ |4 [Phoenix [Phoenix Sky Harbor il | PHX | Ful i 16,781,835 (Ciy of Phoenix 1,159,014

AZ | 5 [Tucson [Tucson nft Tus|_Ful i 1781001 [Tucson AP A 145,007

AR | 7 [FortSrith [Fort Smith Regional | Fa | —Ful i 102,583 [Fort Smith AP Comm 75,776

AR |3 |Lite Rock (Adarns Field LT | Fun i 1292507 [Ciy o Litle Rock 175,757
Texarkana Regional-

AR | 4 |Texarkana et Field | Ful i 16,049 Texarkana Airoort Authoriy 2918 ¥

—No. of Airports: 3
~No. of Airports with < 10,000 Enplanements: 7
~No. of Airports that are Small En 4

Tiote T

(A): Full= Anport Operating Certficate (AOC)
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Certification Status V-9 <10,000
Population of
212 Current | Proposed | Enplaned Enplaned | m Airport o
& | 5] Associated City Airport Name D A Class Passengers | Passengers | & Airport Ownership Owning Entity | &
[ I 1 [ I I 1 I I
CA | 1 [[Arcata -Furcka [Arcata AV Fan T 11071 [Fumboldt County 123,389
CA_|[ 2 [Bakersteid eadows Fieid BFL | Ful i 147,142 [Kem County 528,605
BuankiGlendalePasa
ca | 3 [Burbank e BuR| Ful | 2378545 lBurbank-Glentale-Pasatena A/ 415016
CA |+ [carisbad cCleTan Patomar | oRGl—Ful i 78,364 [5n Diego County 7722650
ca |5 [ohico (Chico Municipal Cic | Ful i 30004 (City of Chico 35,965
A |6 [[concorg lBuchanan Field GoR|Ful i 236 ¥ [Contia Costa Courty 599,256
CA [ 7 [Fresno [Fresno Yoserte Infi || FAT | Fui i 570,303 (Ciy ot Fresna 396,011
[Long BeachiDaugherty
c | 6 Jlong Beach Field Lop| Fun | 455,027 (Ciy of Long Beach 421004
CA | [Los Angeles Los Angefes ntt L[l i 30830915 ity of Los Angeles 355353
A [[10]Mogesto Modesto/Hany Sham [ MoD| —Ful i 26,314 Ciy ofMogests 178,559
CA |11 [Monterey Morterey Pennsuia_ | WRY | Ful i 256605 Morterey Penin AP Distict 27722 ¥
A [12[0aKiand Metro OakTand Infl oAk Fur i 1850517 [Portof Oakand 367.230)
CA_|[13[ontario (Ontario Itt ONT|—Fur i 3125507 iy of Los Angeles 35535630
A |[14]omara [Onard OR | Fu i 50722 Vertura Courty 725,968
CA |15 Paim Springs [Paim Springs Regional | PSP | Ful i 545,926 [Ciy of Paim Springs 33307
A |[16[Redding [Redding Municipal | RDDY—Fui i 74,608 Ciy of Reading 76616
CA_|[17 [3acramento [Sacramento Itt S | Fur i 3783560 [County of Sacramenta 125,97
CA_|[165an Bernarain [5an Bernarding It | SBD | Ful i 1363 ¥ UsF 183,474
[Gan Disgo infi-
ca | 19]san Diego Lindbergh Field san | Ful i 7636523 l5an Diego Unified Port District 1471421
CA_|[20{5an Francist [5an Francisco It SF0 | Fur i 76,240,058 [Ciy & Courty of 5F T32.307]
CA |21 [[5an Jose [5an Jose Intt 50| Ful i 562,350 (City of 5an Jose 838,744
CA |77 5an Luis Obispo __|an Luis Obispo O | 8B | Ful i 47028 [5an Luis Obispo Gy 233,791
o Wayne - Orange
ca | 23|santa ana (Courty snall  Ful i 3730.088 lorange Courty 2674091
ca | 24[santa Barbara l5anta Barbara Municipal 564 | Ful i 07,737 (Ciy of Sarta Barbara 86,154
CA_|[ 25 [[5anta Maria [Santa Maria Public | 5w | Fui i 40,501 [Santa Maria Public Aror Distrct 67,012
CA |26 5anta Rosa [Sonoma County 518 | Ful i 30,068 [Sonorna County 426,608
CA |27 [[S0uth Lake Tahoe [Lake Tahoe ™ Fur i 12803 [South Lake Tahoe 23301] ¥
CA | 28 [Stockion [Stockton Wetra oK Fun i 187 v [5an Joaguin Courty 542,504)
[San Luis Valley
o | 1 |mamosa RegionalBergm ms| run ' 4208 Y (City & County of Alamosa szl v
€0 | 2 [aspen [Aspen-Pikin Co/ardy | ASE | Ful i 215 585 [itiin County 13577
€0 |3 | Colorano Springs | Colorao Springs Muni_| cO8 [ Ful i 7,273,320 iy of Colorado Springs 345,177
Co | & Joortez [Cortez Municipal CEZ|Ful i 5220 2 City of Cortez <10000] ¥
€O | 5 |Demver [Denver nft DEN|Ful i 75,030,636 (City & Cl of Denver 498,955
[Durango - Lapiata
co | & |burango (Courty pRo||  Fun i 96,607 (CityLa Plata County anas) v
Co [ 7 |Fage [Eagle Oy Repional | EGE | Ful i 175,457 [Eagle Courty 31950
FFort Collins/Loveland
co | & |Fort colingiLovetand_[municipal FNL| P i 855 2 [Fort Callins & Loveland 149,119
Walker Field Public Aport
co | o Jorand sunction Walker Field G| P | 137,793 authority 500 v
€0 [[10 JGunnison (Gunnisan Courty Guc|—Fun i 57,953 [County of Gunnison 2108
[Steamboat Springs -
0 | 11 |Hayden [Yampa valey HON|  Fun i 108,797 IRout County 17230 ¥
Co |12 montrose Mortrose Regional | WTJ | —Ful i 70709 Mortrose Couty 30278]
€0 |13 |Puebio [Pueblo Municipal PUB|Ful i 5656 2 (City of Puebla 99,405
(Gareld County
co | 14|Rine IRegional RL| Ful i 138 Y (Garfield Courty 1287 ¥
Stzamboat
€0 | 15 |steamboat Springs_|springsidams Field | 222 | Fu | - Y (Ciy of Steamboat Springs <topoo] v
Telluride Regional Arport
co | 16 |Teurige [Telluride Regional Tex| Fun | 22483 lauthority <topo] v
CT |1 [Briageport [Sikorsky Memorial | BOR ] Fun T 5523 v [City of Bridgoport 157.900)
€T | 2 [Groton - New London_|Groton - New London | GON | Fur i 12207 State of CT 3,260,858
CT |3 [New Haven Tweed New Haven | HVN | Ful i 44,8683 (Ciy of New Haven 24565
CT |4 winasor Locks [Bradley Infl BOL | Ful i 5,148,196 Biate orCT 5,260,650
[DE |1 [Wimington [New Castiecomty o | P | T | 3551 | [elaware River andBay Aut | [
[ ]
[ Page 2 Totals: ]
—No. of Airports: )
~No. of Alrports with < 10,000 Enplanements: 1
“No. of Aiports that are Small Enti 16
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Certification Status V-9 <10,000
Population of |
20 Current | Proposed | Enplaned Enplaned | m oZ
& | 5] Associated City Airport Name D A Class Passengers | Passengers | & Ai Owning Entity | 5 &
[ [ I 1 [ I I 1 I I
[Aton - St. Lous,
1| 1 |Regional st Louis Regional AN Fun 1 6 Y st Louis Regional 31562 v
| 2 [Bellevile [Soot AFBMidamenta | BLV | Ful i 1518 Y 5t Clair County/USAF 233,860
[Bloomingtoniormal Aort
1| 3 BloomingtoryNormal_|Central inois Regional| 8M | Ful i 21759 authority 100,020)
IL_| 4 [ChampaigniUrbana _[University of finois | ow | Fur i 133545 [University o inois 71,595,649
|5 [onicapo icway WOW[— Ful i 5.216,667 Ciy of Chicago 2,721,541
|6 [ohicage [OHiare infl. ORD|Ful i 34,060,083 City of Chicago 2,721,547
| 7 Decatur Decatur DEC|Ful i 20,959 [Decatur Park Distrct 81,368
IL_| & [WattoonChaneston |Coles Gounty Wermorial | MTO | Ful i 03 [Coles County A/P Auhority 51,317
IL_| 0 Woline - Guad Cities _|(Quad Oty ntt WLl i 378616 Metropolitan AP Auth 702650
| 10]peoria (Greater Peoria Regionall Pis | Ful i 219791 (Greater Peoia AP Auth 112,300
W11 [ouiney Quincy UN i i 11415 (Ciy of Guincy 39,661
| 17 [Rockiord (Greater Rockiord RFD| Pl i 32608 (Greater Rockiord AP Auh Ta8.531
IL_| 13 [Soringfieid [Cantal 5P| Ful i 80,755 [Eeringfiela AP Auth 12,821
W[ 1 [Evansvite [Evansville Regional | EW ] Fun 1 257,966 [ty Vanderburgh County 166,837]
W 2 [Fortwayne [Fortwayne ntt FA | Ful i 346,784 [FL WaynerAllen Cty A4 312,001
W5 [indianapolis ndianapois ntt IND | Ful i ERETN] indianopoiis AP Auth 746,737
W ¢ |Larayetie [Purdue Uniersity LaF | Fui i 19228 [Purdue University 300 ¥
W5 [imuncie [Delaware Courty WiE | Ful i 237 ¥ [Delaware County AP Auth 117525
W |5o0uth Beng Michiana Req Trans Ot | 58N | Ful i 55602 5t Joseph Couny AP Auth 256050
| 7 |Terre Haute [Hulran Regional HUF | Fur i 3948 v [Hulran Reg. Arpt Auth 54,509
A 1 [Burtington [Burlington Regional [ BRL | —Ful T 18,628 [SElowa Reg AP Auth 26853 ¥
1A_| 2 [Cedar Rapids [Easter lowa Airport__| CID | Ful i 64,277 [Eastern 1A AP Gomm 113477
1|5 [Des Momes [Des Moines ntt DSM | Ful i 543,603 Ciy of Des Woines 183,422
1|4 [Dubuaue [Dubuaue Regional | DBa | Fui i 55,555 City of Dubugue 57312
1| 5 [Ft Dodge IFL Dodge Regional | Fob | Fui i 11,801 (CityorFort Dodge 20756
1|6 wason oty Mason Gy Municipal _[MCW] —Ful i 3477 (City ofMiason Gity 26972
| 7 [Siowcciy 00 Gateway SUR|_Ful i 59,563 [Airort Autn 83,701
1| & [Waterioo [Waterioo Municipal | ALO | Ful i 55,904 [Waterioo Muricipal A7 Cornm 66,467
s |1 [Dodge ity [Dodge Regional [ T T 5518 v [City of Dodge City 2530 ¥
ks | 2 [Garden oity [Garden City Regional | GoK|—Ful i 0943 [City of Garden City 25,368
ks | 3 [Salina [Salina Municipal LN Fur i 15,978 [Salina AP Auth 8176
ks |+ [Topeka [Forbes Field FOE | Ful i 1,167 et Topeka AP Autn T1055
KS | 5 [[wichita [Mic-Cortinent 1CT | _Ful i 595316 [Wichita AP Auth 320,39
CincinnattiNorthern
(CincinnattiNorthern — |Kentucky Intnational
K | 1 [Kentucky lnirport ove| R ' 10,863,200 [Kenton County Airport Board 364,040
[Lexington Fayette Courty AP
wy | 2 [Lexington Blue Grass Lex|  Fun i 523457 uth 230474
Ky |3 [Louisvile Loutsvile It SOF | Fur i 7908529 [Regional AF Auth 260550
(Owenshoro - Daess
wy | 4 [owenshoro (Courty ows| Ful i 10229 (CityDaviess County 91,011
KY || & [Paducan [Barkley Regional PAH | Ful i 26,300 [Ciy of Paducan 26601]
[England Auth. Ester Indus.
1A | 1 [mexandria Intexandria It aex|  Fn ' 116,006 IDovelDist. 16051 v
[Ester Indusiial Development
1A | 2 [aexandnia exandia Esler Reg. [ ESF | Ful | - 2 District a6051) ¥
[Baton Rouge Metro-
1A | 3 [Baton Rouge [Ryan BTR|  Ful | 410,386 [East Baton Rouge Parish 394,249
LA | & [Larayete Latayette Regional LFT| Ful i 180,772 (CitgParish of Latayette 184,102
LA | 5 |Lake Charles RegionallLake Charles Regional | LCH|  Ful | 76,263 (Calcasieu Parish 178,874
LA | 6 Monroe Monroe Regional Mol Ful | 122,012 (Ciy of Manroe 54,588
LA | 7 [New orleans INew Orleans Intt wsy | Ful | 4735571 (City of New Orleans 476525
LA | s [shreveport [shreveport Regional | shv | Fu | 375785 [Sityof Shreveport 191,55¢)
WE [ 1 [Bangor [Bangor int BGR | Fun T 319412 [City of Bangor S16a9] v
WE [ 2 [Portiand [Portiand IntlJetport [Py Ful i 678,852 (Cityof Portiand 63,123
WE | 3 |Presaue isie INo. waine Regional | po1 | Ful | 28,628 [Ciy o Presaue Isle <topo] v
[Baltimore-Washinton
wp | 1 |Batimore it Bw| Fur ' 8681738 state of D 5004.289
[Salishury-Ocean Cit-
| 2 |sansbury wicormico Regional | sev|  Fun | 73124 wicornico Courty 79318
[
[ Page 4 Totals:
~No. of Airports: 51
~No. of Alrports with < 10,000 Enplanements: ©
“No. of Airports that are Small En 13
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VI.
BENEFIT-COST SUMMARY

The estimated benefits and costs herein assume that each airport incurs the full compliance cost and that the traveling public and society receives the associated benefit.  Much of the difficulty to accurately assess the expected benefit of this regulation is the complex nature of compliance with part 139 requirements.  Each airport is unique with potentially different methods used by the airport operator to comply with part 139 requirements.  Further, there are very significant Federal policies in place to mitigate the economic impact of the final rule.  These policies are discussed in length in a separate report to Congress.  This report discusses the economic impact of the final rule on air service to Class III airports. 

As discussed in the economic report to Congress and in the cost estimate section above, several factors may help to mitigate part 139 compliance costs.  First, Congress has directed the FAA to set aside $15 million of AIP funds for certain capital expenditures that may be required by the final rule for four fiscal years.  Second, the FAA will assist airport operators to obtain additional Federal funds, as appropriate. Third, at approximately two-thirds of these newly certificated airports (Class III airports), air carriers also receive federal EAS subsidies, so the Federal government will probably absorb most, if not all of the cost of the rule through increased subsidies to air carriers.  Fourth, if Federal, state and local funding is not adequate, the FAA will seek alternative means of compliance with part 139 requirements or will use its statutory authority to grant exemptions from requirements that would be too costly, burdensome, or impractical. 

Some of the requirements of the final rule that will impose costs (such as improved snow and ice control, marking, signing and lighting, and wildlife hazard management) are intended to prevent accidents.  Others, such as emergency planning and improved emergency response capability are intended to mitigate accidents should they occur.  In both cases, the final rule is expected to save lives and reduce injuries and property damage.  Without this rule, the FAA believes that some of the accidents and many near accidents that have occurred in the past are likely to be repeated in the future.  

The FAA estimates that one or more accidents that will be mitigated by compliance with emergency response requirements of the final rule will result in an estimated benefit ranging from $63 million to well in excess of $100 million.  The FAA is not providing a single dollar value for the total benefits of the final rule because the range of the possible compliance methods is too great and complying with risk reduction and accident mitigation requirements may require multiple actions.  The FAA does note that the quantitative benefit estimate given is conservative and the potential error in assessing the benefits will be to underestimate total benefits.

FAA estimates that the present value of the 10-year cost of this final rule is about $73.4 million.  This estimate is likely to be high because it is based on assumed average costs across all airports in each airport class.  In the application of this rule, each airport may already be in compliance with all or certain requirements of this final rule, or may receive relief from certain aspects of the rule through alternate means of compliance or the exemption process.  

Thus, the FAA believes that numerous safety benefits will result from the multiple provisions in the final rule.  These benefits will reduce the risk of future accidents and mitigate loss if another accident occurs.  As noted above, the total cost estimate is conservative and does not include a host of policies and available funding designed to reduce the compliance cost of the final rule.  Consequently, and in view of the moderate costs and potential benefits, the FAA concludes that the benefits of the final rule justify the costs. 

VII.
FINAL REGULATORY FLEXIBILITY ANALYSIS (FRFA)

The Regulatory Flexibility Act of 1980 (RFA) establishes “as a principle of regulatory issuance that agencies shall endeavor, consistent with the objective of the rule and of applicable statutes, to fit regulatory and informational requirements to the scale of the business, organizations, and governmental jurisdictions subject to regulation.”  To achieve that principle, the RFA requires agencies to solicit and consider flexible regulatory proposals, and to consider the rationale for their actions.  The RFA covers a wide range of small entities, including small businesses, not-for-profit organizations and small governmental jurisdictions.  

Agencies must perform a review to determine whether a proposed or final rule will have a significant economic impact on a substantial number of small entities (SEIOSNSE).  If the determination is that it will have such an impact, the agency must prepare a regulatory flexibility analysis as described in the RFA.  However, if an agency determines that a proposed, or final, rule is not expected to have a significant economic impact on a substantial number of small entities, section 605(b) of the RFA provides that the head of the agency may so certify and a regulatory flexibility analysis is not required.  The certification must include a statement providing the factual basis for this determination, and the reasoning should be clear. 

This final rule will affect publicly owned airports.  When the population of a public airport-owning entity is less than 50,000, it is considered a small entity.  Based upon the above review, FAA concludes that the final rule will have a significant economic impact on a substantial number of small entities.  Accordingly, the following final regulatory flexibility assessment was prepared, as required by the RFA.  

Issues To Be Addressed In A Final Regulatory Flexibility Analysis
The central focus of a final regulatory flexibility analysis (FRFA), like the initial regulatory flexibility analysis (IRFA), is the requirement that agencies evaluate the impact of a rule on small entities and analyze regulatory alternatives that minimize the impact when there will be a significant economic impact on a substantial number of small entities.

The requirements, outlined in section 604(a)(1- 5), are listed and discussed below:
1) A succinct statement of the need for, and objectives of, the rule;

Prior to 1996, the FAA’s statutory authority to certificate airports was limited to those airports serving air carrier operations using aircraft with more than 30 passenger seats.  However, this authority was broadened by the Federal Aviation Administration Reauthorization Act of 1996.  Title 49 USC 44706 was amended to allow the FAA to certificate airports, with the exception of those located in the State of Alaska, that serve any scheduled passenger operation of an air carrier operating aircraft designed for more than 9 passenger seats but less than 31 passenger seats.  FAA's existing authority to certificate airports serving air carrier operations conducted in aircraft with more than 30 seats remained unchanged.  

The final rule revises the airport certification regulation and extends airport certification requirements to airports serving air carriers with scheduled passenger operations in aircraft designed for at least nine seats but no more than 30 seats. To enhance safety in air transportation, this rule is necessary to ensure the consistent application of safety measures at all certificated airports, thereby reducing the risk of accidents and in the event of an accident, reducing fatalities, injuries, and property damage.  

2) A summary of the significant issues raised by the public comments in response to the IRFA, a summary of the assessment of the agency of such issues, and a statement of any changes made in the proposed rule as a result of such comments;

There were a substantial number of comments from small airports concerned about the financial burden that the proposed rule would place on them, particularly the personnel costs associated with ARFF requirements.  

In response to public comments, FAA made the following changes to the proposed rule in developing the final rule:  


One of the changes is that the sections of the proposed rule that dealt with obtaining an exemption from the ARFF requirements have been clarified for the final rule.  The final rule is more explicit in describing how to apply for an exemption.  FAA believes that allowing alternate means of compliance to accommodate local conditions and the exemption process will result in actual compliance costs that are substantially less than those estimated in the final regulatory evaluation because both these processes will vary from airport to airport.  FAA was not able to quantify the resulting reduction in compliance cost.  


The time period to accomplish some requirements, such as the preparation of the ACM, was extended, especially for the smaller airports.

3) A description of, and an estimate of the number of, small entities to which the rule will apply or an explanation of why no such estimate is available;

The Small Business Administration (SBA) classifies all airports that are operated under the airport ownership of a public entity with 50,000 or less population as small entities.  

Using the SBA’s definition of a “small” public entity, there are approximately 200 small entity airports that will be affected by this rule.  Most of the small entities are expected to be Class 1 airports (approximately 100 Class I airports), with the largest economic impact expected to occur to the Class III airports (approximately 25 Class III airports).  

4) A description of the projected reporting, record-keeping, and other compliance requirements of the rule, including an estimate of the classes of small entities which will be subject to the requirement and the type of professional skills necessary for preparation of the report or record; and

The final rule will create additional reporting or recordkeeping beyond those already specified in existing part 139.  For each airport, the preparation of this documentation may involve the airport manager, operation and maintenance personnel, and clerical staff.  The FAA estimates the average initial hours to set up a record-keeping system per small entity will be approximately 70 hours, and expects a continuing additional paperwork requirement of about 90 hours annually.  

5) A description of the steps the agency has taken to minimize the significant economic impact on small entities consistent with the stated objectives of applicable statutes, including a statement of the factual, policy, and legal reasons for selecting the alternative adopted in the final rule and why each one of the other significant alternatives to the rule considered by the agency which affect the impact on small entities was rejected.

The FAA extensively considered several alternatives, described in the Initial Regulatory Flexibility Analysis (IRFA), and determined that the alternative chosen for the NPRM was the only alternative that was relatively affordable and also achieved the safety objectives of the proposed rule.  This initial alternative was subjected to public scrutiny during the comment period of the NPRM process.  The comments received were responded to, as described above, and this initial alternative, as modified into the final rule is the selected alternative.  

Extended Discussion Of The Rule, Comments On Affordability And Safety

The last major revision of part 139 occurred in November 1987, and since then, industry practices and technology have changed significantly.  Subsequently the FAA has monitored the effectiveness of part 139 and has taken this opportunity to update part 139 requirements.  

The FAA initiated this rulemaking to improve safety at airports serving small air carrier operations, fully appreciating the financial limitations of these airports.  In 1996, Congress authorized the FAA to certificate airports serving scheduled air carrier operations conducted in 10 to 30 seat aircraft to further ensure safety in air transportation.  This was the same year that all occupants died in a collision of a United Express Beech 1900C (under 30 seat air carrier aircraft) and a Beech King Air aircraft (a general aviation aircraft).  The National Transportation Safety Board concluded, “if on-airport ARFF protection had been required for this operation at Quincy Airport, lives might have been saved.”  

An industry/FAA evaluation of possible regulatory alternatives for the certification of airports serving small air carrier aircraft concluded that there exists a need to require at least some minimum level of both risk reduction and accident mitigation measures at airports during operations of smaller air carrier airplanes.  However, FAA recognizes the need to provide some flexibility in the implementation of certain safety measures at airports with infrequent air carrier service or where local resources are severely limited.  Airports in smaller communities do not always have the resources to support their airports at the same level as large metropolitan areas without adversely affecting other community services and infrastructure.  

Another final mitigating factor results from the FAA’s statutory authority to exempt certain airports from part 139 requirements.  In some instances, the cost to comply with certain part 139 requirements could be too burdensome for some airport operators serving small air carrier operations.  In such cases, the FAA will work with the airport operator in developing and tailoring an Airport Certification Manual to achieve safety through alternate compliance at that airport, and will assist the airport operator to obtain Federal funds, as appropriate.  Also, FAA has the statutory authority to grant exemptions from part 139 requirements that would be too costly, burdensome, or impractical, including ARFF requirements.

There are several avenues available to small-entity airports to mitigate the economic impact of this rule.  One is that the Airport Improvement Program (AIP) funding (often supplemented by state grants) is available for certain capital expenditures that may be required by the rule such as fire fighting equipment, airport marking and signs, and pavement rehabilitation.  Recent legislation (AIR 21) set aside $15 million of AIP funds for costs associated with the certification of airports serving small air carrier operations.

Another avenue is the Essential Air Service (EAS) program.  For Class III airports that are owned by small communities, serve a limited number of passengers, and operate at a loss, it is likely that much of the remaining final actual costs to the airport would be passed through to the air carriers in the EAS program.  At airports where carriers receive EAS subsidies (approximately two-thirds of all Class III airports), the Federal government will probably absorb most, if not all of the cost of the rule through increased subsidies.

Summary

After considering the alternatives for the certification of airports serving small air carrier operations and alternatives for updating part 139 (as specified in the IFRA), the FAA determined that this rule amending part 139 is necessary to ensure safety in air transportation.  However, to accommodate variations in airport size and operations, FAA will allow alternative means of compliance with part 139 requirements.  This will allow the most cost effective and flexible method of ensuring safety to be employed at all covered airports while providing for the special needs of small entities.  

VIII. INTERNATIONAL TRADE IMPACT ASSESSMENT

The Trade Agreement Act of 1979 prohibits Federal agencies from engaging in any standards or related activities that create unnecessary obstacles to the foreign commerce of the United States. Legitimate domestic objectives, such as safety, are not considered unnecessary obstacles.  The statute also requires consideration of international standards and where appropriate, that they be the basis for U.S. standards.  

In accordance with the above statute, the FAA has assessed the potential effect of this final rule and determined that the rule’s airport certification requirements will have little or no impact on trade for U.S. firms doing business in foreign countries and for foreign firms doing business in the United States.  

IX. UNFUNDED MANDATES REFORM ACT

The Unfunded Mandates Reform Act of 1995 (the Act), enacted as Pub. L. 104-4 on March 22, 1995, is intended, among other things, to curb the practice of imposing unfunded Federal mandates on State, local, and tribal governments.

Title II of the Act requires each Federal agency to prepare a written statement assessing the effects of any Federal mandate in a proposed or final agency rule that may result in a $100 million or more expenditure (adjusted annually for inflation) in any one year by State, local, and tribal governments, in the aggregate, or by the private sector; such a mandate is deemed to be a “significant regulatory action.” 

This final rule does not contain such a mandate.  Therefore, the requirements of Title II of the Unfunded Mandates Reform Act of 1995 do not apply.
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[Bomidy.Betrami
wan | 1 [Bemid county B | Fun ' 20457 (City Bettrami County 38,709
Brainerd-Crow Wing
wn | 2 |rainers IRegional BRD|  Fun i 19,180 loityCrow wing County 51405
MN |3 [Duiuth - Superior __[Duluth infl DLH|—Fur i Ta0 535 Ciy of Duluth 83,609
wn | 4 Jorang Rapins (Grand Rapidsitasca oty 6Pz | Ful i 10,387 (Cittasca Courty 43,555
N | 5 [ibbing [Chishor-Hibbing HE | Ful i 15,709 [Chisholr Hibbing Arort 17,600
N | 6 |intemational Falls [Fals Int N i 72,460 City of ntemationa Falls <10,000
wan | 7 finneapotis inneapolis-t Paulintl| MsP | Ful i 15,683,399 betro &P Cornm. 618,391
N |5 |Rochester [Rochester ntt RST|—Ful i 152,432 (Ciy of Rochester 75,638
N | 5 |[Thie River Falls [Thiet River Falls Reg | TvF | __Ful i 5,851 v [Cly of Thief River Fale <10,000
[Golden Triangle
ws || 1| columbus/wPoint _|Regional GIR| Ful 1 11976 (Golden Regional Auth. 22724
s | 2 [Greenvile id Deta Regional | GLA | Ful i 13,265 (Ciy o Greenvile 12033
s | 3 |ouffport- Bilox (Gulport- Bl Reg | GPT | Ful | 400976 6-8 Regional AP Auth 113,243
us | & |Hatiesburg - Laurel |Hatiesburg-Laurel Reg | P | Ful | 12,331 IRegional Authority 66,309]
us | 5 lackson Liackson Itt aan | Fun | 670251 (Ciy ot Jackson 192,023
us | & [eridian Key Field M| Ful | 30991 Merician AP Auth 40835
Tupelo Muni-CD
ws | 7 |Tupelo lLemons Tp|  Fu | 15404 P futh 35,104
W0 | 1 [Columbia [Columbia Rey CoulFun 1 26268 [City of Columbia 76.756)
M0 | 2 Liopiin Loplin Regional SN Fur i 26,677 (City of Jopiin 43,608
M0 | 5 [Kansas ity [Kansas City nt! Mol | Ful i 5760037 [Ciy of Kansas City 41,250
M0 |4 [Point Lookout M Graham Clark PLK|—Ful i il 2 [College ofthe Ozarks <1000
MO | 5 |5t Louis lLambert5t Lowss s || STL | Fui i 15076892 (City of 5 Louis 351,565
[Saningfela-Branson
0 | 6 |Springfiels [Regional SOF | Ful | 349,320 [Ciy of Springeld 143,007
W [ 1 [Bilings [Billings Logan int1 BL | Pl T 338,760 [City of Billings 91,195
W |2 |Bozeman (Gallatn Field Bz | Ful i 223,006 (Gallatin AP Auth 26523
W |5 |ute [Bert Mooney BTM | Ful i 47,963 [Bert Moaney AP AU 34,060
W | ¢ [GreatFais (Great Falls It GTF | Ful i T38.705 [GTF AP Auth 55,758
W | 5 |Helena [Helena Regional HLN | Ful i 79,166 IHelena Regional AP Autt 27,982
W |6 |Kalispel (Glacier Park i FCA| Ful i 46942 Fiathead Mun. AP At 15,678
W | 7 |WMissoula Missoula Infl W50 | Ful i 221,291 [Missoula Cly. AP Auth 85,518
[ I 1 [ I I 1 I I
[ Page 5 Totals:
—No. of Airports: 3
~No. of Alrports with < 10000 Enplanements: 3
“No. of Airports that are Small En 21





[image: image12.png]Appendix Il -6_Final Rule - Class | Airports, March 2001, Page 6 Page 6 of 10
Certification Status oY .99 <10.000
Population of
20 Current | Proposed | Enplaned | Enplaned | m Airport
& | 5] Associated City Airport Name D A Class Passengers | Passengers | & Airport Owners| Owning Entity
[ I 1 [ I I 1 I
WE |1 [Lincom [Lincoln Municipal INK | Fun T 281,160 [Lincoln A Auth. 200,192
NE | 2 [omana [Evpley Aield owa|Fur i 1,836,457 [Omana A Auh 364,253
w | 1 o Eiko Muni.JC Harris Fia | Ek0 | Fun ' 119.205 ity of Eiko 19572 ¥
W |7 [Ew Vellana Field EL| Fun i 1763 Y
W[5 [Las Vegas bcCarran inft A5 | Ful i T6.085.319 (Clark Courty T.106,047]
W [ [Remo [RenoerTahoe it RNO|Ful i 2912.801 (AP ofwashoe Cty 305,793
WV | 6 [Winnermucea [Winnerucca Munical [wic] Ful i a5 v [CibiChy orwinnernucea <1000 ¥
WA |1 [Lebanon [Lebanon Municipal | LEB | Fun 1 20.152 [Cit of Lebanon 12.571] Y
NH | 2 [Manchester anchester WHT | Fur i 7387024 City of Manchester T00.967]
NH || 3 [Portsmouth [Pease Inti Tragepot__| Pow | Ful i 2 [Fease Development Auth 25030
W | 1 [Atlantic city [Atiantic City 1 ACY | Fun 1 481,998 [FAR 265.265.753)
N | 2 [Newark Newark Inti EWR| Ful i 76,927,048 Y/ Port Auth 79,936,492
N | 3 [Teterboro Tetertoro TEB| Ful | 10433 Y PortAuth 19,938,492
N | 4 fTrenton [Trenton ercer T P | 81,001 Mercer County 320,736
W |1 [Wibuquerque [Albuqueraque IntT ABO [ Ful T 337,951 (City of Abuquerque 420,681
N |2 |Farmington [Four Comers Regional | FMN | —Ful i 53,538 ity of Farmington 3793
N |5 |obbs ILea CountyHotbs | HOB | —Ful i 2512 ¥ ILea County 56,307
RoswellIndustial A
N | 4 |Roswell [center row| _Ful | 18832 [Ciy of Roswell 1580 v
WY [ 1 [Abany [Aibany County AB | Ful I 1140518 [Aibany County 294,312
[Binghampton REg/E &
ny | 2 [Bingharnton Link BoM|  Ful | 136,305 lBroorme Courty 198,734
Y |3 [Butalo [Butalo Niagara il | BUF | Ful i 7,827,456 [Niagra Frontier Transp. AUt 310549
Eimira/Coming
ny | 4 Jeimia IRegional el Ful i 108,124 (Chemung County 93,008
Y | 5 Jisip Long istand Wacarur_| 5P | Ful i 942,370 Town of isiip <1000 ¥
Y | 6 [ihaca Tompkins Courty TTH | Ful i 101,945 [ [Tompkins Courty 96,646
(Chatausa
ny | 7 bamestown (Conamestown aw| Fun | 20827 IChautaugua Courty 140,015)
WY | & [wonticello [Sulvan Courty Infi | W&v | Ful i a1 ¥ [Sullvan Courty 70,355
Y |9 [Newburgh Blewart mi_(Private) | SWE | Fui i 307,685 State orNY T5.137.220
WY |10 [New vork PR intt JFK | Fun i 15,375,183 [PortAuth. OTIY & 1] 19,936,492
WY |11 [New vork La Guardia oA Ful i 1,968,030 [City of New Vork 7,380,900
NY_[12 |Niagara Falls [Niagara Falls it 186 [ Ful i 2253 2 Niagra Frontier Transp. AUt 310549
WY | 73 [ogdensburg [Ogdenshurg Intt 68| Ful i 2650 2 [Oudenshur Bridge & PortA 2003 ¥
Wy | 14 [Platisburgh (Ginton Gourty PLB| Ful i T2.138 (Ciinton Courity 50,659
NY_[15 |Poughkeepsi [Dutchess Courty FOU|Fun i 5908 ¥ [Dutchess Courty 64,607
WY | 15 [Rochester (Greater Rochester | Roc| —Ful i 277,154 Monroe Courty 717.780)
WY |17 [Saranac Lake [Adionack Reg 5K Ful i 577 ¥ Town of Harrietstavn <000 v
Y _[18 |Syracuse [Syracuse HancockInti_|| SYR | Fui i 7,088,456 (Ciy of Syracuse 155 565
W |7 [Utica [Oneida County UcA|Ful i To.801 [Oneida County 233,187
WY | 70 fiwatertovin Wateriown ntl ART| Pl i 3,508 2 Ciy or Watertown 26700
N [ 21 [White Plains [Westchester Coury | HPN]_Ful i B08.011 [Westhester Courty 596,221
N[ 1 [Ashevite [Ashevile Regional | AVL ] Fun 1 283,144 [City of Asheville 64.067]
N | 2 [oharlotte (ChaniotielDauglas infl_| GLT | Ful i 70,618,589 (City of Chariotte 441,297
FFayettevile Regional
N | 3 [Fayetievite orannis Fiely Fav | Ful | 157,906 ity of Fayettevile 79,361
N |+ [Greensborn Predmont Triad nfl | 680 | Fui i 7362.198 (650 AP Auth 785,420
N |5 [Greevile Pit-Greenvile PGV Ful i 43,756 [CityPit County 121,057
e [ 6 [Hickory [Hickory Regional FiRy | P i 21532 [Ciy of Hickory 30523 ¥
N[ 7 [Jacksomile [Abert ) Eilis oA Fur i 50722 [Onsiow County 43,013
[Kinston Regional
ne | & [ianston etport 150 | Ful i 13087 (CityLenair Courty 50,631
N | 0 [NewBern [Craven Ot Regional | EwN|—Fui i 73,687 (Craven County 67,367
NC |10 [Raleign/Durham __|Raleigh-Dutharn Infl | RDUFul i 394,220 [RDU AP Auth 393534
NC_|[ 11 [Rocky Mount [Rocky Mountwiison | R | Ful i 7678 2 IR AP Auh 92,566
N |[12[Southern Pines [Moore Courty S0P | Ful i 70,238 IMoore Courty 70.174
N |13 [wirmingion [New Hanover T [N [T i 245,750 INew Hanover Courty 747,647
N | 14 [Winston Sarern [Smith Reynoids INT | Fur i 7202 Y [&/F Cornm of Forsyth Cy 285,807
[ [ I 1 [ I I 1 I I ]
[ Page 6 Totals: ]
—No. of Airports: 53
~No. of Alrports with < 10000 Enplanements: 1
“No. of Airports that are Small En 1





[image: image13.png](Appendix I -6 Final Rule Class | Airports, March 2001, Page 7 Page 7 of 10
Certification Status V-9 <10,000
Population of
20 Current | Proposed | Enplaned | Enplaned | m Airport
& | 5] Associated City Airport Name D A Class Passengers | Passengers | & Airport Owners| Owning Entity
WD | 1 [Bismarck [Bismarck Municipal | BIS | Ful T 129,527 [City of Bismarck 53514
WD |7 [Fargo [Hector intt FAR | Ful i 226,385 (City of Fargo Muncipal &4 83,178
D | 3 [Grand Forks (Grand Forks Inft [ T i 86,261 [Grand Forks Regional A& 50675
ND |4 [Minat Minot It MoT | Fun i 74333 [Ciy ofMinat 35926
[Akion Carton Regional AP
ot | 1 [akron- canton akronCantonReg [ cak | Fun 1 369,965 [auth. 207.961
OH | 2 [Cleveland [Hopkins Intt CLE[ Ful i 5,089,380 Ciy of Clevelana 498,210
OH | 3 [Oleveland [Cuyahoga County CoF|Ful i 67 v [Cuyshoga County 7,386,503
OH | [Cleveland [Burke Lakefront BKL| Ful i 529 2 Ciy of Clevelana 498,210
OH | 5 [[Cotumbus [Ohio State University 05U | Fui i 67 Y [Ohio State University 71,186,331
OH | 6 [[Cotumbus [Port Golumbus Infl | oMH|—Fui i 3366430 [Columbus AP Auh 57,053
OH | 7 [Davton [Cox Dayton It DAY Ful i 116,756 (City of Dayton 72,047
oH | & [Toled Toledo Express ToL |l i 248,017 Toledo-Lucas Go. AP Auth 451,329
OH || 0 |[vaungstown - Warren_|Voungston-Warren Reg | YNG | Ful i 40274 [Western Reserve ATF Auth 135,752
OK |1 [Lawton [Lawton-Ft Stil Regional [ LAW | Ful 1 62,335 [City of Lawton 82562
Ok | 2 [okiahoma oty il Rogers Worla oko | Ful i 7740,450 [OK Ciy Airport Trust 460,657
oK | 3 [Tuisa [Tusa it TuL|Fur i 1711530 [City of Tulsa 378,491
OR | 1 [Eugene [Maion Sweet Field [ EUG | Ful T 359,388 [City of Eugene 125,718
OR [ 2 [Wiamath Fails [Kiamath Falls ntt LT | Fun i 33,729 ity of Kiamath Fails 16580
OR | 3 [Mediord [Rogue Valley Infl WER | Ful i 724599 ackson County 770,960
OR [ [Pendleton [Eastern Oregon Reg. | POT | Fui i T4.018 City of Pendleton 15593
OR [ 5 [Portiang [Portiand Intt POX| Pl i 6740174 The Portor Portiand 480,524
OR |6 [Redmond [Roberts Field ROM|—Ful i Tanat5 City of Reamona T0618] ¥
OR || 7 [atern McNary Freld SLE| Ful i 27 v [City orSalerm 122,560
oA |1 [Allontown Lehigh Valley Intt ABE | Fur T 72,062 Lehigh-Northhampton AR 102,211
A 2 [Atoona [Atoona-Blair County || A00 | Ful i 16,969 Biait County AP Auth 130873
A 3 [Bratord [Bradfora Regional BFD | Ful i 13131 [Bradiora AP Auth 10577 ¥
(Cleaeld and Jeffersan
pa | 4+ [ouBois IDu Bois-Jeterson co. | Dus | Fun | 17,355 lCounties 127,279
oA |5 [Erie Erie ntt ERI | Ful i T67.507 [Erie Municipal AP Auth 105.270)
A6 [fFrankin Venango it KL Fun i 077 ¥ Venango Courty 56,067
PA_|[ 7 [Harishurg [Hartisburg It DT | Fur i 715,026 [Susquehanna Reg. AP AUt 50,356
PA [ [Johnstown Liohnstown-Cambria Ga | J5T | Ful i 20,599 ohnstown/Cambria Cty A4 757,419
A 0 [Lancaster Lancaster Ns | Fur i 19302 Lancaster AP Auh 53,507
A |[10]Latrobe Westmoretand co LBE | Ful i 27,920 fwiestroreland Courty AP Auth 374573
A |11 [Philadeiphia [Philadeiphia It PHL | Ful i T1.762.140 (City of Philacelphia T.478.002
A |12 Pitisburgh [Alegheny County AGC|—Fun i 322 ¥ [Alegheny County 1,260,624
PA_|[13 Pitisburgh Pitisburgn ntt FIT [l i 9302550 [Alegheny County 1,260,624
[Reading RegC A Spat
pa | 14|Reating Field RDG| Ful | 52518 [Reading Reg AP Auth 352,353
PA_|[15state College [Universiy Park UNV[—Ful i 126,945 [Penn State University 2,019,661
Wikes Barteiscrantn Luzeme and Lackawanna

pa | 16 |wikes-Barre intt apl e | 230292 (Counties 528,024
PA_|[ 17 [Wiliamsport [Wilarspor Regional_| PT | _Ful i 6,518 [ilfams ot Mur AP At 110,083
CRi 1 Jprovidence Green State [Pvo]_r [ 7 | ossoam] [ [Saeorrt T a0 |
[ I L1 [ I I L1 I I ]
[ Page 7 Totals: ]

—No. of Airports: ]

~No. of Alrports with < 10,000 Enplanements: 6

“No. of Airports that are Small En 5
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Certification Status V-9 <10,000
Population of
212 Current | Proposed | Enplaned Enplaned | m Airport o
& | Z] Associated City Airport Name D ) Class | Passengers | Passengers | & Airport Ownership Owning Entity | &
SC [ [Columbia [Columbia Metro CAE|Fur T 563,577 [City Lexington County 200,371
'S¢ | 2 [Florence [Forence Regionar FLO| Fun i 57,123 [City & County of Florence 124,379
(Greenvlle-Spananbry A
sc | 3 oreer (Greenvite - spartanburg| 6P | Fu i 753892 (Commission 503,503
SC | 4 [[Hiton Head tsland _[Hiton Head RO | Fur i 00,194 [Beaufort County 106,582
Myrlle Beach
sc | 5 wyie Boacn International wyr| Fun | 630555 [Hory County 144,053)
SD |1 [Aberdeen [Aberdeen Regional | ABR | Ful 1 25,365 [City of Aberdeen 25088 v
D [ 2 [Piene Fierre Regional FIR | Ful i 76,228 Cityof Pierre T3422) ¥
sD | 3 [Rapia city IRapid City Regional | RaP | Ful | 195,200 (City of Rapid City 57,641
sp | & [siouFais Lioe Foss Field FsD | Ful | 357,227 [sioux Falls Regrl AP Auth 113,223
D | 5 Jwatertown [watertown wunicipal | ATV | Fun | 9324 Y [Ciy or watertown 19618 v
[ristol - Johnson City [Tri-Cities Regional
N | 1 |Kingsport LY TR Rl 1 221,228 Three cities 120,152
TN | 2 [Chattanooga Lovell Fieid oHA|—Fur i 303580 [Chattanooga Wetro AP Auth 150,425
TN |5 |Jackson [Mekellar-Sipes Reg. [ WKL | Fui i 6671 2 (CityMacison Cty 54,795
T |4 [knowille cGhee Tyson TS [ Ful i 676,737 etro Knoxille ATF Auth 767535
TN | 5 [Wernphis Mernphis Intt MEM | Ful i 521,305 IMernphis/Shelby Cly AP Auth 596725
TN | 6 |Nashuile [Nasfwvile It BNA | Ful i 4.207.731 [Metro Nashlle ATF Auth 511,263
T | 1 [Abilene [Abilene Regional ABI|Fun 1 47980 [City of Abitene 108.476)
T | 2 [Amarii (Amarilo ntt A | Fu i 37,508 ity of Amarila 150,586
T |3 Jaustin [Austin-Bergsirom | AUS | Ful i 3305073 (Ciy of Austin 541,27
TX |4 |BeaumontPort Afur_|Jeferson Gounty BPT| Ful i 97,537 eferson Courty 241,940
[Brownsvile/South Padre|
1 | 5 [Brownsvite Istang BRO| Ful | 71949 iy of Brownsville 132081
T | & [College Station [Easterwond Freld BPT | Ful i 47,537 Teas ABM University 56,757
TX [ 7 |Corpus Christ [Corpus Christ CRP|—Fun i 340572 [Ciyof Corpus Christ 260.260)
Tx | & [Dallas-Fortworth | DallasiFt Worlh i DFw | Ful i 277 900,212 Gities of Dallas & Ft Warlh 7,533,008
T |9 [Dallas [Dalias Love Fiei DAL|Ful i 3415478 (City of Dalas 1053297
T | 10| Paso [E1Paso inft ELP | Ful i 1,688,927 (City orE1 Paso 590565
1 | 11 JFortwortn FFortwortn teacharm it Frw | Fun | 1,389 2 iy of Fort worth 479,716
T | 12 [Harlingen Vailey ntl HRL|Ful i 70,170 (City of Haringen 56,503
T |13 [Fouston [Elington Fieia EFD | Ful i 16223 City of Houston 7744058
T |14 [Fouston williarm Hobby HOU[—Fun i 3203.907 City of Houston 1,744,058
T |15 [Fouston lBush ntercontiental | 1aH | Fui i 75,267,294 City of Houston 1,744,058
T | 76 [ileen [Killeen Municipal ILE [ Fun i 0,418 Ciy ofKilleen 76022
T |17 |Laredo Laredo nft LRD|Fur i 67,739 City of Laredo 764,699
T | 7% [Longuiew [Gregg County 666]Fun i 30,487 [Gregg County T13.147)
T | 7 [Lubbock LubbockIntt BB | Ful i 565,547 (City of Lubbock 193,565
T | 20 [Mcalen bicAlen Mier T WFE | Ful i 311,237 (City orvicAllen 103,357
T | 21 [Midland - Odessa |Widiand ntt WAF | Ful i 485623 (City oridiand 97,162
X | 22 5an Angelo bathis Field ST Ful i 30,411 (City of 5an Angelo 85,008
T | 23 [5an Antonio [5an Antonio T saT | Ful i 3403548 (City of 52 Antonia 7067516
[Draughon-Hiller Cerral
x| 24 Tempie Toxas R | 136 2 (Ciy of Termple 51,304
T |25 [Tyier Ty Pounds Fieid | TR | Ful i 71233 City o Tyter 82,165
T | 26 [Waco [Waco Regional ACT|Ful i 67,005 [City orwaco 08417 v
UT | 1 [Sat Lake city [Sat Lake City it Sic] Far T 9453.126 [Satt Lake City 172.575|
UT [ 2 |Wendover [wendaver Env ] Fur i [Tooele Courty 26601]
(VT |1 [Burington [Burington intT BV /[ 7 | e | or Burington T 000 V|
[ I L1 [ I I L1 I I ]
[ Page 8 Totals: ]
—No. of Airports: 45
~No. of Alrports with < 10,000 Enplanements: 4
“No. of Aiports that are Small Enti 7
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Certification Status V-9 <10,000
Population of
212 Current | Proposed | Enplaned Enplaned | m Airport o
2 |Z ] Associated City Airport Name D () Class | Passengers | Passengers | & Airport Ownership Owning Entity | 5
Charlotteswile-
A | 1 lchariottesvitle nibemarle cHo| P ' 171,150 (Charlottesville-Albemarle AR 0767 ¥
VA | 2 |Danvile [Danvile Regional DAN | Ful i 19 2 (City of Darvile 53472
[Lynchburg Regional !
A | 3 fuynchburg (Glenn Field IRl ] | 85822 [City of Lynchburg 67250
Newnort News - Newnort News -
A | 4 wiliasmburg Wiliamsburg PHE|  Ful i 7700 [Peninsula AP Comm. 189,044
VA | 5 |Norfolk Norfolk It ORF|Fur i 7,094,396 Norfolk /P Auth 233,430
VA | 6 |Richmong [Richmond It RIC | Ful i 1318137 [Capital Region AP Comrm T88.267]
VA | 7 |Roanoke [Roanoke Regional | ROA| —Ful i 345,365 [Roanoke Regional AP Cormt 95,508
[Shenandoan Valley [Shenandoan valley Regional A7
VA | 8 |stauntontwaynesoro |Regional sHD|  Fun i 16,494 ICornm. 43728) ¥
VA | @ |Washington, DG [Dulles Intemational | D | Ful i 5,400,078 UsA 273,230,855
VA |[10]Washington. DC [Reagan National Doa|Fur i 766772 [Us 273,230,555
WA | 1 [Belingham [Bellingham ntt BU | Fun 1 97.406 [Port of Belingham 152512
WA | 2 [Bremerton Bremerton National | PWT | Ful i 553 Y [Portof Bremerton 231,741
wa | 3 [Everett lsnonomish County || PAE | Fui | 136 Y [snohornish County 564,610)
wa | 4 |ioses Lake (Grant County wwH|  Ful | 11,861 [Port of Moses Lake 13084 ¥
Wa | 5 |Pasco Tr-Cities psc| Ful | 208,105 lPortof Pasco 103,836
wa | & [Portangeles wiliam B. Fairchila nti | oL | Ful i 26,201 [Port of Port Angeles 18674 ¥
lPulmanoscow Regional
wa | 7 |Puimantoscow  [PulmanmoscowReg |lPuw|  Fun | 30,887 lairport Board azan) v
wa | & seatte seatie Tacomanti | SEA | Ful | 13,610,459 PPortor seatte 524,704
wa | o |seatte lBoeing Field BFI | Ful | 11,538 Iing County 1,632,852
WA | 10{spokane l3pokane Int1 GEG| Ful | 1516888 (City & County of Spokane 404550
WA | 11 [spokane Fairchila AFS ska|  Ful | - 2 UsaF 265,283,783
W | 12 |walla waila wala Walla Regional | ALW|  Ful | 31166 [Part of alla Walla 53,501
W | 13 |wenatchee [Pangbom Memorial | EAT | Ful | 52855 [Ports of Chelan & Douglas Ct 93,201
wa | 14]vakima [Yakima Air Terminal__| viu | Fun | 89,569 (Ciy & Couny of vakima 218,315
wv | 1 |Bectiey Raleigh City Memorial _|BiW | Fun ' 3212 Y Raleigh County Airport Authority 76819
Wy | 2 [Charteston Veager CRWIFul i 66,679 [Central Wy Req AP Auth 56,008
WY | 5 [Clarkshurg [Benedurn okB | Ful i 16276 [Benedurn Arpt. Auth 7410 ¥
Wy | 4 [Huntington Ti-StateFerguson Freid | HTS | Ful i 52,609 Tr-State AP Auth GERT]
WV | 5 [l ewisturg - Greenbrier|Greentrien Valiey el Fun i 12771 (Greenbrier County AP Auth ass02) v
Wy | 6 [Morgantown Morgantown Municipal |GV Full i 21,561 [Ciy of Morgantown 26918
Wood Co Arpt Gill Robb
wv | 7 [Parkersburg witson Pkp | Ful | 25677 Wiood County AP Auth 87,029
Wi |1 [Rppleton [Outagamie County [ ATW | —Ful T 266,620 [Outagamie County 54,175|
Wi [ 7 [Eau claire [Chippewa Valley Reg. | EAU | Fui i 20411 [Eau Clare County 59,237
Wi |5 [Green bay [Austin Straubel Inf___| GRB | Ful i 352,680 [Brown County Tia244)
Wi | [Lacrosse ILa Crosse Munt LSE | Fu i 13560 (City of La Crosse 50217
Wi |5 [aison [Dane Gty Regional | WsN | Fui i 581,272 [Dane County 397,511
Wi |6 [Miwaukes [General Witchell Infi | WKE | Fui i 2962677 ihwaukee Courty 908,940
Wi [ 7 [iosinee [Central wiscansin | owal—Ful i T42,980 Marathon & Portage Counties 157,19
Wi [ & [oshkosh Wirman Regional 05H|—Fun i 4,362 ¥ Winnebago Couny 149,934
Wi | & [[Rimefander [Rhinefander-Onefda Ca | RHT | Ful T 36,651 [RRinefander and Oreida Caurty 35607 ¥
WY |1 [casper Natrona Cty i1 CPR]Fun T 66,180 [Natrona County 63,638
WY | 2 [Cheyene (Cheyenne Cvs [ Ful i 20520 [Cheyenne Airport Board 76,175
WY | 5 [Cody - vellowstone _|Vellowstone Regional_| cob | Fur i 26325 (City of Cody <000 v
WY |4 [Giletie [Giltte-Carmpbeil cty [ 6CC|Fui i 15,35 [Carnpbell County 32087
WY | 5 [Jackson Fole Liackson Hole JRC | Fur i 765,595 ackson Hole Arport Board <1000 Y
WY |6 [Laramie [Laramie Regionar AR Fun i 11,589 [Citgaibany County 20700
WY | 7 [Riverton [Riverton Regional RV Ful i 13327 Ciy of Riverton 0080
[Rock Springs-
wy | & [Rock springs [Sweetwaer Res| Ful | 10311 loiy of Rock Springs 19742 ¥
WY | 0 [Shenan [Sheridan Courty SHR|_Ful i 15,067 [Sheridan County 25100
Wy 10 woriang [ortana wuricival [ wRL]_Fun i 2747 v [City orWortand <1000 Y
[ ]
[ Page 9 Totals: ]
—No. of Airports: 50
~No. of Alrports with < 10,000 Enplanements: 7
~No. of Airports that are Small Entities: 17
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Certification Status V-9 <10,000
202 Current | Proposed | Enplaned | Enplaned | m
& | 5] Associated City Airport Name D A Class Passengers | Passengers | & Airport Ownership
[ [ I 1 [ I I 1
Other US Airports | [ 1 [ | | I
[ [T | ] [ | | 1
[ American Samoa I T [ | | I
(A0 ] 1 [Fass Fage {[Fage Pags T Y T T GEA| T [Cor st Amercan Samoa
[ Guam | | T [ I I I 1
[ou |1 Jroana [Goam miematonal o] _For | | s aw
[ Midway| | T [ I I I 1
[ 1 |Sandlsland JHendersen Field oy ] Fui | I N 1
[ North Mariana Islands 1 1 1 | 1 1 [
O || 1 [Rotalstang [Fota Isfand GROFun T 36762 [Commowealih Ports Auorty 56,157
CW | 7 [Saipan isiang [Saipan Intt GSN | Ful i 576,980 [Commonweaih Ports Autority 56,157
CW |3 |Timian Island [west Tinan TN Ful i 39173 [Cormmannwealth Ports Authorty 56,157
[ Puerto Rico | T I I 1 I ]
PR | 1 [Aguadiia [Rafael Hernandez BoN | Ful T 6052 7 [Puerto Rico Ports Authorty 5731000
[Eugenio Maria De
PR | 2 Mayaguez Hostos waz|  Fun | 26,003 lPuerto Rico Ports Authoriy 3,731,000
PR | 3 [Ponce ercedia PSE | Ful i 9234 ¥ [Puert Rico Ports Authoriy 3.731.000
PR 4 [[5an Juzn [Cuis MunezWanmn il 80U Ful i 4760643 [Fuerto Rica Ports Authoriy 3731000
[U.S. Virgin Islands | T [ I I 1 I ]
VI | 1 [Charlotte Amalie [ymE_King ST Ful T 570,705 Vi Port Authoriy 13,607
Vi | 2 [Chnstiansted [Henry E_Rofisen S| _Ful i 233547 V1 Part Authoriy 113,697
] I 1 [ I I 1 I I ]
[ Page 10 Totals: ]
~No. of Airpor 12
~No. of Alrports with < 10,000 Enplanements: 2
“No. of Airports that are Small Ev ]
[ Class 1 Airport Totals:
[ Riports ]
<10.000 | Small
Page Number Enpax | Entity
1 ) 7 ]
2 e T 76|
3 43 T 7
4 51 6 13
5 e 3 21
§ 53 i1 i1
1 a1 B 5
8 45 4 7
9 50 7 7]
0] 12 2 i
Totals: EE | 58] 101]
Source: Data Provided by:
1. FAR
2. US. Census Bureau
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Certification Status cv-99 <10,000
2|z m on. 129
8 |§ Current | Proposed | Enplaned Enplaned | > Population - | 2 3
@ Associated City | Airport Name D (a) Class | Passengers | Passengers | |Airport ownership 1990 <=
——— " —— T T T — T T
AL | 1 [Mobile Mobile Downtown BFM Limited I 142 Y Mobile A/P Auth 378,643
AL | 2 |Talladega Talladega Municipal | ASN| _Limited i a1 Y City of Talladega 26,179 Y
AZ | 1 |Kingman Kingman 1GM | Limited ] 2574 Y City or Kingman 12722 ¥
AZ | 2 |Page Page Municipal PGA | Limited ] 23,979 City of Page 6598 Y
Willams Gateway
AZ | 3 |Phoenix Willams Gateway WA | Limited i - Y Airport Authority 319,946
AZ | 4 |Prescoft Ernest Love Field PRC|_Limited ] 5543 Y City of Prescott 26455 | Y
Gosnell Reg. Apt
AR | 1 [Bivtheville Arkansas Intl BYH | Limited I 2% Y Auth 22906 | Y
AR | 2 |HotSprings Mermorial Field HOT | _Limited ] 2411 Y Cty 32462 Y
CA | 1 |CrescentGity |JackMcNamaraField | CEC| Limited I 12,289 Del Norte County 23460 Y
CA | 2 |PasoRobles Paso Robles Munic. | PRB| Limited ] 260 Y City of Paso Robles 18583 | Y
CA | 3 |Victorville Southern CA Il VCV]| Limited ] 45,251 VVEDA 40674 Y
CA | 4 |Visala Visalia Municipal Vis | Limited i 10,255 City of Visalia 75,636
CO | 1 [Akron Akron-Washington Cty | AKO Limited I 222 Y | Town of Akron 2559 Y
CO | 2 |Lamar Larmar Municipal LAA Limited I 1433 Y City of Lamar 8343 Y
CT | 1 |Danbury Danbury Municipal | DXR | Limited ] 116 Y City of Danbury 65,585
CT | 2 |Hartford Hartford - Brainard | HFD | Limited i 2475 Y State of CT 3287116
FL | 1 |Lakeland Lekeland Linder Reg. | LAL | Limited ] 30 Y City of Lakeland 70,576
FL | 2 |Ocala Ocala Regional OCF|_Limited ] 62 Y City of Ocala 42045 Y
FL | 3 [Punta Gorda Charlotte County PGD Limited [ 51 Y Charlotte County 110975
FL | 4 [St Augustine St. Augustine SGJ Limited [ 28 Y St. Augustine AA 49229 Y
Titusville Cocoa
FL | 5 |Titusvile Space Coast Regional| TiX | Limited i 9 Y Beach AP Auth 39394 | Y
FL | 6 |Titusvile NASA Shuttle Landing | 68 | _ Limited I - Y NASA 265283783
[GA ] 1 |Rome [Richard B Russel | RMG]_Limited] ] | 2] v | JFoyd County I 81,251 |
Carbondale - Southern 1T, Apt
IL | 1 |Murphysboro Southern llinois MDH| Limited I 103 Y Auth 42568] Y
Willamson Courty
IL | 2 |Marion Wiliamson Cty Reg. |MWA| Limited I 10,108 AP Auth 57,733
IL_| 3 |Mount Vemon __|Mount Vermon MVN]_Limited ] 306 Y ME Vernon AA 16988 | Y
Sterfing - Rock
IL | 4 |Fals Whiteside County sal | Limited I 231 Y Whiteside Courty 60,186
IN | 1 JAnderson [Anderson Municipal | AID | Limited ] 10 Y City of Anderson 59,459
IN_| 2 [Bloomington Monroe County BMG| Limited ] 1408 Y Monroe County 108,978
IN_| 3 |[Columbus Columbus Municipal | BAK | Limited ] 29 Y City of Columbus 31802 Y
IN | 4 [Elkhart Elkhart Municipal EKM|__Limited ] 180 Y City of Elkhart 43627 Y
IN | 5 [Gary Gary/Chicago GYY | Limited ] 2475 Y Gary AA District 116,646
IN | 6 |Indianapolis Mt Comfort MQJ Limited [ 51 Y Indianapolis AA 731,278
Porter Courty Muri
IN 7 |Valparaiso Porter Co. Municipal VPZ Limited Il 165 Y AP Auth. 128,932
1A | 1 |Clinton Clinton Municipal CWI | Limited ] 5 Y City of Clinton 29201 Y
1A | 2 |Otturwa Otturnwa Industrial OTM|_Limited I 1317 Y City of Otturmwa 24488 | Y
Renner Field /
Ks | 1 |Goodiand Goodland Municipal | GLD | Limited I 1,079 Y City of Goodland 4983 | Y
KS | 2 |Great Bend Great Bend Municipal | GBD Limited [ 3.029 Y City of Great Bend 1976 Y
KS | 3 [Hays Hays Municipal HYS | Limited ] 7143 Y City of Hays 8364 Y
KS | 4 |Hutchinson Hutchinson Municipal | HUT Limited [ 97 Y City of Hutchinson 39308 Y
KS | & |Liberal Liberal Municipal LBL | Limited ] 7318 Y City of Liberal 16573 | Y
KS | 6 |Manhattan Manhattan Regional MHK Limited [ 19,908 City of Manhattan 9.191 Y
Ks | 7 |Olathe [News Century Aircenter | [XD Limited Il 68 Y Johnson County 35,054 Y
Bowiing Green/vWarren
KY | 1 |Bowling Green County Regional BWG Limited ] 311 Y City\Warren County 117,314
Chennault Industrial
LA | 1 |Lake Charles |Chennaultintl CWE| Limited I 55 Y Airpark 70,580
LA | 2 [New lberia Acadiana Regional ARA Limited [ 277 Y Iberia Parish 31828 Y
Orieans Levee
LA | 3 |New Orleans Lakefront NEW|  Limited I 2217 Y District 496,938
[ 1 | [ 1 [ | | [ | |
|_Page 1 Totals: | [ 1 [ | | [T | |
-No. Of Airports: a7
- No. OF Airports with < 10,000 enplanements: P
- No. of Airports that are Small Entiies: 28
Notes [ [ [T
(A): Limited = Limited Airport Operating Certificate (LACC)
[ 1 1 1 03/27/2001
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Certification Status cv-99 <10,000
2|z m i °e
8 |§ Current | Proposed | Enplaned Enplaned | > Population - | 2 3
@ Associated City | Airport Name D (a) Class | Passengers | Passengers | |Airport ownership 1990 <=
[ I I I I I Il I I I I I I
(WD | 1 |Hagerstown [Washington Co. Reg. | HGR]_Limited] | 27,050 | | [Weashington County | 121,393 |
LCaurence Hanscom
MA | 1 |Bedford Field BED| Limited I 14,743 Mass Port Auth 574,283
MA | 2 |Westfield Barmes Muncipal BAF | _Limited i 21 Y City of Westfield 38372 Y
M| 1 [Alpena [Alpena Co. Regional | APN | Limited ] 10,263 [Alpena Colnty 30,605 Y
MI | 2 |Battle Creek VW K Kellog BTL Limited [ 452 Y City of Battle Creek 53,540
M| 3 [Belaire Antrim County ACB| Limited ] - Y Antrim County 18185 Y
MI_| 4 [Detroit Willow Run YIP | Limited ] 3046 Y [Wayne County 2111687
M| 5 |Gaylord Otsego County GLR| Limited ] 3 Y Otsego County 17957 ¥
o Mountain /
M | 6 |Kingsford Ford IMT | Limited I 9220 Y Dickinson County 26831 Y
MI_| 7 [ironwood Gogebicron Co WD | Limited ] 1,943 Y Gogebic County 18052 Y
Menorminee- Menorminee-Marinette
Ml | 8 |Marinette Twin Co. N Limited [ 66 Y Both Counties 65468
M| 9 [Ponfiac Oakiand Co.Intl PTK | Lirited ] 8585 Y Oakland County 1,083,592
Chippewa CoLy
Mi | 10 |Saut Ste. Marie | Chippewa nt! o | Limited I 14,937 EDC 34604 | Y
MN | 1 [Fairmont Fairmont Municipal FRM Limited I 768 Y City of Fairmont 2071 Y
MN | 2 [Mankato Mankato Municipal MKT Limited [ 12 Y City of Mankato 41632 Y
MN | 3 ||St Cloud St Cloud Regional | STC | Limited i 25439 City of St. Cloud 48812 Y
Port & Harbour
Ms | 1 |BaySt.Louis  |Stennis ntl HSA | Limited I = Y Commission <10000| Y
Hardy-Anders Field
MS | 2 |MNatchez Natchez HEZ Limited [ 45 Y City/Adams County 54,816
University of
Ms | 3 |Oxford University-Oxford uox | Limited i 266 Y Mississippi 2575475
MS | 4 [Pascagoula [Trent Lott Intl PQL Limited Il 3 Y [Jackson County’ 115,243
[T | 1 [West Yellowstone |Yellowstone s | Limited| ] | 4,998 | Y | [State of MT. I 799,065 |
NE | 1 [Alliance Alliance Municipal AlA | Limited ] 1497 Y Alliance AA 9765 Y
NE | 2 [Grandsland Central NE Regional | GRI | Limited ] 13,063 Hall County AA 48925 Y
NE | 3 [Hastings Hastings Municipal | HSI | Limited ] a4 Y Hastings AA 22837 Y
NE || 4 [McCook McCook Municipal | MCK| Limited ] 2307 Y City of McCook 8112 Y
NE | 5 [Norfolk Karl Stefan Municipal | OFK | Limited ] 1,903 Y City of Norfolk 21476 | Y
NE || 6 [North Platte North Platte Regional | LBF | Limited ] 8,004 Y North Platte AA 22605 Y
NE | 7 |Scottsbiuft Willam Hetlg Field | BFF | Limited i 12219 ScottsbIuff Courty 13711 Y
NM | 1 |Las Cruces Las Cruces It LRU Limited I 2995 Y City of Las Cruces 62,126
NM | 2 |Ruidoso SlerraBlancaReg | SRR | Limited ] 297 Y Village of Ruidoso 7323 Y
NY | 1 |Farmingdale Republic FRG | Limited ] 2,147 Y State 17,990,778
NY | 2 |Glens Falls [Warren County GFL| Limited ] 21 Y [Warren County 59,209
Massena It -
NY | 3 |Massena Richards Field MSS | Limited I 4,110 Y Town of Massena 13826 Y
ND | 1 |Devils Lake Devils Lake Municipal | DVL | Limited ] 3,194 Y Devils Lake AA 7782 Y
ND | 2 |Jamestown Jamestown Municipal | JMS Limited [ 3,003 Y Jamestown AA 15571 Y
ND | 3 [Williston Slolin Field IntT ISN/ Limited I 5613 Y City of Williston 13131] Y
Cincinnat Mun cipal -
OH | 1 |Cincinnati Lunken Field LUK | Limited 1 448 Y City of Cincinnati 345818
OH | 2 |Columbus Rickenbacker Intl LCK|  Limited ] 663 Y DOD/RPA 265,283,783
Lorain Courty
OH | 3 |LorainElyria Lorain County Reg. | 226 | Limited 1 - Y Regional AA 271126
OH | 4 |Mansfield Mansfield Lahm Munic.| MFD | Limited 1 162 Y City of Mansfield 50,627
Springfield-Beckley
OH | 5 |Springfield unicipal SGH|  Limited 1 11 Y City of Springfield 70487
OH | 6 |Wilmington Airbomne Airpark ILN Limited Il - Y ABX Air, Inc. 11,199 Y
[oK | 1 |[Stilwater | Stilwater Municipal | SWo| Limited] ] | 1382 | Y [ ISy | 36676 | Y
1T | [ 1 [ | | | | |
Page 2 Totals:
- No of Airports: 43
- No of Airports with < 10,000 enplanements: 36
-No. of Airports that are Small Entities: 25
04/02/2001
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Certification Status cY-99 <10,000
g‘? z Current | Proposed | Enplaned Enplaned | % Population -
® |~ | Associated City | _Airport Name D | ® Class | Passengers | Passengers | ® |Airport Ownership 1990
— T —— T T T — T T
OR 1 |Astoria Astoria Regional AST Limited I 94 Y Port of Astoria 10069 | Y
OR | 2 [Convalis Corvallis Municipal | CVO|__Limited ] 1120 Y City of Corvallis 44757 Y
OR 3 [McMinnville Mchinnville Municipal || MMV Limited [ 34 Y City of McMinnville 17894 | Y
OR | 4 [Newport Newport Municipal | ONP | Limited ] 2699 Y City of Newport 8437 Y
OR | 5 |Norih Bend North Bend Municipal | OTH | Limited i 29,886 City of North Bend 9614 Y
SC_| 1 |Anderson Anderson County. AND [ Limited I 69 Y Anderson County. 145,196
SC_| 2 [Greemvile Donaldson Center | GvH|__Limited ] 35 Y City/Courty 320,167
sD_| 1 |Brookings Brookings Municipal | BKX | Limited I 1,623 Y City of Brookings 16,270 Y.
SD_| 2 [Huron Huron Regional HON|_Limited ] 3480 Y City of Huron 12448 Y
SD | 3 [Mitchell Mitchell Municipal MHE | Limited ] 18 Y City of Mitchell 13798 Y
SD | 4 |Yankion Chan Gurney Mun YKN | Limited i 1311 Y City of Yankion 12703 Y
TX_| 1 |Fortworth Fort Worth Alliance | AFW|__Limited ] 42 Y City of Fort Worth 447619
TX_| 2 [Galveston Scholes Field GLS | Limited ] 2965 Y City of Galveston 60,054
TX | 3 [Paris CoxField PRX | Limited ] 10 Y City of Paris 24694 | Y
TX 4 |[Victoria Victoria Regional VCT Limited Il 20,016 Victoria County 74,361
UT | 1 |Cedar City Cedar City Regional_| CDC|_Limited ] 8398 Y Cedar City Corp 17309 Y
UT | 2 [Ogden Ogden-Hinckley OGD| _Limited ] 199 Y Ogden City Corp 63,909
UT | 2 |St George St George Municipal | SGU| Limited I 33,707 City of St. George 38227 Y
VT_| 1 |Rufland |Rufiand State [ [RUT | Limited] ] | 3628 | Y [ |[State of VT I 562,758 |
WA | 1 [Olympia | Olympia o] Limited[ ] | 147 | Y | [Portof Olympia | 33840 Y
WI_| 1 [Janesville Rock County JVL | Limited ] Rock County 139,510
wi 2 [Kenosha Kenosha Regional ENW Limited Il City of Kenosha 80,352
[ 1 | [ 1 [ | | [ | |
Page 3 Totals:
-No of Airports: 22
- No of Airports with < 10,000 enplanements: 7
-No. of Airports that are Small Entities: 13
Class Il Airport Totals:
Airports
<10,000
Enplaned
Pg. | No. Pax___|Small Entity
1 47 a1 28
2 43 36 25
3 22 18 13
Totals| 12[ 95 66

Source: Data Provided by:

1. FAA
2. U.S. Census Bureau
04/02/2001





[image: image20.png]Appendix 3 - Class Il Airports. Proposed Final List, Juy 1. 2001 Page 1of1
Cortficstion status_]| V- 1999 | < 10000
2 Associated Proposed | Enplaned | Enplaned | Population - 2 £
B lwo | o Airporttame w | cuent | | Class |passongers |Passengers| & | Airport ownership e |3 E
Az | 2 |showlow _Jshow Low bunicioal sow | tene W ssos| v ity sma v
ar | 1 levorade |South AR Regional D | none w ] v v Joiy s v
AR | 2 |Harison oone Courty HRo | one W e v ¥ [lone courty e I
AR | 5 luoneshors |uoneshora Muricieel R | nore W 2us| v ¥ Jory 4535
AR |4 |vourtain Home_parter Co. Redional e | one W asn] v lpater county stges | v
ca | 1 |imperial imperial County e w 24834 imperial County 109,303
ca | 2 Jmyotem Iryokern i | one W aoes| v Ircian Wels Apt. Dist 2807 ¥
[0 |« Jonicage | merrintreigs [eox | mone | w [ soms] | Jew | zassaes] |
(1 | 1 [spencer [spencer municipar [sew] wone | w | wzsa| v | oy [ snese] v |
[me | 1 Jaugusta Jaugustastate e wone | w | | v | vowe | rzorom ||
ME | 2 [Bor Horbor |Hancock Courty-Bar Harbor Bre | one w 11,801 ¥ [ancock courty e I
ME | 5 |Rockend o Courty Regional R0 | hone W 18358  Jknox county | v
(w0 | +_|cumboriana Jorester cumbertnares. | coe | wone | w | otie] v | |potomactionmmaan | soes] v |
T |+ |wanistee | manistoo co-tcker __Jwo |_wone | w | tew] v | v Jorcouny [ i | v |
ar | 1 Jolasgow jokal Fld Glasgow Int' cow | tone w 20| v ¥ [cityvatiey county s | v
wr | 2 Joendve avson Community cov [ nore W s v ¥ Jeourty as0s | v
ur | 5 e biovre City-Courty R | one W s v ¥ [ty courty angsa v
Wt | & Jiewstown |ewston turicieal ot | ene W 2| v v JoityFergus county 18034 v
wr | s [uescry Frank ey ekt s | one W e | v ¥ oy a6t | v
wr | 6 Jseney Siiney-Riiand Muri sov || ene W 10074 ¥ JotyRichinet courty 17005 v
W | 7 Jroreant Jimclayton o | ene W zm| v oty Roosevet Courty s | v
e | 1 [cnadron |chadron Municipat cor | tone w ass| v v Joiy 0z | v
W | o |kearney fccarney Muricpal eor | hone W | v ity 2008 | v
wa | 1 Jatamogordo |atamogordo-white Sands | Am [ tione w som| v v Joiy 2159 v
wa | 2 Joersbad (cavern Giy air Terminal ot | ere W | v ciy B I
| 5 Joap (ol uricipal o | ene W am| v ciy 18154 v
wa | & Jstare et Fe Muricipa sar | one W 25478 ciy 5859
wm | 5 Jsivercty Jorant County sve | ore W sis2| v  Jorart courty rgrs | v
[0 |1 Jpickinson [ok [ wone | w | soss| v | ey [ soons] v |
o |1 _Jponcaciy J[ouc | wone | w | zan| v | viow [ soass] v |
[ |1 Jerownwood |Erownwood Regional [owo | wone | w | tew| v | vow [ 2aana] v |
Cor 1 o | —— Lo | wove | w1 wo] v | Jorenacomny [ ool v |
[t [ 2 Jvena vema [ver | woe | w | seee| v | v |ctymintshconty | sses] v |
[wu |1 Jeiuetiels | mercer county o | wone | w | 2209] v | v |mercor couny. [ wan] |
as | 1 |rwa vinge |pauta a0 | tone w sae| v IAmerican Samoa seomt
as | 2 Jouviege Jou 06 | one W ssm| v [american Samos 911
.| | [ | | | | | I
Class Ill Airport Totals
~Noof Airports: 1
“Ho. o Airports with < 10,000 Enplanements: )
Mo, of Airports that are SmallEntit 2
Mo, of EAS Airports: 2
Source: Data Provide by
1. Fan
2. US. Census Bureau, 1990 Census o700
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[image: image22.png]Table V-6 - Estimated Total Incremental Costs of NPRM and Final Rules-August 16, 2002

Total Costs of NPRM Rule

IT

Total Costs of Final Rule

1 I

Hotes:

airports 1 I
| I | intavcoptoicosts | annuot Recurrng costs
Annvat | | wamber | sumertcat P
vumber of | wisbcapital | Recurring or | Change From Change From
Proposed Arport Class Arports | Coste Costs_| | miports | wewaa Totat wersa Total
. Risk Reduction Items | | | T | |
Class1 s e |s wwm| | som s omon|s  nsels e
Closon iy morr|s vespss| | sl wsols  asreels  tapsels  ramos
Cussm wls  rmosols wse| | o  seem|s  enae|s aomols e
Closs v isls  tnamls  ssw| | i spmls  terols  inals e
Totats | ooos  torsoeals vazesee| | ova]  sezaosas  vassate[s  nasas ganans]
\ I I I | I T I T ]
2. Mitgation toms | | | I [ | [ \
Class1 s o |s aoms] | we o2 [s wosia|s  siwars |5 zseeers
Closon iy orsmls rassz] | | ool  esomiifs rosmsls 1sssen
Cussm wols tamwam|s srpn| | | swsse|s roorsen|s ssorasa|s aasooos
Closs v iy sl ooee] | w0 o ls  teamls  iemls  asw
[Totals | o065 z2ar02 s asvoste| | e0a|  saamals  arezee|[s  sevarst|s  saesaos]
\ | | | | | [ | [ |
[Program Totat - Current Doltars | s seowss2|[s sosaon] | s oosooo[s azrass|[s ssenozos ssszam]
[ ]
(3. Program Total- Present Value Costs (10 Years @ T%) \
\ [ werm [ [ Finatrute | \
| initiabcapita costs ['s ssensse ] T | ['s aztasse | | \
| Recurring Costs (0ver aten year period) ['s aastane | | | | | | \
| Program Total - Present value Costs ['s _assrzosa] | | [s  msannzae | | \
[ I I I Humerical I I ]
[ 4 Estimated Present value Cost Range | | | Change | | \
\ tow s sada0n] | ['s 20654000 [ s sssn000 | \
[ mia_ |5 assrzon | | | e | | \
} P e | | ['s_sadza000 s orzea000 | }
\ \
\ \
\ \
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� Aviation Safety: Commuter Airports Should Participate in the Airport Certification Program, US General Accounting Office, GAO/RCED-88-41, November 1987.


� Safety Study: Commuter Airline Safety, National Transportation Safety Board, NTSB/SS-94/02, November 1994.
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