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Executi ve Summary

This draft regulatory evaluation exanmines the costs and benefits of the
proposed rule that would tenporarily limit the number of commercial air tours
that may be conducted in the Special Flight Rules Area of the Grand Canyon
National Park. This proposal is necessary as part of an effort to achieve the
statutory mandate inposed by Public Law 100-91 of providing substantia

restoration of natural quiet and experience in Grand Canyon National Park.

The estimated | o-year cost of this proposed regulation would be $179.1 miliion
or $115.6 mllion discounted. The majority of the inpact of this proposed
regulation, would be $177.6 nillion, ($114.6 mllion, discounted) in |ost
revenue (net of variable operating costs). The estinmated 10-year cost of the
ot her provisions to air tour operators which includes (1) reporting four tinmes
annual l'y, (2) filing of flight plans, (3) transfer of allocations and (4)
requesting nodifications and initial allocations is $30,000 or $23,000

di scounted.  FAA costs include those associated with initial allocations,
annual recording and tracking, transfers of allocations, and filing of flight
plans. These FAA 10-year costs are estimated at $1,445,900 or $1,016, 300,

di scount ed

The primary benefit of this proposed rule is its contribution toward neeting
the statutory nmandate of substantially restoring natural quiet in Gand Canyon
National Park. Benefits are primarily the use benefits perceived by
individuals fromthe direct use of a resource such as hiking, rafting, or
sightseeing. The estimated 10-year use benefits as a result of this proposed
rule would be 534.6 mllion, discounted at 7 percent (assuming only the air
tour limtation rulemaking is inplenmented). |In addition to these use

benefits, this rulemaking may generate non-use benefits. The FAA at this

time does not have adequate data to estimate the non-use benefits of aircraft
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noi se reduction at GCNP but believes that they are significant. The FAA

proposes this rule in response to congressional mandate.

The proposed rule would inpose a significant economi ¢ inpact on a substantial
number of small entities. In ternms of international trade, the proposed rule
woul d neither inmpose a conpetitive trade disadvantage to U S. air carriers
operating donestically nor to foreign air carriers deplaning or enplaning
passengers within the uUnited States. This proposal does not contain any
Federal intergovernmental or private sector mandates. Therefore, the
requirements of Title Il of the Unfunded Mandates Reform Act of 1995 do not

apply.



1. | nt roduction

This docunent contains an analysis of the costs and benefits of the
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) Notice of Proposed Rul emaking
(NPRM) that would tenporarily limt the nunber of commercial air tours
that may be conducted in the Special Flight Rules Area (sFra) of Grand
Canyon National Park (scNpy. The proposed ruienmaking also would revise
the current reporting requirenents for commercial air tours and add VFR
flight fiiing requirements to enable the FAA to nonitor and enforce the
operational |imtation. These proposed changes would allow the FAA and
the National Park Service (NPsyto limt and further assess the inpact

of aircraft noise on Gand Canyon National Park

In addition, this notice proposes non-substantive changes to 14 CFR part
93 subpart U to inprove the organization and clarity of the rule. This
notice is one part of an overall strategy to control or reduce aircraft
noi se on the park environment and to assist the NPS in achieving its
statutory nandate inposed by Public Law 100-91 of providing substantial
restoration of natural quiet and experience in Gand Canyon Nationa

Park.

The prinmary intended benefit of this rule is its contribution toward
achieving this statutory nandate, and is estimated two ways in this

anal ysi s. First, an estimate is nade (based on the Integrated Noise
Model (1nM)) of the percent advancement the rule would provide toward
the goal. Second, an estimate is made (based on consuner surplus

anal ysis) of the increased dollar value of enjoyment the proposal would
contribute towards ground visitors due to reduced future aircraft noise

in the park.



The costs of this rule fall into the follow ng categories!:

Reduction of net operating revenue to conmercial air tour operators;

I ncreased commercial air tour operator costs of conplying with the
additional reporting requirenents;

I ncreased FAA costs of on-going processing and analysis of the
additional data provided by commercial air tour operators.

Al History

To address the problenms associated with increasing air traffic over
GCNP, the FAA initiated regulatory action in the summer of 1986, and
then issued SFAR No. 50 on March 26, 1987, establishing a special flight
rules area (SFra) and flight regulations in the vicinity of the park (52
FR 9768). The FAA regulatory action and subsequent SFAR followed a
mdair collision between two commercial air tour aircraft over GCNP on
June 18, 1986." The SFAR was designed to reduce the risk of mdair
collision and terrain contact accidents below the rimlevel. These
requirenents were modified and extended by SFAR 50-1 (52 FR 22734, June
15 1987).

In 1987 Congress enacted Public Law (Pub. L.) 100-91, commonly known as
the National Parks Overflights Act. Public Law 100-91 stated, in part,
that "noise associated with aircraft overflights at GCNP [was] causing a
significant adverse effect on the natural quiet and experience of the

park and current aircraft operations at the Gand Canyon National Park

" Although not a cost considered in this rul emaking, the FAA also has
determned that this proposal would result in a reduction in GCNP income
(overflight and visitor gate fees) to the National Park Service.

* The nidair collision involved a de Havilland DHC-6, Twin Qter and a
Bel | Jet Ranger helicopter and resulted in 25 fatalities. The Twin
OQter was operated under part 135 by Gand Canyon Airlines, Inc. and the
hel i copter was operated under part 91 by Helitech, Inc. which no |onger
conducts commercial air tours in the Canyon.



have raised serious concerns regarding public safety, including concerns

regarding the safety of park users."”

Section 3 of Public Law 100-91 reguired the Departnent of Interior (DOI;
to submt to the FAA recommendations to protect resources in the Grand
Canyon from adverse inpacts associated with aircraft overflights. The

| aw mandated that the recommendations provide for "substantial
restoration of the natural quiet and experience of the park and
protection of public health and safety from adverse effects associated

with aircraft overflight."”

In December 1987, the DOL transmitted its "G and Canyon Aircraft
Managenment Recommendation” to the FAA,  which included both rul emaking
and non-rul emaking actions. Public Law 100-91 required the FAA to
prepare and issue a final plan for the managenent of air traffic above
the Grand Canyon, inplenenting the recommendations of DOI w thout change
unless the FAA determned that executing the recommendations woul d

adversely affect aviation safety.

On May 27, 1988, the FAA issued SFAR No. 50-2, revising the procedures
for aircraft operation in the airspace above the G and Canyon (53 FR
20264, June 2, 1988). SFAR No. 50-2 also extended the Special Flight
Rules Area (SFRA) fromthe surface to 14,499 feet above nean sea level
(MSL} in the area of the Grand Canyon. The following rules were

i mpl ement ed under SFAR 50-2 as well: 1) prohibited flight below a
certain altitude in each of the five sectors of this area, With certain
exceptions; 21 established four flight-free zones from the surface to
14, 499 feet MSL; 3) provided for special routes for air tours; and 4)
contained certain terrain avoi dance and communications requirements for

flights in the area.



A second major provision of section 3 of Public Law 100-91 required the

DOL to submit a report to Congress discussing "whether the plan has

succeeded in substantially restoring the natural quiet in the park; and
such other matters, including possible revisions in the plan, as

may be of interest.”

On September 12, 1994, the nCI submitted its final report and
recomrendations to Congress. This report, entitled, "Report on Effects
of Aircraft Overflights on the National Park System’ (Report to
Congress), was published in July 1995. The Report to Congress
recomended nunerous revisions to SFAR No. 50-2 in order to
substantially restore natural quiet in GCNP. Recommendation No. 10,
which is of particular interest to this rulemaking, states: "lnprove
SFAR 50-2 to Effect and Maintain the Substantial Restoration of Natural
Quiet at Grand Canyon National Park." This reconmendation incorporated
the followi ng general concepts: sinplification of the comercial
sightseeing route structure; expansion of the flight-free zones:
accomodati on of the forecast growth in the air tour industry; phase-in
use of quieter aircraft technology; tenporal restrictions ("flight-free"
time periods); use of the full range of nmethods and tools for problem
solving; and institution of changes in approaches to park management,
including the establishment of an acoustic nonitoring program by the NPS

in coordination with the FAA

On June 15, 1995, the FAA published a final rule that extended the
provi sions of SFAR No. 50-2 to June 15, 1997 (60 FR 31608), pending

i mpl ementation of the final rule adopting DOI’s recomrendations.

On Decenber 31, 1996, the FAA issued a final rule {61 FR 69302)
i mpl ementing many of the recommendations set forth in the NPS report

including: flight-free zones and corridors; mininum flight altitudes:



jeneral operating procedures; curfews in the Dragon and Zuni Peint
Corridors; and a cap on the nunber of commercial sightseeing aircraft
that could operate in the SFRA., The FAA subsequently issued a Witten
interpretation stating that the aircraft cap appiied to the number of
aircraft operating in the SFRA at a given tine. This final rule was
issued concurrently with a Notice of Proposed Rul emaking regarding Noise
Limtations for Aircraft Operations in the Vicinity of Gand Canyon
National Park; a Notice of Availability of Proposed Commercial Air Tour
Routes for Grand Canyon National Park and Request for Comments; and the
Environnental Assessment. The final rule was originally scheduled to

becone effective May 1, 1997.

On February 26, 1997, (62 FR 8861) the FAA published a delay of the
effective date to January 31, 1998, for those portions of the December
31, 1996, final rule that (1) define the Grand Canyon SFRA (14 CFR
93.301), (2) define the flight-free zones and flight corridors

(14 CFR 93.3051, and (3) establish minimumflight altitudes in the
vicinity of the GCNP (14 CFR 93.307). The February 26, 1997, final rule
al so reinstated the corresponding sections of SFAR 50-z until January
31, 1998 (flight-free zones, the Special Flight Rules Area, and mininum
flight altitudes). on December 17, 1997, the effective date for these
sections was delayed to January 31, 1999 (62 FR 66248). On December 7,
1998, the effective date for 14 CFR 93.301, 93.305, and 93.307, was

del ayed until January 31, 2000 (63 FR 675431.

The FAA's final rule was challenged before the U S. Court of Appeals for
the District of Colunbia Grcuit by the following petitioners: Gand
Canyon Air Tour Coalition; the COark County Departnment of Aviation and
the Las Vegas Convention and Visitors Authority; the Hual apai Indian
Tribe: and seven environmental groups led by the Gand Canyon Trust.

The petitioners charged that the FAA nisapplied Public Law 100-91 in



implementing the final rule and committed several procedural errors
during the rulemaking process. The Court ruled in favor of the FAA and

uphel d the final rule.

| nt eragency Wrking G oup

On December 22, 1993, Secretary of Transportation Federico Pefia and
Secretary of the Interior Bruce Babbitt formed an interagency working
group (IWG) to explore ways to limt or reduce the inpacts from
overflights on national parks, including the GCNP.  Secretary Babbitt
and Secretary Pesia a concurred that increased flight operations at GCNP
and other national parks have significantly dimnished the national park
experience for some park visitors, and that neasures can and should be
taken to preserve a quality park experience for visitors, while

provi ding access to the airspace over the national parks. The FAA has
been working closely with the NPS to identify and deal with the inpacts

of comercial air tours on the GCNP.

The 1WG’s goal through this rulemaking is to prevent the aircraft noise
situation from worsening. Concurrently, with this NPRM the FAA also is
issuing a Notice of Availability of Routes whereby it indicates certain
nodi fications to routes through the sFrRa, and an NPRM proposi ng airspace

modificatons.

The FaA also continues to work on the rulemaking initiated on Decenber
31, 1996 proposing quiet technology aircraft. Al of these steps are
aimed at reducing the inpact of aircraft noise in the GCNP. In addition
to preventing the noise situation from worsening, controlling the
overal | number of commercial air tours in the SFRA will facilitate the
anal ysis of noise conditions in GCNP and aid in the design of the noise

managenment plan. Once the commercial air tour limtation and the new
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routes are inplenmented, the FAA and NPS will be able to nore closely
determ ne whether these noise mitigation strategies have resulted in
substantial restoration of natural quiet or whether additional steps

shoul d be taken to reach the statutory goal.

President's Menorandum

The President, on April 22, 1996, issued a Mermorandum for the Heads of
Executive Departments and Agencies to address transportation inmpacts on
national parks. Specifically, the President directed the Secretary of
Transportation to issue proposed regulations for GCNP that would place
appropriate limts on sightseeing aircraft to reduce the noise

i medi ately and neke further substantial progress towards restoration of
natural quiet, as defined by the Secretary of the Interior, while

mai ntaining aviation safety in accordance with Public Law 100-91.

This menorandum al so indicated that, with regard to overflights of the
GCNP, "shoul d any final rul emaking determ ne that issuance of a further
management plan is necessary to substantially restore natural quiet in
Grand Canyon National Park, the Secretary of Transportation, in
consultation with heads of relevant agencies will conplete within 5
years a plan that addresses how the Federal Aviation Admnistration and
the National Park Service" will achieve the statutory goal. Any such
plan shall be completednot nore than 12 years fromthe date of this

directive [(2008].

Conpr ehensi ve Noi se Managenent Pl an

The Conprehensi ve Noi se Managenent Plan (CNMP)} is the overall process
that the Federal Government will use to control and nonitor noise

conditions in GCNP to achieve the statutory goal of substantial

11



restoration Oof natural quiet. This planis part of the NPS's overall
effort to reduce noise levels fromall sources within the park, as
called for in the NPS's 1995 General Managenent Plan.' As part of the
CNWP, the FAA and NPS are working together to devel op a noi se nanagement

program that addresses noise from aircraft overflights.

A plan that is a flexible and adaptive approach to noise nmitigation and
management, would: 1) address devel opment of a reliable aircraft
operations and noise database; 2) validate and docunent the nost
effective uses for FAA and NPS noise nodels in GCNP;, 3) explore how the
conversion to noise efficient aircraft can nost effectively contribute
to the substantial restoration of natural quiet while allowng for
growh in the air tour industry; and 4) determne how to provide
operators with incentives to purchase noise efficient aircraft. In
devel oping this plan, the FAA and NPS are conmitted to an open process
that will provide for full public involvenent and consultation with

affected Native Anerican tribes.

As discussed above, the effective date for a portion of the 1996 Fina
rule was delayed. Additionally, the NPRM for Noise Limtations for
Aircraft operations in the Vicinity of Gand Canyon National Park has
not been finalized. As a consequence the FAA and NPS have had to del ay
the process of devel oping a noise nmanagerment plan. Wrk to date has
primarily focused on devel oping a database of air tour operations and

devel oping a plan to inprove noise nodeling at the Gand Canyon

* Noise reduction steps conpleted or currently in progress by NPS at the
GCNP include: contracting for the use of a quiet technology aircraft
(MD>-900 NOTAR) and an airplane to use for emergency and admnistrative
needs; planning for light rail, electric buses and other mass transit
systems to reduce traffic congestion; converting to new quieter outboard
motors for boats on the Colorado River; inplementing road restrictions;
and w | derness managenent planning using, in part, noise related
i ndi cators and standards.

12



By Conmercial Air Tour Industry Profile

The Grand Canyon is the nopst active commercial air tour location in the
United States. Based on Grand Canyon air tour operator response to the
reporting requirements contained in 5 93.317, the FAA estimates that for
the first full year of reporting (May 1997 through April 1998),

approxi mately 88,000 conmercial air tours were flown. These air tours
provi ded aerial viewing of the Canyon to just over 615,000 passengers,

and accounted for just ower $90 nillion in revenue.'

According to the United States Air Tour Association (Usata), for each $1
spent on an air tour of the Canyon, an additional $1.50 in air tour
related revenue is generated. This suggests a GCNP air tour nultiplier
of 2.5, The $90 million in revenue resulting from GCNP air tours alone,
therefore, would approxi mate $225 nillion in conbined revenue fromair

tours and other air tour related business.®

Twenty-four operators filed trimester reports in accordance with §
93.317. O these, 17 conducted fixed-wing air tours, 6 conducted
helicopter air tours and one operator conducted air tours using both
types of aircraft. Aircraft models in the fixed-wing fleet range from
singl e engine Pipers and Cessnas with 3 passenger seats to deHavilland
Twin Oters with 19 passenger seats. Mst of the helicopter fleet is

conprised of Bell nodels with seating for 4 to 6 passengers.

“ These estimtes do not take into account the tours conducted in
pressurized aircraft operated above the SFRA by one of the operators.
The FAA estimates the number of such tours to have ranged between 1,500
and 2,000 from May 1997 through April 1998. This would account for
anot her 60,000 to 80,000 air tour passengers during the base period.

> The FAA estimates that about $4 nmillion of the additional revenue
generated by commercial air tours is a result of the so-called
overflight fee assessed air tour operators by the NPS, as well as gate
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Fifty-five percent of the commercial air tours recorded during the base
period were conducted in fixed-wing aircraft; 45 percent were conducted
in helicopters. The fixed-wing tours accounted for just over 70 percent
of the passengers and gross operating revenue with the bal ance being
accounted for by the helicopter fleet. For the base year, 229 different
aircraft (fixed-wing and helicopters) were operated at one tine or

anot her, but on average, about 110 were used each day. On the highest
air tour volume day, 161 different aircraft (70 percent of the total
avai lable fleet) were utilized. During the winter or on a "weather"
day, fewer than 50 (20 percent of the total available fleet) might only

be used.

As noted above, GCNP air tour operators offer both fixed-w ng airplane
and helicopter tours of the Gand Canyon. For each of the two types of
aircraft, they offer an extensive and varied range of tour packages. At
one end of the spectrumare short, 35 to 45 or 55 minute quick "turn-
around" tours in the Gand Canyon's Dragon and zuni Point Flight
Corridors, and 90 mnute to Z-hour tours of the Gand Canyon's Southwest
corner along the Colorado River south of the Sanup Flight-free Zone.
Al'so known as fixed-base, non-stop or "air only* tours, because they
depart from and return to the sane airport wthout an interim stopover,
these tours are priced between $70 and $100 for fixed-wing aircraft and
bet ween $90 and $160 for helicopters. The heaviest concentration of
such tours (about 43,000 in the base period) originates from G and
Canyon Airport |ocated at Tusayan, Arizona. By contrast, the nunber of
"air only" tours (both fixed-wing and helicopter) south of the Sanup

Flight-free Zone area was just under 19,000 during My 1997-Apr 1998.

fees assessed air tour passengers taking the ground portion of an
air/ground tour package.
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At the other end of the spectrum are point-to-point transportation/tour
flights or "air-ground" tours, because they provide transportation from
one location to another and include a tour of the Canyon along the way.
The nost popul ar of these tours (about 25,000 in the base period) is an
extended day-1ong fixed-wing tour which includes a guided ground tour
featuring the South Rm 1IMaX Theater (optional) and Gand Canyon
Viilage. Mst of these tours originate in Las Vegas and fly the breadth
of the Canyon before landing at Gand Canyon Airport in Tusayan. Anong
the variations offered off of this basic tour are overnight hote
acconmodations at Grand Canyon Village or one of the East-end helicopter
tours cited above. The basic tour price is around $200, but can exceed

$300 depending on the additional tour options.

Simlar helicopter tours available at this end of the spectrum are half-
day excursions to Hualapai |ands featuring river bank or belowrim bluff
|l andings in the West-end region, and day-long or overnight excursions to
Supai Village in the East-end region. The Wst-end air tours originate
in Las Vegas and the East-end air tours originate in Tusayan; together,

t hey accounted for 7,000 to 8,000 air-ground tours from May 1997-Apr
1998. The basic price is about $300 for the former and $400 for the
latter, but prices can range higher in each case depending on the

addi tion of avail able tour options.”

® The West-end helicopter operators providing air tours along the
Colorado River to Hualapai Indian Territory have entered into
contractual agreenents with the Hualapai Tribe. The total value of
these agreenents is estimated to be about $1 nillion in revenue for the
Hualapai. Sinmilarly, on the East-end, one helicopter operator is
contracted to provide air tour support (operated under an FAA Form 7711-
1 Certificate of Waiver or Authorization) to the Havasupai Indian Tribe
the value of this contractual arrangenent is unknown.

The West-end helicopter operators conducting air tours along the

Col orado River south of the Sanup Flight-free Zone are permtted to
descend to the Canyon floor or to points below the rim once on Hual apa
Lands as part of their contractual arrangements with the Tribe. These
descents with landings are limted to about 30 m nutes each {again, by
contractual agreement) and are tine coordinated anong the operators to
maxi m ze the total anount of quiet tinme for the passengers. A recently

15



About 50 percent of the air tours conducted over the Gand Canyon
originate at one of four airports located in Las Vegas and surrounding
area (point-to-point)." Forty-seven percent originate at Gand Canyon
Airport in Tusayan (fixed-base, non-stop) and the remaining 3 percent
originate el sewhere.' According to air tour operators, the tours
operate at about 90 percent of aircraft seating capacity on average

during the year, but vary by operator, by type of tour, and by season.

During the peak sunmer nmonths air tours are conducted continuously

t hroughout the day with miniml down time between tours. Air tour
aircraft al so generally operate at nearly full utilization of aircraft
seating capacity during this season. During the winter nonths, however,
demand' for GCNP air tours is reduced and some aircraft are taken out of

GCNP air tour service and re-allocated for use el sewhere

About 60 percent of all tours occur during the FAA defined 5-nonth
summer or peak season (May-Septenber). The FAA also deternined that
during the sunmer season, the highest frequency of air tours (just over
13 percent of daily air tours) occurred between the hours of 10 and 11

inthe morning. |In addition, while just over 50 percent of the tours

introduced joint venture features a fixed-wing air tour to and from
G and Canyon West Airport with a transfer to a helicopter to descend to
the Canyon floor at the airport.

The custoner base for these air tours are planned groups with typically
hi gh incone |evels.

" The four airports are McCarran International and North Las Vegas
Airports in Las Vegas, Boulder City Minicipal Airport in Boulder City,
NV; and Henderson Executive Airport in Henderson, NV. One helicopter
operator's base of operations is located on Las Vegas Blvd., also known
as the "strip", in downtown Las Vegas. This operator currently conducts
only "air only" tours inside the GCNP SFRA; his primary tour business
appears to be scenic tours of Las Vegas, not subject to this rulemaking.

® Qther originating points include Page, Sedonna, Flagstaff, and
Phoeni x, AZ, as well as Santa Fe, NM and Bryce Canyon, UT.  Several of
the air tours offered by these operators, particularly those operating

16



originating out of Las Vegas occur during this peak season, nearly 70
percent of the tours originating out of Tusayan and the other eastern
area departure points occur during the summer season.

The nore prevalent types of GCNP air tours offered to consunmers and the

SFRA routes nore heavily used by the air tour operators are as follows:

--Fixed-Wng Aircraft Tours:

“Blue 1”: This is the nost prevalent of all GCNP fixed-wi ng

comercial air tours in terms of numbers of tours, passengers flown
and total revenue generated. It originates at one of the four Las
Vegas airports, flies the "Blue 1" route along the North and South
Rims, turning south at Munt Sinyala and | anding at Grand Canyon
Airport. Passengers on nearly 90 percent of these tours disenbark at
this point for extended day-long ground tours before returning along
either the "Blue Direct" or "Blue Direct South" routes or outside the
SFRA. These return routes extend over nostly plateau and desert
terrain, but provide the nobst efficient means by which to transport
the returning tour passengers. The basic cost of this air/ground
tour is about $200, but ranges in excess of $300 depending on other
avai l abl e ground tour options. Prior to entering the GCNP SFRA, this
tour overflies Hoover Dam and Lake Meade.

A variation of the air/ground tour is the air-only or "long tour"
which reverses fromthe "Blue 1” route to the ‘Blue Direct" or "Blue
Direct South" route at Havatagvitch Canyon. Wile this tour also

of fers Hoover Dam and Lake Meade as added attractions, it does not
land for the ground portion discussed above. The air-only version of
the "Blue 1” tour accounts for nost of the remaining 10 percent
traffic along the Blue 1 route; its basic cost ranges from $140 to
$150 depending on the operator.

The Blue 1 route as described above, was effectively elinmnated in
the 1996 Final Rule. Air tours have continued on this route,

however, because the effective date of the relevant provision of this
rule has been delayed until January 31, 2000. In its stead, the FAA
proposes to make available two direct routes-Blue Direct North and

Bl ue Direct South.

“Blua 2": Also originating and ternminating at one of the four Las
Vegas airports, this non-stop tour follows the "Blue 2" route,

| oopi ng the Sout hwest corner of the Canyon south of the Sanup Flight-
free Zone and includes crossing over the Colorado River. The tour
route extends as far as Dianond Creek, but nobst air tours reverse
course at Horse Flat Canyon or Spencer Canyon or exit the SFRA at
Quartermaster Canyon. Tour length ranges from one and one-half to
two hours, including the tine required to fly to and from Las Vegas.
The basic cost is about $90 and al so includes an overflight of Hoover
Dam and Lake Meade.

out of Page and Bryce Canyon, are "air only” tours of which the Grand
Canyon is only one of the sites viewed during the course of the tour.
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A variation of the air tour along the "Blue 2" route is a |anding at
Grand Canyon West Airport outside the SFRA on the Hual apai

Reservati on. Passengers can opt for a guided ground tour of the
reservation provided by the Hual apai and/or a descent to the Col orado
Ri ver provided by one of the Las Vegas helicopter operators.
Reservation ground tour fees are remtted directly to the Hual apai by
the passengers and are not included in the overall cost of the "Blue
2" air tour. The helicopter descent to the Colorado is typically
part of a nore extensive tour package retailing for about $230 or

nor e.

Wth the concurrent Notice of Route Availability, the Blue 2 route
will be ternminated and reversed at the western boundary of Horse Flat
canyon. Also, the SFRA exit route through Quartermaster Canyon wil |l
be elimnated without contractual agreement with the Hual apai Nation.
Use of Quartermaster Canyon will also require an FAA Form 7711-1
Certificate of Wiver or Authorization.

“Black 1, 1A”: Typically originating at G and Canyon airport, this
non-stop tour follows the "Black 1" route North through the Zuni

Point Corridor, turns Wst and South al ong "Bl ack 1a” through the
Dragon Corridor and terminates at Gand Canyon airport. Total tour
time i s about 50 minutes; tour cost is about $70-$75. A variation on
this tour is to remain on the "Black 1” route which includes only the
Zuni Point Corridor with tour time and cost reduced to about 35

m nutes and $55 respectively.

The Notice of Route Availability published December 31, 1996
restricted the Zuni Point Corridor to a northbound direction only.
Weat her deviation routes include the Bright Angel Flight-free zone
corridor and a Northeast breakout to the Painted Desert at the
Northern end of the Zuni Point Corridor.

"Marbl e Canyon Reutes/Black 1,1A”: These air tours are typically
conducted by operators not based at Tusayan or Las Vegas and traverse
the Marbl e Canyon corridor "Bl ack 4" and "Black 5" routes in
conbination with the "Black 1” and/or "Bl ack 1ia” routes. They can be
either point-to-point (typically, southbound on "Black 5" to "Black
1" or "Black 1A”) landing at Tusayan, or fixed-based (typically
northbound on "Black 1" to "Black 4") passing through Tusayan
airspace en route to Marble Canyon. Prices from $100 to $350
depending on other features of the tour package.

Several other tours enter and exit the GCNP SFRA in the Marble Canyon
Corridor north of Tusayan, but typically feature only a brief (less
than 5 minutes) view of the Gand Canyon as part of a larger air tour
package which includes other sights such as Mnunent Valley, Lake
Powel | and the Painted Desert. These air tours retail from $200 to
$300, but include much which cannot be construed as an air tour of

t he Grand Canyon.

Upon inplenentation of the one-way restriction for the Zuni Point
Corridor, southbound tours along the Black 5 will be required to
transition to the Black 1a.

"Fossil Canyon Routes": Several kinds of air tours are included under
this headi ng which account for only about 2 percent of all Canyon
fixed-wing air tours. The common element, however, is that they all
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traverse the Fossil Canyon Corridor. One air tour originates in Las
Vegas flying the "Blue 17 to Towango Point where it transitions to
the "Blue ta” route around the Shinumu Flight-free Zone and through
the Dragon Corridor to Tusayan. This is typically an "air-ground"
tour simlar to the "Blue 1” air tour. Another air/ground
alternative is to transition to the "Brown 1a” route at Supai Point
exiting the SFRA at Fire Point en route to Mnunent Valley.

Air-only options include flying a "Blue 1 Reverse" route from Tusayan
airspace to Towango Point and then following the "Blue 1a” route as
above, or exiting the sFra and re-entering along the "Black 6" route
in Marble Canyon to the "Black 1" or "Black 1a* back through Tusayan
airspace. These tours are typically offered by operators not based
at Tusayan or Las Vegas, and range in retail price from $100 to $200
depending on the distance traveled before entering the GCNP SFRA.

The Decenber 31, 1996 final rule nerged the Torroweap- Thunder River
and Shinumu Flight-free Zones into the Torroweap-Shinunu Flight-free
Zone thereby closing the Fossil Canyon Corridor. Upon full

impl ementation of this rule, the Blue 1A, Brown 14 and Green 1A
routes will be elimnated.

--Helicopter Tours:

“Green 1, 1A & 2": This helicopter tour is equivalent to the "Black
1, 1a” fixed-wing air tour; tine and cost is approxinmately 50 nminutes
and $150-$160, respectively. A helicopter variation along the "Geen
1" route simlar to the "Black 1" fixed-wing tour is also available
with tour tine and cost reduced to about 40 minutes and $120,
respectively.

Tours conducted along the "Geen 17 route only will be elimnated
upon inplementation of the one-way restriction proposed for the Zuni
Point Corridor.

“Graeen 2": This tour is the nost popular of the G and Canyon
hel i copter tours accounting for nearly twice as many tours and
passengers as all other helicopter tours conbined. The tour is a
relatively short up-and-back, or |oop, through the Dragon Corridor,
requiring about 35 minutes to-and-from Gand Canyon airport and
retails for about $90. It is a critical link between the Tusayan
based operators and the ground (bus) charters which include an air
tour as part of their Gand Canyon tour packages.

"Croon 4": The "air only” helicopter tour along the "Geen 4" is
equivalent to the "Blue 2" fixed-wing air tour. However, nost (85
percent) of the helicopter tours conducted along the "Geen 4"
include a descent below the rimto the Canyon floor or bluffs just
above with a landing option at Gand Canyon West Airport and guided
Hual apai Reservation ground tour. The tours also feature other
amenities while on Hual apai Lands.

The air-only tours typically reverse at Spencer Canyon and the
air/ground tours typically exit the SFRA at Quarternaster Canyon. All
tours include an overflight of downtown Las Vegas upon return. Total
time is about two hours for the air-only tour and as nuch as half a
day for the air/ground tour with a base tour price range of $250-
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$350. These tours are a major source of incone to the Hual apai
Indian Tribe.'

The Green 4 helicopter tour is nodified similar to the Blue 2 in the
concurrent Notice of Availability.

* "FAA Form 7711-1 Certificate of Wiver or Authorization Routes":
These tours (estimated to be about 1 percent of the total), include
the "Brown" fixed-wing and the “Green 3" helicopter routes. These
“tours” provide aerial support for river rafters as well as economic
support to the Havasupai Indian Tribe. They, like the "air-ground”
tours along the "Green 4" tour route are able to operate below the
rim but are exenpt from previous rul emakings.

Most air tour operators, although operating as part 135 on-demand rather

than part 121 schedul ed operators, are charter operators in that they

pre-book their flights to ensure maximzing seating capacity. The nost
prom nent charter groups are international. For the Las Vegas air tour
operators the prevalent foreign tour groups are Japanese, Chinese and
other Far East Asian popul ations, estimted to nake up from 60 percent
to 90 percent of their passenger base. For the Tusayan based operators,
the nore prevalent foreign tour groups are Western European,
particularly British and German, and are estinmated to conprise between

35 percent and 50 percent of their passenger base. Tour groups are pre-

booked by several Las Vegas operators through foreign tour agents at

such events as the annual Pow Ww sponsored by the Travel Industry of

Anerica (TIA).!% Another prominent charter group on which the operators

* Air tour operators indicated during FAA site visits that the Hual apai
Indian Tribe derives nearly $1 nmillion in revenue annually from

negoti ated contracts for landing privileges with the air tour operators.
This does not include the revenue derived from air tour passengers who
direct pay to the Hualapai for the Hual apai Reservation guided ground
tour.

** Sone operators naintain foreign sales offices and it is estimated
that the lead-tine required for marketing Canyon tours abroad can range
up to one year. Also, nany of the Las Vegas operators forecast and
adjust their fleet requirenents and business needs annually based on
charter agreenments with foreign tour agenci es which have pre-sold
bookings to Las Vegas as part of a larger U S. tour. Prior rulenaking
coments indicated that advanced bookings are typically nmade from 3-6
rrgnt hs in advance, but, as already noted, can be as nuch as one year in
advance.
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of Grand Canyon air tours are dependent, is the bus tour industry which

features the Canyon air tours as part of a larger scenic tour package.

Anot her category of air tour operator in Las Vegas is what is referred
to as "strip" operators. These operators have entered into contracts
with one or nore of the large Casino-hotels in Las Vegas (or with its
consi gneel for preferential referral to its guests. Charter groups are
t hen made up of guests of one or nore of the |arge Casino-hotel
establishments in Las Vegas. There are also "overflow' operators who

pi ck-up excess passengers on-demand which cannot be accommopdated at the
time by one of the operators serving a charter group. “Overflow”
operators typically have contractual arrangements with specific air tour
operators. Finally, very little of the Grand Canyon air tour business

is a result of people purchasing air tours spontaneously by "walk-ups".

Air tours, like the overall tour industry itself, are subject to
cyclical and seasonal phenonena. The GCNP air tour industry, however,
is also highly susceptible to business cycles abroad as well as
fluctuations in international nmarkets and exchange rates.” This
sensitivity derives fromthe large proportion of foreign air tour
custoners visiting the Gand Canyon. The recent severe econom C down
turn in Japan and other East Asian markets has had an adverse effect on
the Las Vegas market and the air tour businesses located there. Las
Vegas operators cite this as the nost significant factor contributing to
the nearly 15 percent drop in air tour business between the 1995 base

year used in previous Grand Canyon rul emakings and the current base year

- Historically, during the *80’s, a particularly volatile period in
international economcs, Scenic Airlines, one of the larger air tour
operators at GCNP, experienced a drop in passenger enplanenents in
excess of 50 percent from 210,474 in 1980 to 89,708 in 1983. By 1990,
its passenger enplanenents had clinbed to 311, 710.
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of May 1997 through April 1998. Another international event believed to
have contributed to the reduction in air tour business between the two
baselines is that the recent Wrld Cup was held in France. This

i mpacted Tusayan operators as a significant part of their European
passenger base renmined at home at the height of the '98 sunmer season.
Grand Canyon air tour operators experienced a relatively high average
annual rate of growth between 1987 and 1993--between 9.5 percent to 15.0
percent average per year. This level of growh, however, could only be
sustained if the economc factors and other conditions that prevailed in
the 1987-1993 period were to continue. in fact, Gand Canyon air tours
declined nearly 15 percent between the 1995 base period used in previous
Grand Canyon rul emakings and the base year period (My 1927 through
April 1998) adopted for this rulenmaking. These variations in growh
rates, however, serve to enphasize the cyclical nature of the Gand
Canyon air tour business. The FAA, therefore, continues to use the 3.3
percent conpound annual rate of growth devel oped for the 1994-2010 tine
frame by its Statistics and Forecast Branch {Apo-110), in its forecasts
because this nore nmodest growth rate for GCNP air tours allows for just

such variations and economc cycles."”

“In an internal information paper estimating growth in comercial air
tours at GCNP, "Grand Canyon Forecast", the FAA Statistics and Forecast
Branch (APO 1101 utilized 1994 Term nal Area Forecast (TAr) data in
conjunction with air taxi data for five airports from which GCNP
commercial air tours originate. These airports were Las Vegas McCarran,
North Las Vegas, Gand Canyon Airport, Henderson Executive {sky Harborl
and Boulder Gty. The 1994 TAF estinmates indicate Gand Canyon
operations will increase at a conpound annual rate of 3.3 percent over
the 16-year forecast period (1994-2010). This conmpound annual rate of
growth was derived fromthe calculated |o-year growh of 43 percent for
projected "G and Canyon" operations, a statistic determned to be within
the range of error of the 50 percent estinmate noted above.

Mre recent, prelimnary estimates by the FAA Statistics and Forecast
Branch suggest a |lower growth rate (about 2.9 percent). The new growth
rate estimate may be used in the regulatory analysis for the final rule.

The raa also estimates general aviation operations at GCNP Airport at
approxi mately 9,000 in 1987 and 7,000 in 1993, suggesting no increase in
general aviation activity. According to the Las Vegas FSDO general
aviation accounts for about 3 percent of all GCNP overflights.
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The FAA has deternined that the baseline to be used for the commerci al
air tour limtation will be the first 12 nonths during which Grand
Canyon air tour operators were required to report under § 93.317. \hat
follows is an aggregate statistical profile of the air tour industry
based on the operator's air tour reports for the base year period May 1,

1997 through April 30, 1998.

In the base period there were 24 air tour operators reporting, 17 of
whom conducted air tours over GCNP in fixed-wing aircraft, 6 in
helicopters, and 1 operator did so using a nixed fleet." Fourteen of
these operators based their operations out of Las Vegas and vicinity,
five operated out of Tusayan and five were located at other airports;
one Las Vegas operator also had substantial operations originating in
Page, AZ. The FAA has determined that during this tine, these operators
utilized 229 different aircraft to conduct Grand Canyon air tours, using

an average of about 110 per day.

During the base period, air tour operators conducted about 88,000 air
tours over the Grand Canyon. During the FAA defined peak or sunmer
season (May-Septenber), air tour operators conducted about 52,500
commercial air tours, or 60 percent of the total annual air tours. Ar

tour activity originating out of Tusayan seens to be nore influenced by

Y The Grand Canyon commercial air tour industry is a dynamic,
constantly evolving industry. O the 24 operators reporting to the FAA
from May 1997 through April 1998, one no longer is operating in the
Canyon, and two others sold their Las Vegas based operations to another
Las Vegas operator. A fourth operator is currently attenmpting to
reorgani ze under Chapter 11. Currently, the FAA believes there are 20
or 2: operators conducting air tours over the Gand Canyon.

The operator of the nmixed fixed-wing and helicopter fleet is treated as
two separate business entities in the regulatory evaluation cost
analysis. This preserves separateness in assessing cost inmpacts on the
two aircraft groups of operators. Thus, the 24 reporting operators are
anal yzed as 25 separate businesses.
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seasonal factors than air tour activity originating out of Las Vegas.
Qperators whose tours originate in Las Vegas (West-end), conducted just
over SO percent of their air tours during the 5 nonth peak season.
Tusayan operators conducting air tours on the East-end of the Canyon

flew nearly 70 percent of their air tours during the peak season.

O the 229 aircraft identified, 182 were fixed-winy aircraft and ranged
from singl e-engi ne Piper and Cessna 3-seat npdels to DeHavilland Twin

Oters with 19 passenger seats. Mst of the 47 helicopters used for air
tours of the Grand Canyon were Bell and Aerospatiale mbdels with seating

capacities of four-, five- and six-passenger seats."

The FAA base year estimates indicate approximtely 616,000 passengers
took commercial air tours of the Canyon generating approximtely $90.3
mllion in air tour gross operating revenue." Proportionately, air
tour passengers flying in fixed-winy aircraft accounted for about 71
percent of all Gand Canyon air tour passengers, and 72 percent of the
air tour revenue. Helicopter tours accounted for just under 30 percent

of the Grand Canyon air tours and revenue.

Wth regard to the individual air tour routes, 29 percent of all air
tours were flown in fixed-wing aircraft along the "Blue 1” route, or
what is now referred to as the National Canyon Corridor route. However,

about 55 percent of all revenue was generated by the various tours

Al information with regard to air tours, aircraft and the Gand
Canyon air tour industry in general, do not take into consideration the
air tours conducted by one Las Vegas operator in 5 Fokker F-27 aircraft
with seating capacities for 49-50 passengers. This operator conducted
his Canyon business above the current SFAR 50-2 ceiling. Conseguently,
he was not required to report these flights under 14 CFR § 93. 317.

** Taking into consideration the nultiplier effect devel oped by the
United States Air Tour Association, total revenue for the GCNP air tour
"industry would be just over $225 million (2.5*$3%0.3 million). Sone of
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conducted along this particular tour route. Wth regard to the southern
Sanup Flight-free Zone area, just over 21 percent (12.7 percent, fixed-
winged aircraft; 8.5 percent, helicopters) of all GCNP air tours were
flown aiong the Sanup Blue 2 and Green 4 routes in the base period. The
proportionate revenue was 20.5 percent (8.5 percent, fixed-w nged
aircraft; 12.0 percent, helicopters). Taken together, although barely
50 percent of the Grand Canyon air tours are conducted by Las Vegas
operators along these routes, over 75 percent of the Canyon revenue is

derived from these tours.

Wth regard to the Dragon Corridor, 95 percent of the 43,000 East-end
fixed-wing and helicopter air tours enter the Dragon Flight Corridor.
The fixed-wing aircraft and helicopter air tours that feature or include
the Dragon Corridor account for just over 46 percent of all Gand Canyon
air tours and about 23 percent of total air tour revenue during the May
1997-April 1998 base period. Estimates for the Zuni Point Flight
Corridor are just over 19 percent of all air tours and 12.5 percent of

all Grand Canyon air tour revenue.

Wilizing information published in the Economic Values for Eval uation of

Federal Aviation Administration |nvestnent of Regul atory Prograns, June,

1998, the FAA also devel oped variable operating cost estimtes (crew,
fuel and oil, and maintenance costs) for nost of the nmakes and nodel s of
aircraft operating in the Canyon. The FAA estimates that for the base
period, the total variable operating cost for GCNP air tour operators

was $27.1 nmillion, which yields a total revenue net of variable

this revenue is shared with other vendors (tour bus operators, hotels,
etc.) located at Tusayan and at the South Rimof the Gand Canyon.

% Of the total nunber of Gand Canyon commercial air tours, nearly 30

percent fly a loop within the Dragon Corridor only, but only about 1
percent fly a loop within the Zuni Point Corridor only.
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operating costs of $63.2 nmillion ($90.3 nmillion - $27.1 nillion) as

measured in 1997 doll ars. Because variabl e operating costs were
estimated for each type of the aircraft operating along each of the
different air tour routes in the Grand Canyon SFRA, conpari sons of the
variabl e operating costs and "et operating revenue anmong the different
routes simlar to those just discussed with respect to total revenue are
possi bl e. However, revenue net of variable operating costs

(hereinafter, referred to as "et revenue) does not alter the
proportionate distribution of air tour dollars by route to any

significant degree.)’

As a concluding note to this section, the FAA also estinmates that the
total value of the Gand Canyon overflight fees collected fromthe
operators by the NPS as well as the estinated gate fees assessed the
ground passengers entering the GCNP as part of their air/ground tour is

in excess of $4 nillion for the base period

Smal | Busi ness Concerns

The Regulatory Flexibility Act of 1980 establishes "as a principle of
regul atory 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 governnental jurisdictions subject to regulation.”™ To achieve that
principal, the Act requires agencies to solicit and consider flexible

regul atory proposals and to explain the rational for their actions. The

" Total revenue net of variable operating costs might also be thought
of as the contribution to overhead and profits.

“ Net revenue is not the same as profit; there are other commercial air
tour associated costs that will have to be netted out prior to the
determ nation of a" accurate profit estinmate. Nevertheless, "et revenue
change is an indicator of change in profitability.
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Act covers a wide-range of small entities, including small businesses,

not-for-profit organizations and small governmental jurisdictions.

Agencies nust performa review to determne whether a proposed or fina
rule will have a significant economc inmpact on a substantial nunber of
small entities. |f the determination is that it will, the agency nust

prepare a regulatory flexibility analysis (RFa} as described in the Act.

This proposed rule would inpact all business entities conducting
comercial air tours over Gand Canyon National Park. Data collected
for the base period (May 97-Apr 98) indicates that there were 25 small
entities at that tinme (24 operators, one of whom conducted business as a
fixed-wing operator and as a helicopter operator). Since every air tour
oper ator doi ng business in GCNP woul d be inpacted by this propesai and
they are all "small businesses" (the criteria of which will be discussed
later), the FAA concludes that there would be a significant economc

i mpact on a substantial number of snmall entities and has conducted an

initial regulatory flexibility analysis (IRFA) as required by the RFA.

The FAA has chosen to prepare the cost of conpliance chapter to include
the inpacts on small businesses. Since the inpact on small businesses
is such a dominant part of the quantifiable costs inmpact of this rule,
the entire econonmic analysis is structured around the IFRA rather than

being nade a separate section

** Since inpacts on small businesses are such a dominant part of the
quantifiable costs inpacts of this rule, the entire economc analysis is
structured around the IRFA, rather than being made a separate section.
Accordingly, the entire analysis contained herein is the |IRFA
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C} The Proposed Rul e

The government has anal yzed the noise situation at GCNP over the |ast
two years and has decided that a greater effort nmust be nade to reach
the statutory goals of Public Law 100-91, especially in light of the
President's Menorandum  Noise generated by aircraft conducting
comercial air tours presents a specific type of problem because these
aircraft tend to be operated repeatedly at low altitudes over the same
routes. Thus, the FAA issued its 1996 final rule and instituted the

aircraft cap as a nmeans to limt aircraft noise generated by air tours.

In the 1996 final rule, however, the FAAR underestimated the number of
aircraft operated in the SFRA by commercial air tour operators. This
problem was identified in the Notice of Carification issued Cctober 31,
1997 (62 FR 58898). |" fact, the FAA concluded in this Notice that
"there is enough excess capacity in terms of aircraft numbers for air
tours to increase by 3.3 percent annually for the next twelve years if
the demand exists (62 FR 58902).” The FAA went on to state that "in the
aggregate, and for most individual operators, the nunber of air tours
provided can continue to increase while the nunber of aircraft remains

the sane.

This NP&RM woul d tenporarily limt comrercial air tours in the GCNP SFRA
at the level reported to the FaA by the operators for the base year,
pending inplementation of the Conprehensive Noise Management Plan

During the inplementation of the commercial air tour linmitation, the FAA
and the NPS would collect further information regarding conmercial SFRA
operations and aircraft noise in GCNP. The NPS and the FAA would use
the information collected during this time to determ ne whether the

"substantial restoration of natural quiet" has been achieved. |" the
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event that the agencies determine that the statutory goal is not met
through the various noise mtigation techniques adopted, the FAA and NPS
woul d need to take further steps to achieve the statutory goal. This
could nean that the commercial air tour limtation would become

permanent end/or that commercial air tours would be further linmted

In addition to the limtation on comercial air tours, this rulenmaking
woul d add a requirement for certificate holders to file a visual flight
rules (very flight filing plan to provide the FAA with a nechanismfor
monitoring and enforcing the limtation. This rule also would nodify
the current reporting requirements to require comercial air tour
operators to report air tour and other types of flights that enter the
SFRA. This data would be used to assess the noise situation in GCNP and

further devel op the Conprehensive Noise Managenent Plan

The weRM al so woul d make a nunber of non-substantive changes to Part 93,
subpart uU. These changes consist of the follow ng: renunbering

par agraphs, moving subparagraphs into new sections and anendi ng section
headi ngs.  These changes are intended to make the rule easier to read

and understand and to reflect the changes proposed herein.

Definitions

Three new definitions would be added to § 93.303 and would be applicable
to part 93, subpart u. Definitions would be added for the terns
"allocation", "commercial air tour", and "conmercial SFRA operation."”

Al l ocation: The term "allocation" would be defined as the authorization

to conduct a commercial air tour in the Grand Canyon National Park

{GCNP} Special Flight Rules Area (SFra). FEach operator reporting base
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year air tours to the FAA woul d receive one allocation for each

commercial air tour reported

Commercial Air Tour: The term "commercial air tour" would be defined as
any flight conducted for conpensation or hire in a powered aircraft
where a purpose of the flight is sightseeing. If the operator of a
flight asserts that the flight is not a conmercial air tour, the
Admi ni strator may consider a nunmber of factors in deternining whether
the flight is actually a commercial air tour. Factors that the
Administrator may consider include, but are not linmted to the
follow ng: 1) whether there was a holding out to the public of
willingness to conduct a sightseeing flight for conpensation or hire; 2)
whether a narrative was provided that referred to areas or points of
interest on the surface; 3) the area of operation; 4) the frequency of
flights; 5) the route of flight; 6) the inclusion of sightseeing flights
as part of any travel arrangenment package; or 7) whether the flight or
flights in question would or would not have been cancel |l ed based on poor
visibility of the surface.' The Administrator may give nore weight to
some factors than others in making this determnation. This
definitional change also will be consistent with other rul emakings that

the FAA is working on.

The current rules at part 93, subpart U use the term "conmmercia
sightseeing flight" at § 93.305 (Flight-free zones and flight
corridors), § 93.307 (Mnimum flight altitudes); 93.315 (Comercia

si ghtseeing operations); § 93.316 (Commercial Sightseeing limtations);
and § 93.317 (Conmercial sightseeing flight reporting requirenents).
This NPRM woul d replace the term "conmmercial sightseeing flight" wth

i
the term "conmercial air tour" throughout part 93, subpart u.
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This proposed definition would clarify which flights are considered
commercial air tours. The current rules do not define the term
"“commercial sightseeing flight". Instead, the FAA has assumed that
flights operated on the Blue, Black and Green air tour routes that are
reported to the FAA under § 93.317 are comercial air tour flights with
the followi ng exceptions: 1) flights using the Blue Direct and Bl ue
Direct South routes generally are presumed to be flights to nove
passengers from point A to point B (transportation) or flights to
position aircraft (repositioning flight); and 2) flights using the Geen
3 route are operated under an FAA Form 7711-1 Certificate of Wiver or
Aut horization (issued by the Las Vegas Flight Standards District Ofice)
in support of Supai Village and the Havasupai Tribe. The FAA al so
believes that nost flights operated on the Brown routes are operated
under an FAA Form 7711-1 Certificate of \Waiver or Authorization,
typically in support of the Canyon's river rafting operations, but that
on occasion, a sightseeing flight could transition to a Brown route as a
part of a nmore extensive comercial sightseeing flight. In the proposed
rule, there are only two east/west routes that will be used for al

types of commercial SFRA operations. Hence, because it will be nore
difficult to identify air tours based on the route flown, the FAA
intends to define the term "comercial air tour", to separate commerci al

air tours fromother types of flights.

Commercial SFRA Qperations: Public Law 100-91 recognizes that noise

associated with "aircraft overflights" at the GCNP is causing "a
significant adverse effect on the natural quiet and experience of the
park." In order to inprove noise managenment in the GCNP, the agencies
believe it is necessary to inpose some requirements on all flights
conducted in the 3FRA by air tour operators, regardless of whether an
air tour is actually conducted on that flight. Therefore, the FAA

proposes to adopt a new termto apply to all conmercial operations
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conducted by certificate holders authorized to conduct air tours and

occurring within the GCNP SFRA.

The term "Conmercial Special Fight Rules Area Qperation" (Conmercial
SFRA Operation) would be defined as any portion of a flight within the
GCNP SFRA that is conducted by a certificate holder that has operations
specifications authorizing sir tours within the GCNP SFRA. This termis
broader than the term "comercial air tour” and as it includes air tours
as well as transportation, repositioning, mintenance, and
training/proving flights. The types of flights included in the
definition of commercial SFRA operations would be set forth in the "Las
Vegas Flight Standards District Ofice Gand Canyon National Park
Special Flight Rules Area Procedures Manual" and may be revised from
time to tinme to accurately reflect flights in the sFRA. Commercial SFRA
operations do not include supply and admnistrative flights conducted
under contract with the Indian tribes, or other flights conducted under
FAA Form 7711-1 Certificates of \aiver or Authorization. The FAA
proposes to create this new termso that it can better account for the
types of operations occurring within the park other than commercial air

tours.

Requirenents Specific to Commercial srFrRA Operations

Section 93.315 would be reorgani zed and revised to remove the capacity
limtation of aircraft and to delete the reference to the outdated SFAR
No. 38-2. The current l|anguage only applies to aircraft having a
passenger-seat configuration of 30 or fewer seats. The FAA believes
that rermoval of the capacity restriction is necessary because it is
aware that some air tour operators are beginning to use |arger capacity

aircraft. The FAA wants to ensure that each air tour operator,
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regardl ess of the capacity of aircraft, is held to the same operationa

and safety standards.

Section 93.317 of the NPRM would naintain the current curfew hours in
the Dragon and Zuni Point Corridors (current § 93.316{(a}). This curfew
woul d not apply to comercial SFRA operations. Currently, the curfew
applies to "commercial sightseeing operations", which is an undefined
term  The FAA believes that amending this curfew to include conmercial
SFRA operations woul d inprove the managenment of aircraft noise in the
Dragon and Zuni Point Corridors. Renoving this |anguage from § 93. 316

to proposed § 93.317, would renpve and reserve § 93.316

Section 93.325 would require certificate holders conducting conmercia
air tours in the GCNP SFRA to report their comercial SFRA operations to
the FAA on a quarterly basis. As discussed below, this reporting
requirement would enable the FAA and NPS to assess nore accurately the
noi se |level and airspace use in GCNP and further the devel opnent of the

Conpr ehensi ve Noi se Managenent Pl an

Operations Limtation

This NpRM woul d limit all comercial air tours in the GCNP SFRA on a

cal endar year basis so that such air tours conducted by certificate
holders in the SFRA do not exceed the anmount of air tours reported in
accordance with current § 93.317 for the year My 1, 1997 - April 30,
1998. This tine period is being used as the basis for determning the
all ocations because it is the first year for which the FAA has air tour
data that has been fully conpiled and anal yzed. Proposed § 93.319 woul d
establish this comercial air tour limtation. The nunber of air tours
that a certificate holder could conduct would be shown on the

certificate holder's operations specifications as allocations
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The FAA is proposing that these allocations would remain unchanged by
the FAA for a twenty-four nonth period, fromthe effective date of this
rule. After that tine, all certificate holders' aillocations may be
revised based on the following: 1) data submitted under proposed §
93.325; 2) updated noise analysis; and/or 3) the status of the

Conpr ehensi ve Noi se Management Plan. Any change in allocations would be

subject to notice and coment rul emaking.

The FAA and NPS realize that commercial air tour operators need
consistency to justify equi pment investment and neke other business
plans. In devising the proposed two-year term for the allocations, the
FAA considered two other alternatives including revising the allocations
on an annual basis or on an ad-hoc bases thereafter. The FAA rejected
both of these alternatives because it was concerned that neither
alternative would achieve the proper balance between providing the
certificate holders with the latitude necessary to conduct business and
controlling noise in the GCNP. The FAA solicits 'coments on this

matter.

Initial Allocation

Under this NPRM, each commercial air tour reported to the FAA for the
base year would be represented by an allocation. Thus each certificate
hol der that reported conmercial air tours to the FAA in accordance with
current § 93.317 would receive one allocation for each air tour reported
during the May 19%7- April 1998 base year period. The total nunber of
comercial air tours that were reported by the operators to the FAA for

that base year was 88, 000

To prevent a worsening of noise conditions in the park during the peak

season, the FAA, in consultation with the NPS, believes that a peak
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season cap that prevents the nmovenent of allocations from of f-peak
season into the peak season should be established. Peak season

al l ocations, however, would be permtted to be used during the off-peak
season as noise during the off-peak season generally is substantially

| ess than during the peak season. The FAA proposes that the peak season
be defined as the period from May 1 - Septenber 30; off-peak would be
the period Cctober 1 - April 30. This peak/off-peak season definition
is consistent with the summer and wi nter season for curfew purposes.

The curfewis from6 P.M to 8 AM during the summer season and from 5
P.M to 9 AM during the winter season. Peak/off-peak allocations also
woul d be deternmined fromthe information reported to the FAA for the

base year.

This restriction helps to elimnate the potential that noise will becone
worse during the peak season nonths because operators will maximze
their allocation use during that tinme. Additionally, the restriction
reduces the potential of an airspace congestion problem caused by
operators using all of their allocations during the peak season and
shutting down their business during the off-peak season. This
restriction was deermed advisable after the FAA utilized the Airport and
Al rspace Sinulation Conputer Mbdel (stMMoD) which denobnstrated

significant use of routes during the peak season.

In developing this NPRM the FAA and NPS considered three operational
alternatives: 1) the proposed 5 nmonth peak season (May-Septenber): 2) a
three nonth (July |-Septenber 30) peak season; and 3) a uniform year
with no peak/off-peak delineation. The base year data indicates that
the July - Septenber tine period is the nost active period. A shorter
peak may linmit the ability of the operators to maximze the use of their
al l ocations since they will not be able to use off-peak air tour

allocations during the peak season.
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Under the proposed rule, allocations also would be separated into those
that may be used in the Dragon and Zuni Point Corridors and those that
may be used in the rest of the SFRa. Dragon and Zuni Point allocations
again woul d be determ ned based on the nunber of air tours an operator
conducted in this region for the base year. Only operators who reported
air tours in these corridors for the base year would receive allocations
for these corridors. The NPS and the FAA believe it is necessary to
restrict allocations for the Dragon and Zuni Point Corridors because the
airspace in this region is already congested. The agencies believe that
this restriction would help to maintain the nunber of air tours in these
corridors at a level that does not pose a congestion problem and that
mnimzes the likelihood that aircraft noise in this region of the park
will increase. This linmtation would be revisited upon the

i mpl ementation of the Conprehensive Noi se Managenment Pl an.

Certificate holders identified as receiving allocations to conduct air
tours in the SFRA will receive a witten notification informng them of
the following information: 1) Total nunber of air tours allocated in the
SFRA; 2) Nunber of air tours allocated in the Dragon and Zuni Poi nt
Corridors; 3) Peak season allocation for the SFRA; and 4) Peak season
allocation for the Dragon and Zuni Point corridors. This notification

will be sent out concurrently with publication of this NPRM.

The FAA recognizes that the air tour business in GCNP is fluid, and that
due to mergers/acquisitions, bankruptcies, or other reasons that affect
operations, certificate holders may contend that the data they subnmitted
for May 97-April 98 does not accurately reflect their current business.
Any certificate holder who believes that the data is not reflective of
its business operations as of the date of this notice is invited to
subnmit a witten request to the Manager, Air Transportation Division,

Flight Standards Service, requesting that its allocation be re-assessed
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and indicating why the base year is not an accurate allocation. In

eval uating such a request, the Mnager will noct consider making any

modi fications that affect the base year nunber of 88,000. &ny

modi fications will only result in redistribution of allocations anpbngst
affected certificate holders or within a certificate holder's allocation
distribution (e.g., business operations prior to this NPRMinto the

Dragon or zZuni Point sector).

Flight Plans

Proposed § 93. 323 would require each certificate holder of a commercial
SFRA operation to file a" FAA visual flight rules (VER) flight plan with
a" FAA Flight Service Station for each flight. Each flight segnent (one
t ake-of f and one |anding) would require a flight plan. The purpose of
the flight would be indicated in the "remarks" section of the flight
plan. There are five types of flights. The term conmercial air tour
woul d be as already defined in this rule. The other four flights would
be defined in the "Las Vegas Flight Standards District O fice Grand

Canyon National Park Special Flight Rules Area Procedures Manual” as

foll ows:

1. Transportation - A flight transporting passengers for
conmpensation or hire frompoint Ato point B on a flight other
than a" air tour.

2. ~Repositioning - A "on-revenue flight for the purpose of
repositioning the aircraft (i.e. a return flight without
passengers after a" air tour and that is conducted to
reposition the aircraft for the next air tour).

3. Mai ntenance flight - A flight conducted under a special
flight permt, or a support flight to transport necessary
repair equipnent or personnel to a" aircraft that has a
mechani cal probl em

4, Training - A flight taken for one of the follow ng

purposes: 1) pilot training in the SFRA; 2) checking the
pilot's qualifications to fly in the SFRA; or 3) an aircraft
proving flight conducted under § 121.163 or § 135.145.
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The information obtained fromthe flight plan would be used to ensure
conpliance with the commercial air tours linmtation. The certificate
hol ders may wish to develop "canned" flight plans that nay be opened and
closed qui ckly.  Copies would not have to be maintained by the

certificate holder cr its pilot.

The FAA believes that the VFR flight plan requirenent is |ess
burdensome. At this time, the FAA believes that the flight plan filing

is a feasible approach.

Reporting

The reporting requirement currently contained in § 93.317 woul d be moved
to proposed § 93.325 and expanded to cover certificate holders with air
tour operations specifications for the GCNP srFra conducting commercia
SERA operations (i.e., air tours, maintenance, transportation,
repositioning, or training/proving flights). The information reported
would be simlar to that currently required by § 93.317. Additionally
because conmercial SFRA operations can originate in one tinme zone and
cross tine zones, the FAA wants to ensure that times reported are
consistent. At this time, the FAA is proposing that tinme be shown in
Uni versal Coordinated Time (UCT). The FAA seeks comment on whether UTC
woul d be the appropriate tine neasurenent or whether an alternative time

zone (i.e., Muntain standard Ti ne) should be used.

The reporting that woul d be required by proposed § 93.325 woul d be
submtted to the Las Vegas Flight Standards District Ofice on a
quarterly basis. Currently, certificate holders are required to report
three times a year. A number of certificate holders, however, have
commented to the FAA that quarterly filing would be preferred because

the timng would be consistent with other government reporting
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requirenents (IRS, Social Security, etc.). The information submtted

on these quarterly reports would be used by the FAA and NPS to assess
the noise situation in GCNP and in devel opnment of the Conprehensive
Noi se Managenment Plan. Certificate holders could continue to subnmit the
quarterly reports in witten form electronic transm ssion (diskettes,

email) i s preferabl e and encouraged.

Certificate holders conducting flights in the SFRa under an FAA Form
7711-1 Certificate of Waiver or Authorization would not be required to
report under § 93.325; however, the FAA is considering requiring such
reporting as a condition of the waiver. Such reporting would provide
the agencies with a clearer picture of the types and nunbers of flights

operating in the sFRA. The FAA seeks comment on this matter

Transfer of Allocations

Al l ocations to conduct commercial air tours in the GCNP SFRA would be an
operating privilege granted to certificate holders who conducted and
reported commercial air tours during the base year. As proposed, the
allocation would be subject to reassessment after two years.

Al locations to conduct commercial air tours in the GCNP SFRA woul d not

be a property interest.

The FAA recognizes that air tour operators often utilize a variety of
contracting/subcontracting nmethods to handl e passenger |oads during busy
periods. Thus, the FAA proposes to allow an allocation to be
transferred among certificate holders, subject to three restrictions.
First, all certificate holders would be required to report any transfer
to the Las Vegas Flight Standards District Ofice. Pernanent transfers
of allocations resulting from mergers/acquisitions, bankruptcies, or

other reasons that affect operations, would require FAA approval through
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the nodification of the operations specifications in addition to the
required reporting to the Las Vegas Flight Standards District Ofice in
witing. Tenporary transfers would only need to be reported to the Las
Vegas Flight Standards District Ofice (FSDO). Second, all certificate
hol ders would be subject to all other applicable requirements in the
Federal Aviation Regul ations. Third, allocations authorizing comercia
air tours outside the Dragon and Zuni Point Corridors would not be
permtted to be transferred into the Dragon and Zuni Point Corridors.
Allocations to operate within the Dragon and zuni Point Corridors,
however, could be used outside the Dragon end Zuni Point Corridors.

This restriction is necessary to ensure that flights within these
corridors do not increase, thus posing a potential safety and noise

probl em

Furthermore, certificate holders who voluntarily cease conducting air
tour operations in the GCNP sFrA for any consecutive 180 day peri od
would | ose their allocations. This use or |ose provision recognizes
that the FAA is the sole controller of these allocations. [f not used,
the holder would lose its operating privilege and the FAA would then
assert its control end decide whether to redistribute the allocations.
The FAa considered proposing a time period shorter than 180 days,
however, given the seasonal nature of the air tour business the FAA
believes that a shorter time could be prejudicial against the
certificate holders. The FAA believes that 180 days is a reasonable
acconmodation to the certificate holders and allows them the flexibility

to manage their business.

The FAA also would retain the right to redistribute, reduce or revoke
all ocations based on the need to carry out its statutory mandate to
regulate for efficiency of airspace or aviation safety. Additionally

the FAA could redistribute, reduce or revoke allocations if the

40



certificate holder voluntarily surrendered the allocation or in the
event of an involuntary cessation of business (i.e., FAA shuts down an
operator follow ng an FAA enforcenent action). This last factor likely
woul d occur when the FAA enforced its regulations against a certificate
hol der to inprove airspace efficiency or aviation safety. Any action
taken against an individual certificate holder under § 93.323 would not

be subject to notice and comment rul emaking

2. Benefits

The primary intended benefit of this proposed rule is its contribution
_toeward achieving the public mandate inposed by P.L. 100-91 to
substantially restore natural quiet in Gand Canyon National Perk. This
is one of three actions currently being taken by the FAA to nove toward
that geal. One of the other two actions is an issuance of a notice of
proposed rul emaking to make certain nodifications of the airspace
designations in GCNP and the other is a notification of nodifications to
routes in the park. In addition to a discussion of restoration of
natural quiet, a quantified analysis is given in this benefits section
of the increased value that less aircraft noise may provide to ground
visitors in the park. The FAA has estimted potential benefits two ways
inthis analysis. First, restoration of natural quiet is discussed, and
second, a quantified estimate is made of the increased value of trips to

the park by ground visitor if this proposal were inplenented

The FAA's benefits analysis is limted to comercial air tour aircraft
noi se because only conmercial air tours would be affected by this
proposed rul e. It is recognized that other aircraft operate in the
vicinity of the Gand Canyon, either above the SFRA or along designated
corridors (general aviation (GA)) through the sFRa. This noise has not

been measured or included in the noise nodels used to obtain the
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estimates contained in this analysis because the FAA believes the anount
of noise produced by these aircraft is very small conpared to that of
commercial air tour aircraft. (As noted in footnote 12, GA traffic
accounts for about 3 percent of all aircraft traffic in the GCNP
according to the Las Vegas FSDO. The FAA does not believe that this
amount of noise would affect the accuracy of its estinmates. The FAA

wel cones comments on this matter.

A) Restoration of Natural Quiet

The policy decision of GCNP is that a substantial restoration requires
that 50% or nore of the park achieve "natural quiet" (i.e., no aircraft
audi bl e) for 75-100 percent of the day. That level of "quiet" (50
percent) does not exist today in the park, in spite of past actions to
limt noise. Based on noise nodeling, the FAA estimates that today only
about 32 percent of the park area has had natural quiet restored.
Furthernore, if no additional action is taken, estimated future air tour
growth will reduce even that nunber to about 25 percent in nine to ten
years. On the other hand, noise nodeling indicates that this proposal,
together with the other two FAA actions, would increase the restoration
of natural quiet to slightly nmore than 41 percent and maintain that

level in the future. The FAA will rmonitor future operations in the park
to determne the actual |evel of natural quiet that is restored. If
necessary, further actions will be taken to ultimtely achieve the goal

of substantial restoration of natural quiet.

B) I ncreased Value of Ground Visit Analysis

The benefits of noise reduction attributable to this rulemaking can be
broadly categorized as use and non-use benefits. Use benefits are the

benefits perceived by individuals fromthe direct use of a resource such
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as hiking, rafting, or sightseeing. Non-use benefits are the benefits
perceived by individuals from nerely knowing that a resource exists, or
is preserved, in a given state. The use benefits of this rul emaking
have been estinated and are presented bel ow.  The non-use benefits

attributable to this rul emaking have not been estinated.

An econom ¢ study has not been conducted specifically to estimte the
benefits of this rulemaking. Wile generally accepted methodol ogies
exist to estimte such values (e.g., Freeman 1993), those technigues are
costly and require a significant period of time for the requisite study
design, data collection, and analysis steps. An alternative to these
resource-intensive techniques is the "benefits transfer” methodol ogy.
That net hodol ogy conbines value estimtes from existing econonic studies
with site-specific information (in this case, regarding visitation

| evel s and the nature and extent of noise inpacts) to estimte benefits.

The obvious advantage of benefits transfer is the avoided cost and tinme
required to conduct site-specific economc studies. The disadvantage of
benefits transfer is that the analysis is limted by the scope of

exi sting economic studies. In order to ensure that appropriate studies
were selected for this analysis, the following criteria were enpl oyed.
Sel ected economic studies nust reasonably represent the resources to

be valued in ternms of physical characteristics, service flows, user
characteristics, and available substitutes.

Sel ected economic studies nmust be scientifically sound. Studies that
are either published in a peer-reviewed academ c journal, that are
conducted by a recognized university-associated researcher, or that
are conducted by an established consulting firm are considered to be
scientifically sound.

Sel ected economi c studies nust use appropriate valuation
met hodol ogi es.

The studies selected to estimate the benefits of this rulemaking conform

to each of these criteria
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The site-specific information used in the benefit estimation includes
visitation data for GCNP and a visitor survey conducted to document the
visitor inpacts of aircraft noise within GCNP. The available visitation
data for GCNP permits the categorization of visitors into backcountry
users, river users, and other visitors. The activities included in the
"other visitors" category primarily involves sightseeing, as well as
other activities such as hiking or canping not related to backcountry or
river use. The nunber of visitor-days in 1997 for these visitor groups

is presented bel ow.

Nunmber of \ﬁsitor-ﬁays

Grand Canyon National Park, 19%7

Visitor Group ' Visitor-Days
Backcountry 99, 137
River 182,481

O her 5,788,187

Tot al 6,069,805

Source: National Park Service

Wiile the FAA, based on its projections on air traffic growth at the
airports around GCNP, assunes that the number of air tours would
increase at an annual rate of 3.3 percent, the FAA is neverthel ess,
assuming that the nunber of visitor-days at GCNP would remmin constant
at 1997 levels throughout the evaluation period of this rul emaking.
This assunption is considered to be reasonable because of the actions
the NPS is taking to control visitor growth. Permits for backcountry
and river use are limted to a maximum nunber that can be issued each
year. Also, the NPS is planning on preventing cars from entering GCNP.
Rimvisitors will have to park outside GCNP and take a shuttle into the
Park. This will greatly reduce or possibly elininate any future growth

in the nunber of rimvisitors. Last, an assunption of constant
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visitation is a conservative approach that will not bias the indicated
net benefits of the rulemaking upward and woul d al so probably result in

benefits being somewhat underestinated.

The GCNP visitor survey indicates that these different visitor groups
are variously affected by aircraft noise (HBRS, Inc. and Harris, Mller,
MIller, & Hanson, |Inc. 1993). This survey asked respondents to classify
the interference of aircraft noise with their appreciation of the
natural quiet of GCNP as either "not at all," "slightly," "noderately,"
very much," or "extrenely." The percent of visitors indicating these

impacts is presented below by visitor group.

Visitors Affected by Aircraft Noise

Grand Canyon National Park

| npact Backcountry? River® Q her
Not At All 41. 0% 45. 5% 76. 0%
Slightly 15. 0% 16. 5% 11. 0%
Moderately 13. 5% 10. 0% 4. 0%
Very Mich 14. 5% 12. 5% 4. 0%
Extrenel y 16. 0% 15. 5% 5. 0%

" Average for summer and fall users.
®Average for notor and oar users.
Source: HBRS, Inc. and Harris, MIller, MIller, & Hanson, Inc. 1993

Estimated Visitor-Day Values (Consuner Surplus)

Gand Canyon National Park

Visitor St udy Activity Vi sitor-Day
G oup Value
{1998 $)
Backcountry  Bergstrom and Backpacki ng $37. 13
Cordell 1991 (national survey)
Ri ver Bur eau of River use in $92. 44
Recl amati on 1995 Gand Canyon NP
O her Haspel and Visit to $48.72
Johnson 1982 Bryce Canyon NP

Al values indexed to 1998 using the Consuner Price Index for all urban
cConsumers.
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The econom ¢ studies selected for use in the benefits transfer, and
their indicated visitor-day values, are listed below. These values are
al so known as "consuner surplus." Consuner surplus is the maxinum
amount an individual would be willing to pay to use a resource, mnus
the actual costs of use. It is a measure of the net economic benefit

gained by individuals from participating in recreational activity.

Al dollar amounts were indexed to 1998 using the Consumer Price |ndex
for all urban consumers (Bureau of Labor Statistics, at
http://stats.bls.gov)., That index was considered appropriate for the
benefits estimate since it is nmore closely related to the consumer
surplus values than other indices such as the Goss Donestic Product

implicit price deflator.

The visitor-day value for backcountry use, $37.13, was derived from a
national study of outdoor recreation (Bergstrom and Cordell 1991). That
study estinmated an average of $25.88 per visitor-day in consuner surplus
for backpacking (1987). That value indexed to 1998 is $37.13 per

visitor-day.

The visitor-day value for river use, $92.44, was derived fromthe
econonic analysis contained in the Final Environmental |npact Statenent
for den Canyon Dam operations (Bureau of Reclamation 1995). den
Canyon Dam is inmediately upstream of GCNP, and its operations directly
i npact visitor use there. Consequently, an economc analysis of
recreation in GCNP was included in the Environnental |npact Statement
for Aen Canyon Dam operations. That analysis found that the
recreational benefits of river use (fishing and rafting) vary by
alternative levels of river flow Therefore, the recreational benefits
estimated for the alternative, "nodified low fluctuating flow, " were

used in the present analysis since that alternative represents the nost
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likely river flow scenario for the future. The total consunmer surplus
of recreational river use estinated for that alternative Was $12,174,000
in 1991. 'The total visitor-days of river use in 1991 was 157,610
visitor days. Therefore, the indicated visitor-day value 1s 577.24 in
1991 dollars (812,174,000 divided by 157,610 visitor-days). That val ue
i ndexed to 1998 is $92.44 per visitor-day.

The visitor-day value for all other visitor uses in GCNP, 548.72, was
derived from an econonic analysis of recreation at Bryce Canyon Nationa
Park. The visitor uses addressed by that analysis were considered to
closely match those included in the "other visitors" category for GCNP,
primarily sightseeing. That analysis estimated two consumer surplus
val ues, 571.00 and 562.00 per vehicle in 1980, using alternative

t echni ques. The average of those two val ues, $66.50 per vehicle, was
used in the present analysis. An average of 2.7 visitors per vehicle
for Bryce Canyon National Park was then used to convert that average to
a visitor-day value, $24.63 ($66.50 per vehicle divided by 2.7 visitors
per vehicle). That value indexed to 1998 is $48.72 per visitor-day.

The FAA assumed that these visitor-day values represent the net economic
benefits obtained from recreational uses in GCNP absent any inpacts from
commercial air tour aircraft noise. Therefore, these values potentially
under-state recreational benefits to the extent that they were estimted
in conditions where comercial air tour aircraft noise was present.

There is no known economic study that estimtes the reduction in the

val ue ofrecreational uses due to conmercial air tour aircraft noise for
areas simlar to GCNP. Therefore, the follow ng reductions were assuned
in the present analysis. The results of a sensitivity analysis using

alternative, |ower percentage reductions are also reported bel ow.
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Assumed Reductions in Visitor-ﬁay
Values
G and Canyon National Park
Impact Reduction
Slightly 20%
Moderately 40%
Very Much 60%
Extremely 80%

These data and assunptions inply the following total |ost values from

aircraft noise in 1998. The total lost value of $34.5 million was

calculated as the product of the number of visitor-days, the proportion

of visitors affected by aircraft noise, the visitor-day value, and the
assuned proportional reduction in the visitor-day value, for respective
impact levels and visitor categories. For exanple the total lost value

($675,000) for river users that were moderately affected is the product

of the nunber of river visitor-days (182,481), the proportion of river

Estinated Jotal LoSt val Ue (Consuner surplus) from All _Aircrait Nol Se

Grand Canyon National Park, 1997
------------- Visitor category-------------
mpact Backcountry R ver O her Total
Slightly 5110, 000 5557, 000 $6,204,000 $6,871,000
Moder at e $199, 000, $675, 000 54,512,000 $5, 386,000
Very Mich $320, 000 $1,265,000 56,768,000 $8,353,000
Extrenely $471, 000 52,092,000 $11,280,000 513,843,000
Tot al 51,100,000 54,589,000 528,764,000 334,453,000

users that were noderately affected by aircraft noise (10.0 percent),

the visitor-day value for river use ($92.441, and the assumed reduction

in the visitor-day value given a noderate inpact (40 percent)
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The benefit of this rulemaking is the reduction of the total |ost value
associated with the resulting from |lower future levels of noise from

conmercial air tour aircraft. Through aircraft noise nodeling, FAA has
predi cted the nunber of square mles within GCNP that would be affected
by various levels of comercial air tour aircraft noise, both with and
without the commercial air tour limtation and change in routes. These
noise levels were quantified by a nonlinear measure called Laggon. The
average linearized noise neasure, weighted by the nunber of affected

square mles, is presented bel ow.

Predi cted Future Noise Reductions In & ang Canyon Nat | onal Par k

Due to the Commercial Air Tour Limtation and New Routes

Wei ghted Average Noi se Reduction
--------- Li neari zed Noise Measure--
Year Limtation and No Action Due to the
Rout e Change Limtation and
Rout e Change
1998 1.219. 23 1. 496. 04 18. 50%
02 g 1,219.23 1,713.06 QLT 843, B4

These percentage reductions in commercial air tour aircraft noise were
applied to the total I|ost consumer surplus value fromaircraft noise in
1998 (534.5 mllion) to estimate the current use benefits for future
years. Linear interpolation was used to estimate |levels of noise
reduction for years of the evaluation period not shown in the table
above. This calculation assumes that benefits increase linearly with
noi se reduction (i.e., a constant marginal benefit from noise

reduction). A three percent discount rate was then applied to calculate
the present value of use benefits (discounted to the year 1999) over the
ten year evaluation period. A three percent discount rate is supported

by the economics literature for natural resource valuation (e.g.,
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Freeman 1993). Federal rulenakings also support a three percent
di scount rate for lost natural resource use valuation (61 FR 453; 61 FR
20584). The resulting use benefit estimates are presented bel ow. (See

Table A-1 in the appendix for greeter detail)

It is inportant to recognize significant uncertainties in this
estimation. One area of uncertainty relates to the percentage
reductions in visitor-day values that can be attributed to conmercial

air tour aircraft noise. [t was assumed above that there is a 20

Estinateq Use Benerits
Commercial Air Tour Limtation
G and Canyon National Park
(in'$ million*)
Year Esti mat ed Present Val ue
Benefits

2000 57.82 $7.60
2001 $8.53 $8. 04
2002 $9. 23 $8.45
2003 $9. 93 $8.82
2004 $10.51 $9.07
2005 $11.10 $9. 29
2006 $11. 68 59. 50
2007 $12. 26 $9.68
2008 $12. 83 $9. 84
2009 $13. 43 $9. 90
Tot al $107. 32 S$590.29 |

percent reduction for visitors effected "slightly," a 40 percent
reduction for visitors affected "noderately,” a 60 percent reduction for
visitors affected "very nuch," and an 80 percent reduction for visitors
affected "extremely." In recognition of the uncertainty surrounding
this assunption, one-half of these percentage reductions were used to
calculate an alternative benefit estimate. Additionally, in recognition
of the discount rate recomended in OMB Circular A-94, alternative
benefit estimates were calculated using a seven percent discount rate

These alternative benefit estimates are presented bel ow
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Alternative Estimates of Use Benefits

Total Present Value Over the 10-Yaear Eval uation Period
(in $ nillions)
Visitor-Day Value ~—  tttttoooooossooooes Discount Rat@---=--n--mmn--
Reduction Assunption oo
(Slightly, Mbderately,

Very Mich, Extrenely) t hree percent seven percent
20% 40% &0%, 80% $90. 29 $72.98
10%, 20%, 30%, 40% $45.14 $36.49

N ternative Estimates ol Use Benefits

Total Present Value Over thae Five-Year Evaluation Period
(in $ millions)
\/i SI tor- Day Val ue = TS TTESTEsSsEEs s mEEE Discount Rat (S
Reduction "Assunption ~  cmmoes
(Slight I%/] Moder at el y,

Very Mich, Extrenely) t hree percent seven percent
20%, 40%, 60%, 80% $42.00 $37.37
10%, 20%, 30%, 40% $21.00 $18.67

Aternative Estinates of Use Benerits

Total Present Value Over the Two-Year Eval uation Period

Visitor-Day Value — =—=———m—mmmmmmmeemos Discount Rat---------------
Reduction Assunption — tmmoee
(Slightly, Moderately,

Very Mich, Extrenely) t hree percent seven percent
20%, 40%, 60%, 80% S15. 63 $14.76
10%, 20%, 30%, 40% $7.82 $7.38

The use benefits discussed above assume that the commercial air tour
limtation and the change in routes will occur et about the sanme tine.
The rule being anal yzed, however, only linits conmercial air tours
Hence, benefit estimates were calculated using the sanme methodol ogy
descri bed above, but only applying the predicted noise reduction due to
the comrercial air tour limtation. These alternative benefit estinates

are presented bel ow.
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Aternative Estimates oOf USe Beneriis

Total Present Value Over the 10-Year Evaluation Period
Commaercial Air Tour Linitation Only
(in § nillons)
Visitor-Day Value = —==-—mwemecmmeaoaooo Discount Rate--------------
Reduction Assunption — —-eo-as
(Slightly, Mderately,

Very Mich, Extrenely) t hree percent seven percent
20%, 406, 60% 80% $44.05 $34.61
10%, 20%, 30%, 40% $22.03

Alternative Estimates of Use Benefits

Total Present Value Over the Five-Year Eval uation Period
Commercial Air Tour Limtation Only
(in § millens)
Visitor-Day Value = — — =ewmseaoammmameoo. Discount Rate--------------
Reduction Assumption — see—aa-
Slightly, Moderately,

' Very- Mich; Extremely) t hree percent seven percent
20%, 40%, 60%, 80% $15. 68 $13.78
10%, 20%, 30%, 40% $7. 84 $6. 89

Alternative Estimates of Use Benefits

Total Present Value Over the Two-Year Evaluation Period
Commercial Air Tour Limtation Only
(in 8 millons)
Visitor-Day Value =  ==e=-cmmmmmmmmmaeaae DiscountRat---------------
Reduction Assunption — —e--aa
(Slight IK Moder at el y,
Very Mich, Extrenely) t hree percent seven percent

20%, 40%. 60% 80% $4.21 $3.97
10%, 20%, 30%, 40% $2.11 $1.98

In addition to these use benefits, this rulenmaking may generate
significant non-use benefits. The FAA does not have adequate data to
estimate the non-use benefits of aircraft noise reduction at GCNP.
However, there are other studies that do suggest potentially significant
non-use benefits that mght be attributed to this rulemaking. One such
study was done for the Bureau of Reclamation regarding the operation of
the @ en Canyon Dam (Hagler Bailly Consulting 1995). A national survey
was conducted for this study, indicating significant non-use benefits

for changes in G en Canyon Dam operations. \Wile the magnitude of non-

52



use benefits estimated in that study are not directly applicable to this
rul emaking, potentially significant non-use benefits associated wth

aircraft noise reduction are suggested

3. Costs of Conpliance and Initial Regulatory Flexibility
Determ nation and Analysis

This chapter contains an analysis of the costs of the FAA's Notice of
Proposed Rul emaking that would linmit the number of commercial air tours
that may be conducted in the GCNP SFRA. It would also revise the
reporting requirenents for commercial air tour operators in the GCNP

SFRA.

The proposed rule would inpact all business entities conducting
commerci al air tours over the Grand Canyon National Park (GCNP). Data
collected for the base year period (Miwy 1997 to April 1998) shows that
there were 25 such entities (24 operators, one of whom operated as a
fixed-wing operator as well as a helicopter operator) at that time (this
will be considered the baseline).?® Al of the entities are "small" as
defined by the Snall Business Adninistration {(sBa). Since every air
tour operator doing business in GCNP woul d be i npacted and they all
satisfy the definition of a "small business", the FAA concludes that
there would be a significant economc inmpact on a substantial number of
smal | entities. Consequently, the FAA has conducted this analysis of
conpliance costs to include an initial regulatory flexibility analysis

as required by the Regulatory Flexibility Act

The total cost of this rulemaking will depend to a large extent on the
response to the changes on the part of commercial air tour operators.

The FAA estimates that the proposed regulation 'e.g., five-nonth peak

2 As of April 1999, one of these 25 air tour entities ceased operating.
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season) would result in a potential reduction in future net operating
revenue of $177.6 million or $114.6 million discounted over the next ten
years." Additionally, the FAA estimates that there would be

approxi mately $22,320 ($20,860 discounted) start-up costs to operators
to inplenent the flight plan aiternative (i.e., filing, activating, and
closing a flight plan) proposed in this rulemaking. The on-going costs
to open and close flight plans is not expected to be a significant cost,
but the FAA is unable to measure the cost inmpact at this tinme and

requests public coment.

For quarterly reporting and the other provisions of the proposed rule
{((1) requesting nodification and initial allocations and (2) transfer of
allocations), the cost to air tour operators is estimted to be $30,000
over ten years or $23,000, discounted. Finally, the FAA costs over the
next ten years (including initial allocations) would be $1, 445,900 or

$1,016,900 di scount ed.

In sum the total cost of this proposed rule over the next ten years
woul d be $179.1 nillion or $115.6 mllion, discounted. A summary of the
conpl i ance cost conponents as well as various alternatives that were
under consideration while the proposed rule was under devel opnent is

shown in Table 1.

A} Revenue | npact of Conpliance Mbdel

The nmain economic inpact resulting from the comercial air tour

2! For purposes of the regulatory flexibility analysis and the inpact on
smal | businesses, the FAA calculated the cost of several alternatives
that inmpact how many air tours and when those air tours may be
‘conducted. These are called operating alternatives. The FAA in

addi tion, considered several inplenenting end paperwork alternatives.
These latter alternatives are used to nonitor conpliance
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limtation in the GCNP SFRA is the reduction in potential future net
operating revenue.** This can be cal culated by subtracting the net
operating revenue associated with the projected future number of
comercial air tours under the air tour linmtation fromthe net
operating revenue associated with the projected future number of

conmercial air tours without the air tour limtation.

In addition to the reduction in potential future net operating revenue,
there are other costs associated with the requirements of this proposed
rule. They include inplenentation costs (e.g., developing and filing

flight plans) and certain reporting requirenent costs (e.g., quarterly

reporting to the FAA and transfer of allocations).

Initial Allocation of Air Tours

The number of commercial air tours conducted during the May 1997-April
1998 base year period was used for determining the base nunber of air
tours in this analysis. This information, by operator and by route, was
provided to the FAA in accordance with current section 93.317 of the
Federal Aviation Regul ations (FARs). The FAA then aggregated this
information into four nmajor markets (fixed wing [Blue Routes],

helicopter [Geen 4 route]:, fixed wing [Black route], and helicopter
[Geen 1, 1A, and 2 routes). Under the proposed rule, each air tour
operator who conducted and reported an air tour during that period under

existing section 93.317 would receive one allocation for each air tour

22 1t becones |ess likely that all operators could earn a profit or

cover overhead costs as a result of this proposed rule. Operators who
woul d like to conduct more air tours would be restricted from earning
addi tional revenue which could be used to contribute toward their fixed
or overhead costs w thout acquiring additional allocations from other
certificate holders. Such an acquisition would likely involve the
transfer of nonies. It may be difficult for sone operators to fund such
an acquisition because they would be facing a cash shortage due to
limted earnings.
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reported.

A certificate holder's total allocations would be divided up into peak
season and of f-peak season. The FAA proposes that the peak season be
defined as the period fromMayl - Septenber 30; and the off-peak season
woul d be the period Cctober 1- April 30. This peek/off-peak definition
coincides with the summer and winter season for curfew purposes.
Peak/ of f - peak allocations would be based on the information reported to

the FAA for the sane time period during the base year.

Under the proposed rule, allocations also would be separated into those
that may be used in the Dragon and Zuni Point Corridors and those that
may be used in the rest of the SFRA. Dragon and 2Zuni Point Corridors
al l ocations again would be based on the number of air tours an operator
reported in those corridors for the base year period. operators
conducting no comnmercial air tours in these corridors during the base
year period would receive no allocations for the Dragon and Zuni Poi nt

Corridors.

Cal cul ation of Baseline Nunber of Passengers

The basel ine nunber of passengers was determned for each operator in
this analysis in a four-step process using data provided from interviews
end surveys of the affected air tour operators. First, the FAA
deternmined how many aircraft and which aircraft, by route, were used in
the base year time period. Second, the FAA identified the maximm
nunber of passengers that each aircraft could legally carry. Next, the
FAA determned the load factor for type of aircraft on each route by
operator. In some cases, air tour operators were able to provide the FaA
this estimate by tine of year. After calculating the number of

passengers for each route and for each type of aircraft, the FAA was
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able to sumthis information and deternmine, by narket area in the Gand

Canyon, the baseline nunber of passengers.

Cal cul ation of Baseline Gross Operating Revenue

The baseline gross operating revenue was cal cul ated for each operator

for each route in this analysis using data provided from published
advertisenents fromair tour operators on the price of each type of air
tour. The base period gross operating revenue by route was cal cul ated
by nmultiplying the estimted nunber of passengers that flew on a
specific route for a specific operator by the published retail fare.

For example, if an air tour operator published an air fare as $199 for a
particular route, that estinmate was nultiplied by the estinmated nunber

of passengers flown annually. No discounts are assumed.

Calcul ation of Baseline Variable Operating Cost

Variabl e operating costs for Gand Canyon National Park air tour
operators are defined as the costs for crews, fuel and oil, and
mai nt enance per flight hour. The data by type of aircraft can be found

on Table 4-20 of Econom c Values for Evaluation of Federal Aviation

Admi ni stration | nvestnment and Regul atory Programs published by the

Federal Aviation Adm nistration, FAA-APO 98-8, June 1998. Esti mat es of
the flight tine on a particular route were obtained fromair tour pilots
and individuals in the Las Vegas Flight Standards District Ofice
(FSDO)Y. To calculate the variable operating cost for a particular route
and type of aircraft, the FAA nultiplied the hourly variable operating
costs by the tine to fly the particular route. In a few instances, the
travel time was unavailable-the FAA estimated the tinme using information

fromother air tours and the time it took to conplete those tours.
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Cal cul ati on of Baseline Net Operating Revenue

Baseline net operating revenue for each aircraft by route is the
difference between the gross operating revenue for each route by
aircraft and the variable operating costs for each route by aircraft.

An air tour operator's total net operating revenue is the sum of the net
operating revenues fromall of the routes used by that air tour

oper at or .

Forecast of Growh

The FAA forecast rate of conmpound annual growth in the GCNP is estinated
at 3.3 percent per year. This growth rate was derived from a conposite
of tower operations of four Las Vegas vicinity airports and those of
23 | t

Tusayan as reported in the 1994 Tower Activity Forecast (TAF).

represents different rates of growh at the West and East ends of GCNP.

Calculation of Future Minthly Operations Wthout the Proposed Rule

Commercial air tours in GONP currently are fixed to the extent that air
tour operators cannot increase the nunber of aircraft currently being
operated in GeNp.?* This does not preclude those operators from
conducting more air tours using the same aircraft. The FAA estimated the
future nunber of monthly operations without the proposed rule using

projections as described above for each route by aircraft type and by

*3 An updated official growmh rate may be used in the regulatory
analysis for the final rule.

-* The current aircraft cap is set forth in existing section 93.316(b).
The aircraft cap was designed as an interim measure to prevent a
 worsening of the noise problemin the GCNP prior to inplenentation of
the noise linitations proposed on December 31, 1996. This analysis
assumes that the aircraft cap described in section 93.316(b) is a

per manent measure,
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operator. In some cases, it would not be practically feasible to conduct
more air tours in a given day because the aircraft were already used to

their fullest extent practical

Estimating the reduction of Future Commercial Air Tours
{1-yr, 2-yr, 5-yr, and 10-yr rule)

The proposed rul e assumes that the allocations awarded to each operator
woul d be valid for a two-year period. After that time, the air tour
operator's allocations may be revised for various reasons. The FAA has
proposed a two-year term on the allocations, but considered severa

other time-frane alternatives or scenarios including revising the cap on
an annual basis and revising the cap on an ad-hoc tine frane. In this
analysis, the FAA is presenting the lost future growth in comrercial air
tours under four alternative tine-franes; |-year, Z-years, 5-years and
10-years. These alternative time-franes are presented in aggregate
rather than by individual operator. The analysis shows what the inpact
would be to the affected air tour operators over the first year that the
proposed rule would be in effect (2000) and includes initial and/or one-
tinme costs. The analysis also shows what the inmpact would be the first
two years that the rule would be in effect (2000 and 2001), the first
five years that the rule would be in effect (2000-20C04), and the first
ten years (2000-2009).

Cal cul ating the Present Value of Net Operating Revenue cf the
Proposed Rule and Alternatives

Al present value calculations for costs of the proposed rule and the
alternatives under consideration have been discounted at seven percent.
As stated previously, the tine frame for the alternatives is one year,

two years, five years and ten years.
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QG her Mdel Consi derations

The nodel does not take into consideration that air tour operators could
switch from smaller-sized aircraft to larger-sized aircraft.

Consequently, in this analysis, the number of available seats is fixed
throughout the entire time period. Holding the nunber of seats constant
and assuning that nore individuals would want to take air tours in the
future inplies that air tour operators should be able to raise air tour
prices. The nodel does not consider a new equilibrium price given that
supply becones fixed while demand increases. Consequently, this model

assunes a worst case anal ysis.

B) Cost of Various Operating Scenario Alternatives to Operators"

Table 2 shows a profile of operators, by route and other variables, who
were operating in the GCNP during the base year. This table shows that
most (10} air tour operators used fixed-wing aircraft on the' Blue

Routes. The operators on the Blue Routes flew over half of all the
passengers {341,996/615,738 = 55 percent) during the base tinme period.
This table also shows the projected nunber of air tours and passengers
over the first two, the first five, and the first ten years, assum ng no
growh. Tables 2a through 2d show sinilar information except by

i ndi vidual operator for the base year. Each operator is represented by

a nunerical code in this analysis.

Table 3 presents profiles of the affected air tour operators over
various tinme periods. This table shows the expected gross operating
revenue, variable operating costs, net operating revenue, and discounted

net operating revenue assunming no change, in the existing regulatory



envi ronment . Tables 3a through 3d show similar information except for
i ndi vidual operators for the ten-year time period 2000-2001 to 2009-
2010.

The Proposed Five-Mnth Peak Season (May 1 to Septenber 30¢) on
Commercial Air Tours

The proposed rule, would limt all commercial air tours in the GCNP SFRA
on a calendar year basis so that the number of such operations conducted
by certificate holders in the SFRA do not exceed the number of air tours
reported in accordance with current § 93.317 of the FARs for the year
May 1, 1997 to April 30, 1998. Proposed § 93.319 of the FARs woul d
establish this operation linmtation. The nunber of commercial air tours
that a certificate holder could conduct would be shown on the

certificate holder's operations specifications as allocations.

A certificate holder's total allocations would be divided up into peak
season and of f-peak season. Under the proposed rule, the peak season
woul d be defined as the period from May 1 to Septenber 30; the off-peak
season woul d be the period Cctober 1 to April 30. This peak/off-peak
definition would coincide with the summer and winter season curfew

pur poses. Peak/ of f-peak allocations would be based on the information
reported to the FAA for the tinme period during the 1997-1998 base year
period. Of-peak allocations could not be used during peak season;

however, peak season allocations could be used during off-peak.

Under the proposed rule, allocations also would be separated into those
that may be used in the Dragon and Zuni Point Corridors and those that
may be used in the rest of the S¥ra but not in the Dragon and Zuni Poi nt
Corridors. Dragon and Zuni Point Corridor allocations again would be

determ ned based on the number of operations an air tour operator

> An operating scenario refers only to those scenarios that inpose a
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conducted in this region for the base year period. Operators conducting
no operations in this corridor for the base year would receive no

allocations for this region.

The FAA is proposing that these allocations would be valid for a twe-
year period. After that time, the certificate holder's allocations nay
be revised based on the data submitted under proposed section 93.325; an
updated noi se analysis; and/or the status of the Conprehensive Noise
Management Plan. Table.4 shows the undiscounted and discounted net
present values by route over the first year, first two years, first five
years, and first ten years. These changes in net operating revenue are
the projected costs associated with [imting operations. Tables 4a

through 4d show the results of this analysis by route and by operator.

Uniform Year Wth No Peak/Of Peak Delineation on
Commercial Ar Tours

The first operating alternative to the proposed rule would be to limt
all commercial air tours in the GCNP sFRa on a 12 month basis so that
such operations conducted by certificate holders in the sFrRa do not
exceed the amount of air tours reported in accordance with current §
93.317 for the year May 1, 1997 to April 30, 1998. As discussed under
the previous alternative, the number of conmercial air tours that a
certificate holder could conduct would be shown on the certificate

hol der' s operations specifications as allocations.

Air tour operators, under this alternative could conpress all of their
air tour allocations into the nmost active period should they desire. It
is also assuned, as discussed under the proposed rule, that allocations
woul d be separated into those that may be used in the Dragon and Zuni

Point Corridors and those that may be used in the rest of the SFRA.

commercial air tour limtation on GCNP air tour operators.
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It is assuned that these allocations would be valid for a two-year
period. After that time, the certificate hoider's allocations my be
revised based on the data subnitted under proposed § 93.325; an updated
noi se anal ysis; and/or the status of the Conprehensive Noise Managenent

Pl an.

The FAA is not currently able to estinmate how this no peak/off peak
alternative would inpact net revenue in a way that would be any
different fromthe proposed rule's inmpact on net revenue. Nevertheless,
the FAA is aware that this alternative would allow an operator to shift
air tour operations fromthe off-peak, w nter season to the peak, sunmer
season. The incentive to do this will be particularly strong if prices
are higher during the peak, summer season, or if aircraft have nore

passengers per flight, than during off-peak, w nter season.

If prices are higher or aircraft are flown with nore passengers per
flight during the peak, summer season, than an operator could reduce the
proposed regulation's inpact on his/her net revenues by shifting

operations fromthe off-peak, w nter season to the peak, summer season.

Unfortunately, if the air tour operators were allowed to shift
operations fromthe winter to the sumer, then aircraft noise would al so
be shifted fromthe winter (when aircraft noise is less of a problen to

the sumrer (when aircraft noise is nore a probleny.

Three-Month Peak Season (July 1 to Septenber 30) on Commercial Air Tours

Anot her operating alternative to the proposed rule would limt all
comercial air tours in the GCNP SFRA on a 12-month basis. Ar tours
‘conducted by certificate holders in the SFRA woul d not exceed the anount

of air tours reported in accordance with current § 93.317 for the year
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May 1. 1997 to April 30, 1998. As discussed under the previous
alternative, the number of air tours that a certificate holder could
conduct would be shown on the certificate hol der's operations

specifications as an allocation.

Under this alternative, a certificate holder's total allocations would
al so be divided up into peak season and off-peak season. The peak
season would be defined as the period fromJuly 1 to September 30. The
of f-peak season would be the remaining part of the year. Under this
alternative, off-peak allocations could not be used during peak season

but peak season allocations could be used during off-peak.

Under the proposed rule, allocations also would be separated into those
that may be used in the Dragon and Zuni Point Corridors and those that
may be used in the rest of the SFRra. Dragon and Zuni Point allocations
again would be determ ned based on the nunber of air tours an operator
conducted in this region for the base year. Only operators who reported
air tours in these corridors for the base year would receive allocations

for these corridors.

It is assuned that these allocations would also be valid for a two-year
period. After that tine, the certificate holder's allocations may be

revi sed based on the data submitted under proposed § 93.325; an updated
noi se analysis; and/or the status of the Conprehensive Noi se Managenent

Pl an.

The FAA is not currently able to estimate how this three-nmonth peak

season alternative would inpact net revenue in a way that would be any
different fromthe proposed rule's inpact on net revenue. Nevertheless
the FAA is aware that this alternative would allow an operator to shift

air tour operations fromthe off-peak w nter season to My and June
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The incentive to do this will be strong if prices are higher during My
and June or if aircraft have nmore passengers per air tour air flight
during May and June than during the off-peak, w nter season. If prices
are higher during May or June or if aircraft can be flown with nore
passengers per flight during these two nonths, then an operator could
reduce the proposed regulation's inmpact on his/her net revenue by
shifting air tour allocations fromthe off-peak wi nter season to May and
June. If commercial air tour operators were allowed to shift air tours
fromthe winter to May and June, then aircraft noise would also be
shifted fromthe winter (when aircraft noise is less of a problem to

these two nonths.

C) Cost of Various Reporting Requirements Alternatives to QOperators

The FAA considered two reporting requirenent alternatives in the
proposed rule. They are quarterly reporting and trimester reporting.
The existing rule requires certificate holders to report three tines
annually. Since the existing rule already requires certificate holders
to establish a systemto inmplement the reporting requirement, there are

assuned to be no start-up costs.

Reporting on a Trinmester Basis

It is assuned that the information for these reports is currently being
updated throughout the entire tinefranme. The total anount of tine
needed to update this information is a function of the nunber of

aircraft nmaintained by each operator. The FAA assumes that it takes

6

each operator?® about five ninutes per aircraft per day regardl ess of

¢ Based upon conmunications wth individuals who have conducted air
tours in GCNP, the Director of Operations (DO would perform this
function. The FAA estimtes that each DO earns between $35,000 and
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the season to record the updated information onto a master

spreadsheet.” The annual cost of the existing rule is estimted at
about $75,000 per year (110 aircraft/day X 0.083 hours/aircraft x 365
days/year X $22.50/nhour = $75,281/year; 3, 346 hours/year to the
industry). The total cost of the existing rule in 1997 dollars for this
task will be $753,000 or $529,000 discounted over ten years at 7

percent. Since this is a current requirenent of the regulations
(adopted in the 1996 final rule), these costs were previously accounted

for in the regulatory evaluation prepared for the 1996 final rule.

The one-year cost of the existing rule is estinmated at about $75,000 or
$70, 000 discounted. The two-year cost of the existing rule is estinated
at about $150, 000 or $136,000 di scounted. The five-year cost of the
existing rule is estimated at about $376,000 or $309, 000 di scounted.

The witten information woul d have been provided to the Las Vegas FSDO
three times per year. The FAA assumes that each operator would have to
collate and verify the information that they had been collecting
throughout the year. The time it takes to conplete these two tasks
woul d have been two hours per operator regardl ess of the nunber of
aircraft and assunes that the operators would have been recording the
information throughout the year. Gven the wage rate of a Director of
Operations at $22.50 per hour, the FAA estimates that the existing rule
costs each operator $135 per year ($22.50/hour X 2 hours X 3 tines/year
= $135 per operator; 150 hours/year to the industry), or about $3400

annual Iy for the industry. The total cost to the industry of the

$40, 000 wi thout fringe benefits or $46,875 with fringe benefits. On an
hourly basis the DO is assuned to earn about $22.50 ($46,875/2,080 hours
= $22.53 or $22.50/hour) .

" The daily average number of aircraft used year-round is about 110
During peak season, the daily average is about 130 and during off-peak
season the daily average is about 90.
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existing rule is estimted at $34,000 for ten years or $24,G00

di scount ed.

The two-year cost of the existing rule is estimated at about $7,000 or
$6, 000 discounted. The five-year cost of the existing rule is estinated

at about $17,000 or $14,000 discount ed.

In sum the FAA estimates that the cost associated with regular updating
and trinester reporting. for the existing rule is 5787,000 or $552, 000

di scounted over ten years. For the first year, the costs of the
existing rule are $79,000 or $74,000 discounted. The two-year costs of
the existing rule are estimated at $159,000 or $144,000 discounted. The
five-year costs of the existing rule are estinated at $394, 000 or

$323, 000 di scount ed.

Reporting on a Quarterly Basis

As stated previously under the section on trinester reporting, it is
assuned that updating is taking place throughout the entire timefrane.
Furthermore, the FAA has assumed for the follow ng assessnment on
quarterly reporting that operators would continue to follow reporting
procedures simlar to those .adopted by themto nmeet the trinmester
reporting requirements. The total anount of time needed to update this
information would be a function of the nunber of aircraft naintained by
each operator. The FAA assunmes that it would take each operator" about

five nminutes per aircraft per day regardless of the season to record the

-3 Based upon conmmunications with individuals who have conducted air
tours in GCNP, the Director of Qperations (DO would performthis
function. The FAA estimtes that each DO earns between 535,000 and

$40, 000 without fringe benefits or $46,875 with fringe benefits. On an
hourly basis the DO is assunmed to earn about $22.50 {$46,875/2,080 hours
= $22.53 or $22.50/hour)
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El

updated i nformation onto a master spreadshest.-? The annual cost absent
the existing rule is estimated at about 575,300 per year (110
aircraft/day X 0.083 hours/aircraft X 365 days/year X $22.50/hour =
$75,281/year; 3,346 hours per year to the industryl or $70, 600
discounted in the first year. The total cost in 1997 dollars absent the
exi sting rule for this task woul d be 5753, 000 or $529, 000 di scount ed

over ten years at 7 percent.®

The two-year cost absent the existing rule is estimted at $15G,000 or
$136, 000, discounted. The five-year cost absent the existing rule is
estimated at $376,000 or $309,000, di scounted. Under this proposed
reporting requirenment scenario, the witten information would have to be
provided to the Las Vegas FSDO four tines per year. The FAR assunes
that each operator would have to collate and verify the information that
they have been collecting throughout the year. The tine it takes to
conplete these two tasks would be two hours per operator regardless of
the nunber of aircraft and assumes that the operators would have been
recording the informati on throughout the year. Gven the wage rate of a
Director of QOperations at $22.50 per hour, the FAA estimates that this
provi sion woul d cost each operator $180 per year ($22.50/hour X 2 hours
X 4 tinmes/year = $180 per operator; 200 hours/year to the industry
assumng the operator of the mixed fleet reports separately for his
fixed-wing and helicopter tour business) absent the existing rule. The
total cost to the industry absent the existing rule is estinmated at

545,000 for ten years or 531,600 discounted.

-* The daily average nunber of aircraft used year-round is about 110
During peak season, the daily average is about 130 and during off-peak
season the daily average is about 90.

* The FAA believes that operators devel oping "canned" flight plans
‘could significantly reduce the tine and cost of their quarterly
reporting by integrating the flight plan automation with their quarterly
reporting. The FAA requests operator comrent to this option.
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The two-year cost absent the existing rule is estimated at $9, 000 or
$8, 000 discounted. The five-year cost absent the existing rule is

estimated at $22,000 or $18, 000, discounted.

In sum the FAA estimates that the cost associated with regul ar updating
and quarterly reporting absent the existing rule would be $798,000 or
$560, 000, discounted over ten years. The two-year costs absent the
existing rule are estimated at $159,000 or $144,000 discounted. The
five-year costs absent the existing rule are estimted at $399, 000 or

$327, 000 di scount ed.

The increnental cost of reporting three times annually versus four tinmes
annually is the difference in the costs shown previously. The tota
incremental cost to industry of the proposed rule is estimted at
$11,000 for ten years or $8,000 discounted. For the first year, the
increnental cost is approximtely $1,000. The two-year cost is
estimated at $2,000. The five-year cost is estimated at $5,000 or

$4, 000 di scount ed.

Sone operators have indicated that the current trimester reporting is
more burdensone than quarterly reporting because it does not correspond
with other business reporting requirenents. However, because an
additional fourth set of forns would have to be conpiled and transmtted

one additional tinme, quarterly reporting would be nore costly.

D} Cost of Inplenenting the Rule to Operators

The FAA considered two alternative means of monitoring the allocations,
a formsystemand the filing of flight plans. The requirement to file a
flight plan is proposed in this rule. The following is a discussion of

these two alternatives.
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been pre-printed. Based on the previously noted operators' reports for
the base year period, the fAA estimates that no nore than approximtely
88,000 conmmercial air tours would have to be reported annually. The FAA
estimates that the total annual cost in 1997 dollars would be between
$29, 000 and $3C,000 [$20.00/hour X 88,000 fornms X 1 mnute per fornj/60
= $29,300/year; 1,467 hours per year to the industry: or about $27,400
discounted in the first year. The total cost would be $293,000 over ten
years or $206,000, discounted. The two-year costs are estimted at

$58, 600 or $53, 000 di scount ed. The five-year costs are estinmated at
5146, 500 or $120, 300 di scounted

File Flight Plan

Section 33.323 of the proposed rule would require each certificate

hol der of a commercial SFRA operation to file a visual flight rules

(ver) flight plan with an FAA Flight Service Station for each flight. A
flight consists of one take-off'and one landing. The "remarks" section
of the flight plan would be conpleted to indicate the purpose of the
flight out of five designated purposes. These purposes would be: (1)
conmercial air tour; (2) transportation; (3) repositioning; (4)

mai nt enance: and (5) training/proving. The information obtained from
the flight plan would be used to ensure conpliance with the comercia
air tour limtation. Copies would not have to be nmintained by the

certificate holder or carried on board the aircraft.

The extent to which an operator would be inpacted by these costs woul d
depend upon the volume of his/her comercial air tour business in GCNP
and the number of aircraft and pilots providing air tour service
Additieonally, the cost inpact would be influenced by whether the

operator conducts air tours daily on a regular frequency.
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Relying on information from the Las Vegas FSDO, the FAA has identified
the following four principal areas where start up costs for the |arger,
more regularly schedul ed operators would be incurred: a) creation of
"canned" VFR flight plans (tenplates) to be filed with the Reno or
Prescott Flight Service Station; b) rewiting of existing General
Qperations Manuals to incorporate the new procedures; c) set-up of a
pilot training progranm and d) training of pilots. The FAA assunes the
first three tasks and possibly the fourth, the instructing of the pilots
in the new procedures, would be the responsibility of each operator's

Director of Operations (DO).

The Faa estinmates that the anount of time required of the DO to create
and file a tenplate with the Flight Service Stations (task 'a') is about
2 days. Simlarly, task ‘b’ would require about 2 days for part 121 and
part 135 operators, and task ‘c’, the devel opnent of pilot instruction
in VFR flight plan procedures, would require another 2 days. Finally,
the FAA believes that the VFR flight plan procedures could be presented
to pilots currently conducting air tours in the Gand Canyon through an
Qperational Bulletin. Presentation of the procedures to new hires would
be part of an operator's on-going costs; the FAA assumes each operator
woul d incorporate this into the periodic review, nodification, and

update of plans as noted in the next section.

The DO s |oaded salary expressed as an hourly wage rate is assuned to be
$22.50 per hour; the pilots hourly rate with benefits is assuned to be
$20.00 per hour. The FAA believes that 17 of the 25 entities>?
reporting under § 93.317 conduct daily Gand Canyon commercial air tours

on a fairly regular tine schedule. The FAA also assumes that three

** The analysis on flight plans was based on 25 entities rather than 24
operators because it is assunmed that the one mixed fleet operator would
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over-flow operators are sufficiently large (tour volume and nunber of
aircraft) that they are able to also conduct daily air tours with sone
regularity. O these 20 entities, at least 4 are part 121 schedul ed

operators; these 20 entities enploy about 225 pilots.

The remaining 5 operators conduct Grand Canyon air tours on an

occasional or infrequent schedule, operate/own only one or two aircraft,
and typically serve as their own pilot. Because of the infrequency with
whi ch these operators conduct commercial air tours in the Canyon, the
FAA does not believe they would realize any cost savings by preparing a

“canned" flight plan. Thus, the FAA does not believe that this category

of operators would likely incur costs associated with tasks 'a'" or ‘e’,
and estimates only a week's time required to rewite the appropriate
portions of their manual. The FAA assumes a wage rate for these

owner/operators simlar to that for a DO

Using the preceding information, the FAA estimates that the total
initial fixed costs to the Grand Canyon air tour operators for the vFR
flight filing requirements woul d be about $22,320 or $20, 850 discounted.
By task, the FAA estimates the following: a) $6,840 ($6, 390,

di scounted); b) $8,640 ($8,075, discounted); <) $6,840 ($6, 390,

di scounted); and d) SO (de nininmus)

The VFR flight filing procedure requires the follow ng sequence of
activities: 1) filing a flight plan; 2) activating a flight plan; and 3)
closing a flight plan. The activating and closing of a flight plan is
the responsibility of the pilot-in-command and is a part of nornally
assigned duties. This usually takes about one to five ninutes. The

activation of a flight plan could also be acconplished via a tel ephone

have to develop and file two distinct flight plans, one for his fixed-
wing operation and one for his helicopter operation.
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call to the Flight Service Station by operator staff. This would be
nore efficient if there were multiple flight plans to be activated by a

given operator at the sane tinme.

The FAA is unable to accurately assess the variable or on-going costs of
the VFR flight filing plan procedures at this tine. Specifically, the
FAA cannot precisely account for the costs incurred by activating and
closing a flight plan, nor can the FAA accurately account for the costs
each operator would typically incur in filing his flight plan. The FAA

therefore, requests public conment.

The FaA believes there would also be additional on-going requirements
and costs inposed on the Las Vegas FSDO with proposed § 93.323.
Coordinating and cross referencing the daily air tour activity recorded
by the Prescott Flight Service Station with the operator reporting
requirements, and nonitoring the activity for potential enforcenent
action woul d add requirements to the Las Vegas FSDO’s current m ssion
that would task current staffing levels. Sone of these activities (non
enforcement) could be a part of the workload of a senior

anal yst/statistician assigned to manage the reporting requirements.

E} Cost of OQther Provisions to OQperators

Operators would incur costs associated with (1) requesting nmodification
and al locations and {2) transfer of allocations. The FAA estinates that
the cost of these provisions could be up to $20,000 or $14,000

di scounted over ten years. The following is a discussion of the costs

associ ated with these two provisions.
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Requesting Mdification and Initial Allocations

The FAA recognizes that the air tour business in the GCNP is constantly
changing. Thus, due to nergers/acquisitions, bankruptcies, etc.
certificate holders may believe that the data subnitted for May 1997 to
April 1998 is not reflective of their current business operations.
Therefore, the FAA would permt any certificate hol der who believes that
the base year data is not reflective of its current business operation
to submit a witten request to the Manager, Air Transportation Division
requesting that its allocation be x-assessed and indicating why the
base year is not an adequate reflection of its current operations. The

operator nust provide supporting docunentation.

The FAA believes, based on its know edge of the industry, that as many
as five operators woul d request nodifications on or before the close of
the comment period to their proposed initial allocations. The FAA
estimates that each operator would incur one-time costs of between $500
and $1,000 (which includes two days effort) to conplete and provide the
required information to the FAA.  Therefore the one-time cost to the

i ndustry would be between $2,500 and $5,000 (which includes ten days or
80 hours of effort) or between $2,300 and $4, 700, discounted. The FAA
requests information from affected air tour operators on the validity of

this estimte

Transfer of Allocations

Al locations to conduct air tours in the GCONP SFRA woul d be considered as
an operating privilege initially granted to certificate hol ders, who
conducted commercial air tours and reported themto the FAA As
proposed, the allocation would be subject to reassessnent every two

years.
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The FAA recognizes that air tour operators often utilize a variety of
contracting/subcontracting nethods to handl e passenger |oads during busy
periods. Therefore, the FAA proposes to allow an allocation to be
transferred anong certificate holders, subject to the restrictions
enunerated in the Preanble of this proposed rule. Under the proposed
rule all certificate holders would be required to report any transfer of

allocations to the Las Vegas FSDO in witing.

The FAA distinguishes between tenporary and pernanent transfers of

al | ocati ons. In the former case, the FAA recognizes the current

busi ness practice of GCNP air tour operators to occasionally transfer
air tour bookings (usually to an overflow operator) to accommdate
unexpected surges in demand that cannot be net. Such tenporary
arrangements would not require FAA approval, nor would the FAA nodify
the involved operators' operations specifications. Tenporary transfers

would still be required to be reported to the Las Vegas FSDO in witing.

The FAA assunmes any operator costs associated with tenporary transfers
to be part of the on-going business cost of conducting air tours of the
Gand Canyon. The FAA also assunmes any costs associated with notifying
the Las Vegas FSDO of such tenporary transfers would be de minimus.
Simlarly, FAA costs associated with the processing of these witten

notices concerning tenporary transfers woul d be de minimus.

Permanent transfers of allocations resulting from nergers/acquisitions,
bankruptcies, or other reasons that affect operations, would require FAA
approval through the nodification of the operations specifications in
addition to the required reporting to the Las Vegas FSDO in witing.

The FAA cannot predict how many such pernanent transfers mght occur in
the future, and as a consequence, cannot estimate with any degree of

preci sion what costs mght be associated with a permanent transfer. The
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FAA, however, is aware of two acquisitions that occurred during the base
period and offers the follow ng exanple of what costs night result if no
more than two operators were to submit requests for permanent transfers
of allocations to the FAA annually. The FAA requests operator comrent

regarding the likely costs of a permanent transfer of allocaticns.

If each operator would incur costs of between $500 and 51,000 (which
includes two days effort) to conplete and provide the required
information to the FAA then the annual cost to the industry would be
bet ween $1,000 and 2,000 annually (about 32 hours annually) or between
$900 and 51,900 di scount ed. The cost over 10 years woul d be between
$10, 000 and $20,000 or between $1,000 and $14, 000, discounted. The two-
year costs are estimated at between $2,000 and $4,000 or between $1, 800
and $3,600 discounted. The five-year costs are estinmated at between

$5,000 and 510,000 or between $4,100 and $8, 200, discounted.

F) Cost of Proposed Rule to the FAA

The FAR, as a result of this proposed rule, would incur costs in four
ways. The FAA woul d incur costs associated with the initial allocation,
recording and tracking, filing of flight plans, and transfer of

al locations. Over the next ten years, FAA costs are expected to be
$1,445,900 or 31,016,900, discounted. The following is a discussion of

t hese cost conponents.

Initial Allocation and Recording and Tracking

Under this proposed rule, each comrercial air tour would be represented
by an allocation. Thus each certificate holder reporting conmercial air
tours to the FAA in accordance with current section 93.317 would receive

one allocation for each air tour conducted during the May 1397-April
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1998 base year period.

Certificate holders who have been identified as receiving allocations to
conduct air tours in the SFRA would receive witten notification of the
followi ng information: 1) total nunber of commercial air tours allocated
in the GCNP SFRA; 2) Peak season allocation for the total SFRA; and 3)
nunber of air tour operations allocated in the Dragon and Zuni Point

Corridors |one number for peak season and one nunber for the year).

The FAA would need to develop an allocation process and prepare the
necessary information to send to each air tour operator. This one-tine
adm nistrative work would require analyst, clerk, legal, and management
resour ces. For this analysis, it is assumed to take about two weeks to
set up a spreadsheet and prepare the necessary information to send to
each air tour operator. The cost is estimted using wage rate,
including all fringe benefits, of about $46.50 per hour ($73,163/2,080
hours X 1.3245 = $46.59). The initial cost to inplenent this part of
the proposed rule would be $3,700 in the first year ($46.50/hour X 80
hours = $3,720; 80 hours the first year to the FAA) only. The

di scounted cost is $3,500

In addition, the FAA will incur recurring annual costs fromthe
recording and tracking of the information provided by the operators.
Again, this would require analyst, clerk, nanagenent and |ega

resour ces. For the purpose of this cost assessnent, the FAA assunes
that one additional agency enployee would be required at the GS-14 grade
| evel. Based on FAA resources required to record and track data

provi ded by operators since 1997, the agency estimates that the total
cost to the FAA of these elenents would be about 5138, 000 annually,
$1,379,000 over ten years (5968,587, discounted). The two-year cost is
estimated at $276,000 or $249,000 discounted. The five-year cost is
estimated at $690,000 or $567,000 discounted.
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Transfer of Allocations

Al locations to conduct air tour operations in the GCNP srFra would be an
operating privilege initially granted to the certificate holders who
conducted air tour operations during the base year and reported themto
the FAA. As proposed, the allocation would be subject to reassessnent

every two years

The FAA would allow an allocation to be transferred anong certificate
hol ders, subject to several restrictions. However, the FAA would retain
the right to redistribute, reduce or revoke allocations based on the
need to carry out its statutory nmandate to regulate for efficiency of
airspace or aviation safety. Additionally, the FAA could redistribute,
reduce, or revoke allocations if the certificate holder voluntarily
surrendered the allocation or in the event of an involuntary cessation

of business operations.

The FAA estimates that on average the FAA would spend about 80 hours
managi ng the transfer of allocations from each nerger or 160 hours
annual |y assuming two nergers, transfers, etc. annually. Based upon the
salary of a GS-13 Step 5 enpl oyee of ($61,913/2080 hours X 1.3245 =
$39.42/hour or about $39.50/hour), the FAA estimates that cost would be
about 56,300 annually ($39.50 X 160 hours = $6,320; 160 hours annually
to the FAA; $5,6900 discounted), $63,200 over ten years or $44, 400,

di scount ed. The two-year cost would be $12,600 or $11,500 discount ed.
The five-year cost would be $32,000 or $25,800 discounted.

In sum the FAA would incur costs associated with the initial
‘allocation, tracking and nonitoring, filing a flight plan, and transfer

of allocations. Over the next ten years, FAA costs are expected to be
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$1,445,900 or $1,016,900, di scount ed.

G) Initial Reguiatory Flexibility Analysis

The Regulatory Flexibility Act of 1980 (rRFA) was enacted by Congress to
ensure that small entities (small business and small not-for-profit
government jurisdictions) are not unnecessarily and disproportionately
burdened by Federal regulations. The RFA, which was amended March 1996,
requires regulatory agencies to review rules to determne if they have
“a significant economc inpact on a substantial nunber of small
entities." The Small Business Administration defines airlines with
1,500 or fewer enployees for the air transportation industry as small
entities. For this proposed rule, the small entity group is considered
to be operators conducting conmmercial air tours in the GCNP srra and
having 1,500 or fewer employees.>® The FAA has identified a total of 25
such entities (24 operators, one of whom operated as a fixed-w ng

operator as well as a helicopter operator) that nmeet this definition.*

The FAA has estimated the annualized cost inpact on each of these 25
smal | entities potentially inpacted by the proposed rule. The proposed
rule is expected to inpose an estimated total cost on operators of
$177.6 million or $114.6 nillion, discounted over the next 10 years.

The annualized cost over ten years is estimated at about $25.5 million

** Standard Industrial Cassification Code for these small entities is
4512, which represents "Air Transportation, Scheduled" or 4522, which
represents "Air Transportation, Nonschedul ed."

** Twenty-four operators reported conducting air tours in the Gand
Canyon during the base period. However, one operator is called by two
different names and conducts separate fixed-wing and helicopter
operations under these two different names. It is counted as two
entities. Another operator conducts a large volune of fixed-wing air
tours that originate from Page, Arizona as well as from Las Vegas,
Nevada. It, however, is counted as one entity.
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for all of the affected entities. The FAA has determined that the
proposal would have a significant inpact on a substantial nunber of
smal|l entities, and has perfornmed an initial regulatory flexibility
analysis. As discussed earlier in this chapter, all 25 small entities
woul d incur an economcally significant inpact (See Tables 3 and 3a

t hrough 3d and 5 and Sa through 5d).

Under Section 603{b) of the RFA (as amended), each initial regulatory
flexibility analysis is required to consider alternatives that would
reduce the regulatory burden on affected small entities. The FAA has
exam ned several alternative provisions of this proposed rule as

di scussed earlier in the analysis. Since all the affected entities are
small, the FAA contends that this earlier analysis of alternatives
fulfills the RFA requirenents. In addition to considering alternatives,
the FAA is also required to address these points: (1) reasons why the
FAA is considering the proposed rule, (2)the objectives and |egal basis
for the proposed rule, (3) the kind and number ofsnmall entities to

whi ch the proposed rule would apply, (4) the projected reporting,

recor dkeepi ng, and other conpliance requirements of the proposed rule,
and (5) all Federal rules that may duplicate, overlap, or conflict with

the Proposed rule.

Reasons Why the FAA is Considering the Proposed Rule

Public Law 100-91 recognizes that noise associated with "aircraft
overflights" at the GCNP is causing '*a significant adverse effect on the
natural quiet and experience of the park.” This legislation directed
the FAA and NPS to work together to achieve the substantial restoration
of natural quiet in GCNP. The FAA and NPS believe it is necessary to

i npose a comnmercial air tour limtation in order to stabilize noise

levels in the srra while further noise analysis is conducted
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The Objectives and Legal Basis for the Proposed Rul e

The objective of the proposed rule is to linit all comercial air tours
in the GCNP SFRA on a 12-nonth basis. Conmmercial air tours conducted by
certificate holders in the SFRA are not to exceed the amount of air

tours reported in accordance with current section 93.317 'for the period

fromMy 1, 1997 through April 30, 1998.

The legal basis for the proposed rule is found in Public Law 100-91,
commonly known as the National Parks Overflights Act. Public Law 100-91
stated in part, that "noise associated with aircraft overflights at GCNP
[was] causing a significant adverse effect on the natural quiet and
experience of the park and current aircraft operations at the Gand
Canyon National Park have raised serious concerns regarding public
safety, including concerns regarding the safety of park users." Further
congressional direction is discussed in the history section of this

regul atory eval uation.

The Kind and Number of Small Entities to Wich the Proposed Rule
Would Apply

The proposed rule applies to 24 potentially affected part 135 commerci al
air tour operators, each having 1500 or fewer enployees. The FAA

estimates that all 24 operators (25 entities) would be inpacted by the
proposed rule. The FAA has limted financial profile information (e.g.,
operating revenue, operating expenses, operating profit, net operating
revenue, and passenger revenue) for six of the inpacted operators (see

Tabl e 6).
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Bal ance sheet information on assets and liabilities is not readily
avail able.” The FAA therefore requests financial profile information
fromthe affected small entities.

The Projected Reporting, Recordkeeping, and Qther Conpliance
Requi renents of the Proposed Rule

Each of the 24 operators affected by this proposal would need to conply
with certain reporting requirenents. Certificate holders conducting
comercial SFRA operations would complete a flight plan each flight.

The FAA estimates this conpliance effort could inpose an additional one
to five mnutes on the part of the certificate holder per operation for
each of the 25 snmall entities during each year of conpliance, for a

total of 10,956 hours annually (e.g., 88,000 tours x .083 hours = 7,304
hours; 88,000 tours X .166 hours = 14,608 hours). This cost estimate
does not account for other flights included in the term "comercial SFRA
cperations.” Therefore, the FAA has linmted this analysis to evaluating

the costs associated with commercial air tours.

In addition, certificate holders conducting commercial air tours would
need to report quarterly to the FAA certain information on the tota
operations conducted in the SFRA to the FAA. The FAA estimates that
this conpliance effort would take place four times per year (one
;additional time conpared to the existing rule) and woul d i npose an
additional 50 hours of labor on the industry annually. This provision

woul d cause an operator, regardless of the nunber of aircraft, to expend

3 A search was conducted for financial data on the 24 Grand Canyon
operators reporting air tours during the base year period. First, the
FAA exam ned internal databases from the Bureau of Transportation
Statistics. O the 24 operators, the FAA was able to locate limted
financial data reported on Form 298C on only six operators. Next, the
FAA reviewed publicly accessible databases including Standard and Poor's
Regi ster of Corporations, Mody's Transportation Mnual, the Securities
and Exchange Commission's EDGAR, and U S. Business Directory. From
these additional sources, the FAA was able to retrieve adequate
financial information for only two operators.
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an additional two hours of l|abor annually (including record

mai nt enance) .

The initial assigned allocation could involve operator requests for
modi fications in some instances that the FAA estimates woul d inpose
about 80 hours total the first year on five firnms. The FAA estinates
that the paperwork burden to each of these firms will be about 16 hours

(see earlier discussion).

Finally, the FAA assumes no nore than two operators each year are likely
to submit requests for pernanent transfers of allocations, e.g., to
enter, |eave or nerge. The FAA estimates that the two firns woul d spend
about 32 hours annually preparing the required documentation to be

submtted to the FAA

Excluding the provisions that inmpose a one-time burden (initial
allocations would affect five operators the first year annually; 80
hours total), each certificate holder would have inposed an additiona
annual reporting burden on average of 575 hours (3,346 + 10,956 + 50 +
32 = 14,384; 14384/25 = 575) of labor. This estimate, however, is

hi ghly dependent upon how many aircraft and how nmany operations the
certificate holder flys per year. For a period of 10 years, a total of
approxi mately 143,750 hours (calculation: 25 small entities x 575 hours

per year x 10 years = 143,750 hours over ten years) would be spent.

| Federal Rules that May Duplicate, Overlap, or Conflict
th the Proposed Rule

Al
W

The FAA is unaware of any federal rules that either duplicate, overlap,
or conflict with the proposed rule. Nevertheless, the FRA requests

conment on this issue
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Affordability Anaiysis

For the purpose of this IRFA, an affordability analysis is an assessnent
of the ability of small entities to meet costs inmposed by the proposed
rule. There are two types of costs inmposed by the rule-I) out-of-pocket
costs (actual expenditures) associated with applications and
docunentation and 2) loss of potential future operating revenue above
current levels associated with an increase in the level of operations.
This latter burden may be significant to financial viability for
conmpani es are depending on growth in operating revenue to provide cash

needed to nmeet |ong-term obligations such as equi pnent purchase |oans.

A company's short-run financial strength is substantially influenced
among other things, by its working capital position and its ability to
pay short-term liabilities. Unfortunately, data are not available on
the anount of working capital that these operators have to finance
changes in short term costs associated with requirements of the proposed
rule such as filing of flight plans, transfer of allocations, and

requesting nodification of initial allocations.

There is an alternative perspective to the assessment of affordability
based on working capital of the proposed rule. The alternative
perspective pertains to the size of the annualized costs ofthe proposed
rule relative to annual revenues. The lower the relative inportance of
those costs, the greater the likelihood of inplenenting either

of fsetting cost saving efficiencies or raising fares to cover increased

costs wthout substantially decreasing passengers.

This analysis assesses affordability by exam ning the annualized cost of

conpliance relative to an estimate of total Gand Canyon commercial air
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tour operating revenues for each of the 25 snall entities.’® (There are
24 operators covered by this rule, but one operator conducts helicopter
operations under one business entity and airplane 'operations under

anot her separate business entity). The annualized change in net
operating revenues corresponds to foregoing the anticipated three
percent per year growth of undiscounted net operating revenues. This
nunber is relatively constant acéoss all air tour operators because the
majority of the negative inpact (lost revenues) inposed by this
rulenmaking is directly related to the nunber ofair tours that are being
conduct ed. For these operators, there may be some prospect of absorbing
the cost of the proposed rule through fare increases (especially since

the cost nodel does not account for increasing demand with a fixed

supply) .

It appears that given the current state of the industry, changes in net
operating revenues may be offset by increased air fares. The limt on
air tours will restrict the future supply of Grand Canyon air tours
while demand for air tours is expected to increase, which should nake it
easier for affected entities to increase prices. No clear conclusion
can be drawn with regard to the abilities of small entities to afford
the reductions in net operating revenues that would be inposed by this
NPRM because the FAA is not able at this tine to estimate the anount of
revenue increase obtained through price increases. The FAA requests
smal | entities to provide better information supporting this assertion

or any alternative one

Di sproportionality Analysis

The raA does not believe any of the 25 entities would be di sadvantaged

% (Operating revenues were estimted frominformation on air tour fares,
aircraft, and passenger |oad factors.
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relative t0 | arger operators because within the context of the RFA al
Grand Canyon conmercial air tour operators are snall regardless of their

size relative to one another.

The snallest operators are expected to incur higher costs relative to
their size than larger operators. This is because while all operators
have periodic reporting requirenents, the smallest operators will not be
able to spread their reporting costs across as many operations as the

| arger operators. Consequently, the periodic reporting requirements
will be proportionately greater for the smallest operators conpared to
the other small operators. However, these reporting costs are a
relatively small portion of the economc inpact of this rul emaking. As
a result this cost disadvantage to the smaller operators is not expected

to be significant.

Conpetitiveness Analysis

All air tour operators currently operating in GCNP are small entities.
Al these operators would be proportionately inmpacted by the comercia
air tour limtation provision of this rulemaking (the comercial air
tour limtation has the greatest inpact of all provisions of this

rul enaking).  The smaller operators would not be put at a di sadvantage
relative to the larger operators as a result of this provision. There
are sone paperwork costs that inpact each operator equally, regardless
of size. In this case the larger operators could have an advantage over
the smaller operators since the larger operators could spread these
costs anobng nore passengers. However, these particular paperwork costs
are small and any relative advantage that the larger operators could

have as a result of the paperwork cost would be insignificant.
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This proposed rul emaking contains one feature inpacting conpetitiveness.
The commercial air tour linmtation would protect established operators
from conmpetition from new entrants or from newy established operators
who are just getting set up and therefore provide only a linmited nunber
of air tours. In this instance, the comrercial air tour limtation puts
new entrants and new y established operators at a disadvantage to the
establ i shed operators because that provision would linit the number of
air tours they could provide to only those allocations that they could

obtain through transfer, assumng all other requirements were satisfied.

The FAA solicits comments on this matter. Specifically, commenters are
asked to provide information on the inmpact this proposed rule would have
on the continued ability of new entrants to conpete in the existing
market. The FAA requests that supporting data on markets and cost be

provided with the comrents.

Busi ness Cl osure Analysis

The FAA is unable to determine with certainty the extent to which the
proposed rule would cause small entities to close their operations.
However, the limted profit and |loss data contained in Table 6 and the

affordability analysis can be an indicator in business closures.

Table 6 contains 1997 and 1998 cal endar year profit and loss for six air
tour operators. Two of these air tour operators experienced [osses in

both years.

In determ ning whether or not any of the 25 small entities would close
business as the result of conmpliance with this proposed rule, one
question must be answered: "Wuld the cost of conpliance be so great as

to inpair an entity's ability to remain in business?" The FAA has
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inconplete information on which or how many of these small entities are
already in serious financial difficulty and requests information on the
subject. However, this proposed rule could have a significant inpact on
those snall entities that are already experiencing financial difficulty.
This rulemaking could prevent them from escaping their financial
difficulties through increased revenues from an increase in future
commercial air tours. To what extent the proposed rule nakes the
difference in whether these entities remain in business is difficult to
answer. Since there is uncertainty associated with whether some of the
smal|l entities would go out of business as the result of the conpliance
cost of this proposed rule, the FAA solicits coments from the aviation
conmunity as to the likelihood of this occurrence. As noted previously
in the "Affordability Analysis" section, the FAA requests that al

coments be acconpanied with clear supporting data.

H} Sunmary of Costs of Conpliance

The estimated |o-year inpact of the proposed provision of this

rul emaki ng, which divides the year into a five-nonth peak season and a
seven-nmonth of f-peak season, is $177.6 mllion, ($114.6 nillion

di scounted) in lost revenue (net ofvariable operating costs). The
estimated | o-year cost of the other provisions which include (1)
reporting four tines annually, (2) filing of flight plans, (3) transfer
of allocations and (4) requesting nodifications to initial allocations
is $30,000, or $23,000 discounted. In sum, the estinated 10-year cost
to air tour operators as a result of this proposed rule wuld be $177.6

mllion or $114.6 million, discounted

FAA costs include those associated with initial allocations, annua

"recording and tracking, transfers of allocations, and filing of flight
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plans. These FAA costs are estinated at $1,445,900 or $1,016,90¢,
di scount ed. In sum the FAA estimates that the |o-year cost of this

proposed rule would be $179.1 nillion or S115.6 mllion discounted

1) Summary of Benefits and Costs

Public Law 100-91 has been inposed to substantially restore natura
qui et and experience in Gand Canyon National Park. The prinary
intended benefit of this proposed rule is its contribution toward
restoring natural quiet and experience in Grand Canyon National Park
The FAK estimates that this proposal, together with its two associated
actions of route adjustments, would restore natural quiet to about 41
percent of the park. The estinmated 10-year use benefits (benefits
derived from hiking, rafting, or sightseeing) as a result of this
proposed rule and the associated actions would be about $73.0 million

di scounted at seven percent over ten years. Just this rule wthout the

associ ated actions would provide a discounted "use" benefit of about

$34.6 mllion over the sane period.

The FAA does not have adequate data to estimate the non-use benefits of
aircraft noise reduction at GCNP, but believes this rul emaking may
generate significant non-use benefits. Studies cited earlier suggest
potentially significant non-use benefits associated with aircraft noise

reduction in GCNP as a result of this rul emaking.

The estimated 10-year cost of this proposed regul ati on woul d be 5179.1
mllion or $115.6 million discounted. The majority of the costs of this
proposed regulation, would be S177.6 million, ($114.6 million

discounted) in lost revenue (net of variable operating costs). The
estimated | o-year cost of the other provisions to air tour operators

whi ch includes (1) reporting four tines annually, (2) filing of flight

90



plans, (3) transfer of allocations and (4) requesting nodifications and
initial allocations is 530,000, or 523,000 discounted. FAA costs
include those associated with initial allocations, annual recording and

tracking, and transfer of allocations. These FAA costs are estimted at

$1,445,900 or $1,016,900, di scount ed.

4, I nternati onal Trade | npact Assessment

The FAA has deternmined that the rulemaking will not affect non-U S
operators of foreign aircraft operating outside the United States nor
will affect U S trade. It could, however, have an inpact on conmerci al

air tour business at GCNP, nuch of which is foreign.

The United States Air Tour Association estinmates that 60 percent of all
comercial air tourists in the United States are foreign nationals. The
Las Vegas FSDO and some operators, however, believe this estimte to be
consi derably higher at the Gand Canyon, perhaps as high as 90 percent.
To the extent the proposed air tour limtation rulemaking disrupts the
marketing of Grand Canyon air tours to foreign visitors and thereby
reduces their patronage of these tour, the commercial air tour industry
could potentially experience an additional [oss of revenue beyond what

is expected as a result of the cap.

The FAA cannot put a dollar value on the portion of the potential |oss
in comercial air tour revenue associated with a weakening in foreign
demand conconitant with the limtation on conmercial air tours of the

Grand Canyon.

5. Unfunded Mandates Assessnent
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Title Il of the Unfunded Mandates Reform Act of 1995 (the Act), enacted
as Public Law 104-4 on March 22, 1995, requires each Federal agency, to
the extent permitted by law, to prepare a witten assessnent of the
effects of any Federal mandate in a proposed or final agency rule that
may result in the expenditure of $100 nmillion or nore (when adjusted
annually for inflationl in any one year by State, local, and tribal
governments in the aggregate, or by the private sector. Section 204(a)
of the Act, 2 U S.C. 1534(a), requires the Federal agency to develop an
effective process to permt timely i nput by elected officers (or their
desi gnees) of state, local,, and tribal governments on a proposed
"significant intergovernnental mandate." A "significant

i ntergovernnental mandate" under the Act is any provision in a Federal
agency regulation that would inpose an enforceable duty upon State,
local, and tribal governments in the aggregate of $100 million (adjusted
annually for inflation) in any one year. Section 203 of the Act, 2

U S.C. 1533, which supplenents section 204(a), provides that, before
establishing any regulatory requirenments that mght significantly or
uniquely affect small governments, the agency shall have devel oped a
plan, which, anong other things, nust provide for notice to potentially
af fected small governments, if any, and for a meaningful and tinely
opportunity for these small governnents to provide input in the

devel opment of regulatory proposals.
This proposed rul e does not contain any Federal intergovernmental or

private sector mandates. Therefore, the requirenments of Title Il of the

Unf unded Mandates Ref orm Act of 1995 do not apply.
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e TABLE A-t
Explamﬂon ofBanaﬁh Dorlvation .

Estirhated

Benefit at 7%

Benefit at 3%

Benefit Present Present

Year Calculation Value Value Value
2000 |$34,453,000 X 18.44% $6,351,652 | $6166.652 | $6,351,652

2001 | Pro-rated $6,396,810 $6,029,607 36,396,810
2002 | Pro-rated $6,441,969 |  $5895314 | $6441,969
2003 |$34,453,000 X 18.83% $6,487,128 |  $5,763,729 | $6,487,128
2004| Pro-rated §Agen2ax ) $5,555401 | $6440,233
2005 | Pro-rated $6,393.338  $5,354,320 | $6,393.338
2006 | Pro-rated  $630a443)  $5160239 |  $6,346,443
2007 |Pro-rated $6.299.548  $4.972,922 | $6.299.548
2008 ($34,453,000 X 18.15% $6,252 654 $4,792,138 $6,252,654
2009 |extrapolated $6,205,759 $4,617,667 $6,205,759

Total

2000-2001: $12,196,259 | $12,748,482
2000-2004: $29.410704 | $32,117,791
2000-2009: $54,307,990 | $63.615,534

Noise modeling was completed for the years 2000, 2003, and 2008. Therefore
only those years can easily be calculated as shown above. For the years
between the years that were modeled, estimated benefits were pro-rated as
demonstrated below for year 2002:
$6,352,652 ¢ (($6,487,128-56,354,652)*2/3) = $6,41,969

In the model years 2000, 2003, and 2008 the estimated benefit value may not
equal the calculation at presented due to rounding.
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Table 1.

Summary of Costs, By Alternative, of the Proposed Rule of Placing a Limitation on Commercial Air Tours in the Grand Canyon

National Park, 2000-2001 to 2009-2010.
Summary of Operational Costs: Summary of Non-Operational Costs: Summary of FAA Costs:
Proposed Rule and Alternatives Proposed Rule and Alternatives Proposed Rule
Descri‘pti‘on of” Change in Change in Description of Non- Total Discounted ] Description of Total Discounted
Qper ati ons Undi scount ed Di scount ed Operations Undi scount ed Cost FAA Costs Undi scount ed Cost
Al ternatives Net Operating|[Net Operating] Alternatives With Cost Cost
Revenue Revenue Initial or Annual
Costs
Total One Year Total One Year Total One Year
Proposed Rule $6,459,459 $6,036,8783Proposed Rul e I’$T, 006_ $1. 00 OfProposed Rule $138,000 $129,000
Five Month Peak Iiﬁp. Four Ti nes ANnD .Rec. &
Season In. [Tracking
Blternative 1 <56,459,459 <56,036,878fAlternative so SOfProposed Rule $6,300 $5, 900
Three Month Peak Rep. Three Times Trans & Term. Of
Season Ann. (Current) Alloc.
Alternative 2 <$6,459,459% <56,036,878]Proposed Rule so s OJProposed Rule 50 50
INo Peak/Off-Peak Flight Plan Ann. IFile Flight Plan
Delineation
Alternative $29, 300 $27.400I:roposed Rule 3,700 $3,500
SFRA (perations Initial
frorm llocation
proposed Rul e $1, 500 $1. 40 OF
rans and Term O
lloc.
I:roposed Rule 53,800 3,500
Reg. Mbd and Init
lloc.
Total of Proposed 56,459,459 $6,036,87HITota1 of Proposed 56,300 $5, 900[Total Cost $148,000 5138,300
Rule | | Rule
Total Two Years Total Two Years Total Two Years
Proposed Rule $15,215,718 $13, 684, 933|Proposed Rule $2,000 $2,000fProposed Rule $276,000 $249,000
Five Month Peak Rep. Four Times n .Rec. &
Season n. I?Eacking
Alternative 1 <$15,215,718| <$%13,684,933JAlternative 50 50JProposed Rule 512,600 $11, 500
Thr ee Month Peak kep. Three Times Trans & Term. Of
Season Ann. (Current) Alloc.
lternative 2 <$15,215,718( <5%$13,684,933]|Proposed Rule 30 $0fProposed Rule 30 Su
J:o Peak/Off-Peak Fiight Plan Ann. File Flight Plan
Delineation
Alternative 558, 600 $53,000
SFRA Operations
Form
Proposed Rule $3,000 $2,700
Trans and Term. Of
lloc.
Total of Proposed 815,215,718 $13,684,933rbta1 of Proposed $5,000 $4,700rbtal Cost $288, 600 $260. 50 U]
Rule Rule
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Table 1. Summary of Costs, By Alternative, of the Proposed Rule of Placing a Limitation on Commercial Air Tours in the Grand Canyon
National Park, 2000-2001 to 2009-2010 (continued)..
Summary of Qperational Costs: Summary of Non- Operational Costs:: Summary of FAA Costs:
Proposed Rule and Alternatives Proposed Rule and Alternatives Proposed Rule
Descri ption of Change in Change in Description of Non- Total Discounted | Description of Total Discounted
Qper ati ons Undi scount ed Discounted Oper ations Undi scount ed Cost FAA Costs Undiscounted Cost
Al ternatives et Operating Net Operating] Alternatives With Cost Cost
Revemuev e n u e]f Initial or Annual
Costs
Total Five Years Total Five Years Total Flve vYears:
Proposed Rule $56,035,821 $44,616, 595JProposed Rule $5,000 54,000fProposed Rule 5690, 000 $567,000
Five Month Peak Rep. Four Times fAnn .Rec. & r
Season iAnn . Tracking
alternative 1 <$56,035,821] <$44,616,595]Alternative 50 5$0fProposed Rule $32,000 $25, 800
Three Month Peak Rep. Three Tines fTcans 6 Term Of
Season jaAnn. (Current) Alloc.
Alternative 2 <$56,035,821] <544,616,595|Proposed Rule 50 $0fProposed Rule 50 50
o Peak/ O f - Peak Flight Plan Ann. File Flight Plan
Del i neati on
[Alternative $146, 500 $120, 300
SFRA Operations
Form
Proposed Rule s$7,500 $5, 500
[Trans and Term. Of
BAlloc.
Total of Proposed 556,035,821 $44,616, 595fTotal of Proposed $12,500 $9,500]Total Cost 8722,000 $592, 800
Jrul e [Rule )
| Total Ten Years Total Ten Years Total Ten Years
Proposed Rul e ﬁITLT,SQZ,Sld $114, 568, 381fProposed Rule $11,000 $8,000)Proposed Rule $1,379,000 5969, 00¢
Five Month Peak Rep. Four Times n .Rec. &
Season n. macking
lternative 1 <5177,592,514] <$114, 568, 381jAlternative 50 50JProposed Rule $63,200 $44,400
Three Month Peak Rep. Three Times Trans & Term. Of
Season n. {Current) . alloc.
lternative 2 <$177,592,514] <5114, 568, 381)Proposed Rule s0 $0fProposed Rule 30 50
oPeak/ Of f - Peak Flight Plan Ann. File Flight Plan
Del i neation
lternative $293,000 $206, 000)Proposed Rule $3,700 $3,500
SFRA Operations Initial
I:orm Allocation
Proposed Rule 515,000 $11, 000
krans and Term. Of
lioc.
Proposed Rule §3, 800 53,500
keq. Mod and Init
lloc.
Total of Proposed $177,592,514 $114,568,381|Tota1 of Proposed $29, 800 $22. 50008Total Cost $1,445,900] $1,016, 900
fRule Rule

source: U.5.Department of Transportation, Federal Aviation Administration, Office of avi ation Policy and Plans, April 1999
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Table 2. frofile Of Operators, By Route And Other YVariables, Who Were
Operating In Grand Canyon Naticnal Park, 19%7-1998.

Route Number of |Aircraft**| Air Tours | Air Tours Passengers
Operators* Total Peak Season
Total

Fixed Wing (Blue 10 150 36,694 19,420 341,996
Routes)

Helicopter (Green 4 4 16 7,441 2,977 35,833
Route)

Fizxed Wing (Black 9 74 11,224 7,313 93,246
Routes})

Helicopter (Green 3 31 32,511 22,644 144,663

1, 1A,and 2 Routes)

Total One-Year All 26 * 87,870 52,354 615,738
Routes
Fixed Wing {Blue 10 150 73,388 38,840 683,992
Routes)
Helicopter (Green 4 4 16 14,882 5,954 71,6606
Route)
Fixed Wing (Black 9 75 22,448 14,626 186,492
Routes)
Helicopter (Green 3 31 65,022 45,288 289,326

1, 1a,and 2 Routes)

Total Two-Year All 26 ol 175,740 104,708 1,231,476
Routes —

Fixed Wing (Blue 10 150 183,470 97,100 1,709,980
Routes) )

Helicopter {Green 4 4 16 37,205 14,885 179,165
fRoute) _

Fixed Wing (Black 9 75 56,120 36,565 466, 230
Routes)

Helicopter (Green 3 31 162,555 113,220 723,315

1, 1A,and 2 Routes)

Total Five-Year All 26 ** 439, 350 261,770 3,078,690
Routes

Fixed Wing (Blue 10 i50 366, 940 194,200 3,419,960
Routes)

Helicopter (Green 4 4 le 74,410 29,770 358, 330
Route) _

Fixed Wing (Black 9 75 112,240 73,130 932,460
Routes}

Helicopter (Green 3 31 325,110 226,440 1,446,630

1, 1a,and 2 Routes)

Total Ten-Year All 26 * 878,700 523,540 6,157,380
Routes

*  Twenty-four operators reported conducting air tours in the Grand Canyon
during the base period. The nunber suns to 26 entities because one operator is
a fixed-wing and helicopter operator and is counted as two entities in this
table. Another operator conducts a large volume of fixed-wing air tours that
originate from Page, Arizona as well as from Las Vegas, Nevada. This operator
is also treated as two entities in this table.

*+* To avoid double counting, no totals are provided because many operators use
the same aircraft on nore than one type of air tour.

source :  'U'S. Department of Transportation, Federal Aviation Adnministration,
Office of Aviation Policy and Plans, April 1999.




Table 2a.

Air Tours Along Nationa

Profile Of Las Vegas Fixed-Wing Operators Conducting

Canyon and sanup Redi Oon Bl ue Routes

In Gand Canyon National Park, — 1997-1998
Cperator | Aircraft Air Tours Air Tours Passengers
Code Annual Peak Season
Number* Total Total
2 22 5,582 2,936 28,738
3 7 3,390 1,519 21,394
6 4 2,010 1,060 16,080
7 11 2,314 2,157 18,743
10 42 6,444 3,541 108,239
11 15 5,500 3,001 61,394
14 1 2 1 8
15 13 3,971 1,645 33,781
19 18 5,557 2,831 39,594
23 17 1,924 729 14,025
Total 150 36,694 19,420 341,996

* A unique code has been assigned to each operator.

Source :
Adm ni strat

U. S. Depart nment

i on,

of Transportation,
fice of Aviation Policy and Plans,

Federal Avi ati on

April 1999.

Table 2b. Profile Of Las Vegas Helicopter Operators Conducting
Air Tours Along Sanup Region Green 4 Route and on Hualapai Lands

Who Were Operating In Grand Canyon National Park, 1997-1998.
Operator| Aircraft Air Tours Air Tours Passengers
Code Annual Peak Season
Number* Total Total
18 3 1,026 132 1,197
20 3 2,536 985 12,780
22 3 1,753 681 7,889
24 7 2,106 859 10, 967
Total 16 7,441 2,977 35,833
« A unique code has been assigned to each operator.
source : U S Departnment of Transportation, Federal Aviation
Adm nistration, Ofice of Aviation Policy and Plans, April 1999.




Table 2c.

. Profile Of Tusayan and Other Fixed-Wing Operators
Conducting Air Tours in Marble Canyon and through Zuni Point,

North Rim Dragon, and Fossil Canyon Corridors, \Wo Were
Qperating In Grand Canyon National Park, 1997-1998.
Operator | Aircraft | Air Tours Air Tours Passengers
Code Annual Peak Season
Number* Total Total
1 13 926 300 3,327
5 1 34 34 136
8 4 3,165 2,058 48,108
£ 2 36 36 145
10 42 3,030 2,089 21,221
12 1 873 731 4,496
13 2 13 8 34
16 B 3,132 2,049 15,715
17 1 15 8 60§
- Total 74 11,224 7,313 33,246
* A unique code has been assigned to each operator.
Source : U S. Departnment of Transportation, Federal Aviation
Adnministration, Ofice of Aviation Policy and Plans, April 1999.

[Table 2d. Profile O Tusayan Helicopter Operators Conducting Air
Tours Through zuni Point, North Rim and Dragon Corridors (G een
Routes) Who Were Operating In the Gand Canyon National Park,
1997- 1998.

Operator | Aircraft | Air Tours | Air Tours Passengers
Code Annual Peak
Number>* Total Season
Total
4 4 4,361 2,800 23,113
21 22 23,1729 16,701 100, 842
25 5 4,421 3,143 20,708
Total 31 32,511 22,644 144,663
« A unique code has been assigned to each operator.
Source : U S. Department of Transportation, Federal Aviation
Administration, Office of Aviation Policy and Plans, April 1999,
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Table 3. One-Year, Two-Year, Five-Year, and Ten~Year Profile Of Operators, By
Route, Revenue, and Costs, 2000-2001 to 2009-2010, Without the Proposed Rule
(Based Upon 1997-1998 Base Year).

Route Operator Gross Variable Net Discounted
Operating Operating Operating Net
Revenue Costs Revenue Operating
Revenue
Fixed Wing (Blue 10 $63,228,119) $16,068,693| $47,159,426] $44,074,230
Routes)
Helicopter {Green 4 4 §11,920,162 $1,373,243| $10,546,919 $9,856,934
Route)
Fixed Wing {Black 9 58,216,813 $2,816,927 55,399,886 $5,046,623
Routes)
Helicopter (Green 3 $16,154, 392 $9, 660,653 $6,493,739 $6,068,915
1, 1A,and 2 Routes)
Total One-Year All 26 599,519,486| $29,919,516| $69,599,970| $65,046,702
Routes
Fixed Wing {Blue 10 $128,542,766| $32,667,653] $95,875,113] $86,624,398
Routes)
f[Helicopter (Green 4 4 $24,233,690 $2,791,804) $21,441,886| $19,373,020
Route)
Fixed Wing {Black 9 516,704,781 $5,726,812} 310,977,968 $9,918, 736
Routes)
Helicopter (Green 3 $32,841,879| $19,640,108] $13,201,771] $11,927,970
1, 1A,and 2 Routes)
Total Two-Years All 26 $202,323,116| $60,826,3771$141,496,738|%$127,844,124
Routes
Fixed Wing (Blue 10 $337,705,864| $85,824,027{$251,881,836[/%$205, 648,491
Routes)
Helicopter {(Green 4 4 563,666,432 $7,334,589] $56,331,842] $45,992,035
Route}
Fixed Wing ({Black 9 543,886,580| $15,045,406| $28,841,174| $23,547,327
Routes)
Helicopter (Green 3 $86,281,753| $51,598,232| $34,683,520| $28,317,301
1, 1lA,and 2 Routes)
Total Five-Years 26 £531,540,629|5159,802,254|%371,738,372}%303,505,154
A1l Routes
Fixed Wing (Blue 10 $734,934,189|5186,774,9961$548,159,189($378,116, 380)
Routes)
Helicopter (Green 4 4 $138,554,412] $15,961,830(5122,592,472| $84,563,430
Route) .
Fixed Wing (Black 9 395,508,404 $32,742,844| $62,765,760( $43,255,384
Routes)
Helicopter (Green 3 $187,771,126|5112,290,929| $75,480,197| 552,065,712
1, 1A,and 2 Routes)
Total Ten-Years All 26] $1,156,768,131}$347,770,599/5808,997,618|5558,040, 906
Routes
Source: U.S. Departnent of Transportation, Federal Aviation Adninistration,
Office of Aviation Policy and Plans, April 1999.



Table 3a,

Ten-Year Profile of Las Vegas Fixed-Wing Operators
Canyon and Sanup Region Blue

Conducting Air Tours Along National

Routes By Revenue, and Costs, 2000-2001 to 2009-2010, Without
the Proposed Rule (Based Upon 1997-1998 Base Year)
Cperator Gross Variable Undiscounted Discounted
Code Operating Operating Net Operating { Net Operating

Number* Revenue Costs Revenue Revenue
2 $30,712,895] $12,125,285 $18,587,610 $12,821,604
3 $28,835,324| $10,772,438 $18,062,885 $12,459,652
3 $37,027,591 510,258,760 526,768,831 $18,464,953
7 $40,704,954] 510,646,336 $30,058,617 $20,734,224
10| 5248,777,564] 560,725,720 $188,051,844 $129,716,848
11 $153,448,034] 533,925,295 $119,522,738 582,445,950
14 $9,123 $4,467 $4,656 $3,212
15 $75,330,064]| 518,847,424 556,482,639 538,961,330
19 $92,180,979] $23,609,830 $68,571,149 $47,299,899
23 $27,907,66L $5,859,441 $22,048,220 $15,208,708
Total $734,934,189{5186,774,996 $548,159,189 $378,116, 380

* A unique. code has been

Sour ce:

U S. Departnment
Adm ni stration,

assigned to each operator.

of Transportation,
O fice of Aviation Policy and Plans,

Feder al

Avi ation
April 1999.

Table 3b.

Hualapai Lands,
Wthout The Proposed Rule

By Revenue,

and Costs

Ten-Year Profile Las Vegas Helicopter Operators
Conducting Air Tours Along Sanup Region Green 4 Route and on
2000- 2001 to 2009- 2010,
(Based Upon 1997-1998 Base Year)

Operator Gross Variable Undiscounted Discounted
Code Operating Operating | Net Operating | Net Operating
Number* Revenue Costs Revenue Revenue
18 $13,391,101 $3,828,213 $9,562,888 $6,596,413
20 $49,190,604 54,308,087 $44,882,517 $30, 959, 647
22 $31,789,563 53,959,192 $27,830,371 $19,197,195
24 544,183,144 $3,866,338 540,316,696 $27,810,175
Total $138,55%4,412| $15,9#61,830 $122,592,472 $84,563,430

A uni que code has been assigned to each operator.

Source :

U S. Departnment
Adm ni stration,

of Transportation,
Ofice of Aviation Policy and Pl ans,

Feder al

Avi ation
April 1999.




Table 3c.

Qperators Conducting Air
Point, North Rim Dragon,

Ten-Year Profile Of Tusayan and Other Fixed-Wing

Tours _in Marble Canggn .and through Zuni
and Fossil Canyon Corridors, By Revenue

and Costs, 2000-2001 to 2009-2010, Wthout the Proposed Rule
(Based Upon 1997-1998 Base Year)
Cperator Gross Variable Undiscounted Discounted
Code Operating Operating Net Operating | Net Operating
Number* Revenue Costs Revenue Revenue
1 $3,410,391 $1,424,747 $1,985,844 $1,369,821
5 $139,402 §52,734 $86, 668 559,783
8l $46,321,850) $19,934,043 $26, 387,807 $18,202,125
9 5223,054 $86, 468 $136,626 594,244
10| $23,463,683 54,249,173 $19,214,510 $13,254,035
12 54,032,354 $1,363,482 52,668,872 $1,840,970
13 533,057 $7,601 $25,45%6 $17,559
ie| §17,734,665 55,574,464 $12,160,201 $8,1388,022
17 $149,908 $50,132 599,776 568,825
Total 595,508,404 $32,742,844 $62,765,760 $43,295, 384
o A uni que code has been assigned to each operator.
Sour ce: U S. Departnent of Transportation, Federal Aviation
Administration, Ofice of Aviation Policy and Plans, April 1999.

Table 3d.

Ten-Year Profile of Tusayan Helicopter Operators

Conducting Air Tours Through Zuni Point, North Rim and Dragon

Corridors (Green Routes), By Revenue and Cost's, 2000-2001 to
2009- 2010, Wthout the Proposed Rule (Based Upon 1997-1998 Base:
Year)

Operator Gross Variable Undiscounted Discounted
Code Operating Operating Net Operating | Net Operating

Number* Revenue Costs Revenue Revenue
4 $31,377,483| $18,906,771 $12,470,712 $8,602,210
21| $131,368,348| $80,442,223 $50,926, 125 $35,128, 485
25 $25,025,295( $12,941,935 $12,083, 360 $8, 335,017
Tot al $187,771,126( $112,290,929 $75,480,197 $52,065,712

* A unique code has been assigned to each operator

Avi ation
April 1999.

Feder al

Sour ce: U S. Department of Transportation,
O fice of Aviation Policy and Plans,

Adm ni stration,
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Taple 4.

One-Year,
proposed Rule,
National Park,

Two-Year,

2000-2001 to 200%-2010

five-Year,

and Ten-Yesar Profile of Operators
By Route, Revenue, and Costs Wo Were (perating In the Gand Canyon
{Based Upon 1997-1998 Base Year)

SJnaer

Tne

Route Number Loss in Loss of Reduction Loss of Loss of
of Total Gross in Variable|Undiscounted| Discounted
Operator|{Operations Operating Operating Net Net
Revenue Costs Operating Operating
Revenue Revenue
Fixed Wing (Blue 10 3,754 $5,868,099] $1,491,309 54,376,789 54,090,457
Routes)
Helicopter (Green 4 4 761 $1,106,291 $127,448 $978,842 $914, 806
Route)
Fixed Wing (Black E] 1,148 $762,589 $261,434 $501, 155 $468, 369
Routes)
Helicopter (Green 3 3,326 $1,499,263 $896, 589 $602,673 $563,246
1, 1a, and 2
Routes)
Total One-Year All 26 8,989 $9,236,242] $2,776,780 56,459,459 $6,036,878
Routes
Fixed Wing (Blue 10 8,843 $13,822,725| $3,512,885] 510,309,840} $9,272,613
Routes)
Helicopter (Green 4 4 1,793 $2,605,947 $300,214 $2,305,733] $2,073,764
Route)
Fixed Wing {Black 9 2,705 81,796,333 $615,827 $1,180,50%] s$1,061,740
Routes)
Helicopter (Green 3 7,835 $3,531,620( §2,111,980 $1,419,640{ 51,276,816
1, 1A, and 2
JRoutes)
Total Two-Years All 26 21,176 $21,756,625| $6,540,906] $15,215,718|$13,684,933
JRoutes
Fixed Wing ({(Blue 10 32,565] $50,905,762|$12,937,1091 $37,968,653} 530,231,234
Routes)
Helicopter (Green 4 4 6,604 $9,597,074] 51,105,816 $8,491,459] s$e6,761,032
Route)
Fixed Wing (Black 9 9,961 §6,615,461| $2,267,944 54,347,517 53,461,561
Routes})
Helicopter (Green 3 28,853F $13,006,108) $7,777,915 $5,228,192| 54,162,768
1, 1A, 'and 2
FRoutes)
Total Five-Years 26 77,983 $80,124,403]|$24,088,584] $56,035,821) 544,616,595
A1]1 Routes
Fixed Wing (Blue 10 103,208] $161,333,987| $41,00L,162|$120,332,825[%77,629,043
Routes)
Helicopter (Green 4 20,929 $30,415,697| $3,503,992| 526,911,705 517,361,264
Route)
Fixed Wing (Black 9 31,569 $20,966,165] $7,187,722| $13,778,445] 58,888,742
Routes)
Helicopter {Green 3 91,443] 541,219,833]524,650,293] 516,569,539} 810,689, 332
1, 1A, and 2
Routes)
Total Ten-Years All 26 247,149] $253,935,682]576,343,169[5$177,592,514|%114, 568, 38
JRoutes 1
Source : U S. Departnent of Transportation, Federal Aviation Admnistration, Ofice O

Aviation Policy and Plans,

Apri |l

1999



Table 4a.
Conducting Ai r

Ten-Year Profile Of
Tours Along National
Under the Proposed Rule,
2000- 2001 to 2009-2010 (Based Upon 1997-1998 Base Year)!

Las Vegas Fixed-Wing Operators
Canyon and Sanup Region Blue Routes
By Revenue and Costs,

Operator| Change in | Change in Change in Change in Change in

Code Total Gross Variable |Undiscounted | Discounted Net
Number* |Operations| Operating Operating |Net Operating QOperating

Revenue Costs Revenue Revenue

2 15,700 %6,742,146| $2,661,763 54,080, 383 $§2,632,335

3 9,535 $e6,329,979f $2,364,784 $3,965,195 $2,588,024

[3 5,653 S5B,128,359] §2,252,020 $5,876,339 $3,790, 940

7 6,508] $8,935,620] $2,337,102 56,598,518 $4,256,832

10 18,125 $54,612,068] $13,330,612| $41,281,456 $26,631,469

11 15,470| $33,685,170] 57,447,338 $26,237,832 $16,0926,535

14 6 $2,003 $981 $1,022 $659

15 11,169] s16,536,582] $4,137,418] $12,399,164 $7,998,9%41

19 15,6301 520,235,723] $5,182,870] $15,052,854 $9,710,888

23 5,412] $6,126,337] 51,286,274 54,840,062 $3,122,418

Total 103,208|5161,333,987[ 541,001, 162| $120,332,825 $77,659,041

* A unique code has been assigned to each operator.

source :
Adm ni str

U S. Departnment

ation,

' of Transportation,
O fice of Aviation Policy and Plans,

Feder al

April

Avi ati on

1999.

Takle 4b

. Ten-Year Profile Of Las Vegas Helicopter Operators Conducting
Air Tours Along Sanup Region Green 4 Route and on Hualapai Lands of
Operators Under the Proposed Rule, By Revenue and Costs,
2000-2001 to 2008-2010 (Based Upon 1997-1998 Base Year)

Operator | Change in | Change in |Change in Change in Change in
Code Annual Gross Variable | Undiscounted | Discounted Net
Number* [Operations| Operating [Operating|Net Operating Operating
Revenue Costs Revenue Revenue
18 2,886| $2,939,637] $B40,376 $2,099,261 81,354,274
20 7,189|510, 798,404 $945,718 $9,852,685 56,356,159
22 4,931| 56,978,498| $869,129 $6,109,370 $3,941,273
24 5,923] §9,699,158| $848,769 $8,850, 389 $5,709,558
Total 20, 929|530, 415, 697[$3, 503, 99 $26,911,705 $17,361,264
2

« A uni que code has been assigned to each operator.

Source

_ U. S. Department
Adm ni stration,

. of Transportation,
O fice of Aviation Policy and Plans,

Feder al

Apri |

Avi ation

1999.



Table dc. Ten-Year Profile Cf Tusayan and Other Fixed-Wing Operators
Conducting Air Tours in Marble Canyon and through 2Zuni Point, North
Rim, Dragon, and Fossil Canyon Corridors Operators Under the Proposed
Rule, By Revenue and Costs, 2000-2001 to Z009- 2010 (Based Upon 1997--
1998 Base Year)

Operator | Change in | Change in |Change in Change in Change in

Code Annual Gross Variable | Undiscounted |} Discounted Net
Number* |Operations| Operating |Operating [Net Operating Operating

Revenue Costs Revenue Revenue

1 2,605 $548,655 $312,719 $435,936 $281,231

5 96 $30,602] S11,576 519,026 $12,274

8 8,802]510, 168,650]%84, 375,955 55,792,696 $3,736,981

9 101 548,974] 518,982 $29, 992 519,349}

10 8,522] 85,150,787 $932,786 54,218,001 $2,721,115

12 2,455 $885,18%8| 5299,314 $585,875 §377,960

13 37 $7,257 $1,669 $5,588 $3,605

16 8,809 $3,893,143[51,223,716 $2,669,428 $1,722,100

17 42 $32,908 511,005 $21,903 514,130

[ Total 31,569|520, 966, 165(97,1817,722| 513,718,445 $B,0888, 745

« A uni que code has been assigned to each operator.

source:

U S. Departnment
Adm ni stration,

Grand Canyon Nati onal

of Transportation,
O fice of Aviation Policy and Plans,

Feder al

Avi ati on

April

1999.

Park,

'a5' e 4d.  Ten-Year Profile O Tusayan Hel i copter Operators Conducti ngf
Air Tours Through Zuni Point, North Rim and Dragon Corridors (G een
Routes)Operators Under the Proposed Rul e,

By Revenue and Costs In the

1998 Base Year)

2000-2001 to 2009-2010 (Based Upon 1997-

Operator f Change in | Change in |Change in Change in Change in
Code Annual Gross Variable | Undiscounted | Discounted Net
Number* |Operations| Operating |Operating |Net Operating Operating
Revenue Costs Revenue Revenue
4 12,266] $6,888,038|54,150, 446 §2,737,592 $1,766,074
21 66,742] $28,838,200}$17,658,81] $11,179,388 $7,212,041
2
25 12,435] $5,493,595|52,841,035 $2,652,559 $1,711,218
Total 91,443[541,219,833|524,650,29| 516,569,539 $10,689,333
3

* A unique code has been assigned to each operator.

source:

rCe U.S. Departnent
Adm ni stration,

. of Transportation,
Ofice of Aviation Policy and Pl ans,

105

Feder al

Avi ati on

April

1999.




Estimated Initial Operator Start-up Costs Associated With
Filing a Flight Plan (2000-2001)
Operator |a} Cost to|b) Rewrite]|c) Pilet(|d} Initial| Total Discounted
Number Create a Existing |Training Pilot Total
Template |Ops Manual| Setup Training
1 $360 5360 $360 50 $1,080 52,682
2 $360 $360 $360 50 $1,080 $1,009
3 $360 $360 $360 50 $1,080 $1,009
5 50 $360 50 50 §360 $336
6 $360 5360 $360 $0 $1,080 $1,009I
7 $360 $360 $360 50 $1,080 $1,009I
8 5360 $360 $360 50 51,080 $1,009
9 $0 $360 50 50 $360 $336’
10 5360 $360 5360 $0 51,080 $1,009
11 $360 $360 5360 50 $1,080 $1,009
12 5360 $360 $360 50 $1,080 51,009
13 50 $360 50 50 5360 $336
14 s0 5360 50 $0 $360 $336
15 $360 $360 $360 50 $1,080 $1,009
16 $360 5360 $360 $0 51,080 $1,009
17 $0 $360 50 $0 $360 $336
18 $360 $360 $360 30 $1,080 $1,009)
19 $360 $360 $360 $0 $1,080 $1,009
20 $360 $360 $360 $0 $1,080 51,009
21 $360 $380 53860 $0 $1,080 51,009
22 $360 $360 $360 50 $1,080 $1,009
23 5360 $3e60 $360 50 $1,080 51,009
24 5360 $360 $360 50 $1,080 51,009
25 5360 $360 5360 S0 51,080 $1,009
Total $6,840 $8,640] 56,840 $0) $22,320 $20,850
Source : U S. Department of Transportation, Federal Aviation
Administration, Ofice of Aviation Policy and Plans, April 1999.
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Table 6

Financial Data for Some Carriers impacted by the Proposed Rule

Sour ce:
Statistics,

Form 298C, Schedule F1, April

OPS REV CY 1997 CY 1998
6 $2,175,087 $1,213,402

7 $4,560,593 $696,147

10 $31,776,607 $§§.434,825
T T 7 $9,355910 96,584,310

19 $12,982,744 $13,707,166

21 $12,345,599 $11,800,103

TOTAL $73,196,540 $57,437,953
OPS EXP CY 1997 CY 1998
6 $1,876,019 $909,672

7 $4.527,750 $1,099,608

10 $29,726,391 $21,456,014

11 $8,775.807 $7,165,878

19 $11,171,050 $13,011,611

21 $11,935,397 $11,083,630

TOTAL $68,012,214 $54,726,414
OPS PROFIT/LOSS CY 1997 CY 1998
6 $299,068 $303, 730

7 $32,643 ($401,462)

[ 10 $2,050,216 _ _$1,978,811
11 $580,303 ($581,568)

19 $1,811,694 $695,555

21 $410,202 9716,473

TOTAL $5,184,326 $2,711,539 |
NET PROFIT/LOSS CY 1997 CY1998
6 $299,070 "$303,730 |

7 $61.704 ($370,581)

10 ($93,704) ($1,201,019)

11 (9649,540) ($1,927,921)

19 $2,179,183 $1,505,456

21 $392,202 9718,473

TOTAL $1,988,815 ($973,862) |
PAX REV CY 1997 CY 1998
6 $915,864 $492,089 |

7 $4,508,918 $337,555

10 $10,225,986 9403, 430
1] $4,356,950 $2,603,525|

19 $12,510,705 $13,381,799
21 $244,167 $221,823

TOTAL $32,762,610 $17,440,221

U S. Department of Transportation/Bureau of Transportation

1999




