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i !HROuUC T I ON 

Ai rport deve l opmen t i 5 im po rtan t to the S tate of Iowa 

~e c a u se i t b ri n gs c ertain e c onomic impacts-construction and 

i:•c-fm.:1 ne nt 1obs . and consumption of local goods and services, 

among o th e rs. The more funds that can be received and utilized, 

th e more gr o wth wi 11 o c cur in Iowa. Two benefits provided by 

ai r por ts include: travel time saved, and cost avoided by 

tr a veler·s. 

A s t ud y l ike this is d o ubl y importa n t because any 

conc l u si o ns gat h ered fr o m it can be applied to other ar·eas -

hi~hw a y , ra i l • e tc . sinc e 

Add i t i o nall y . c om pe titi o n 

the funding processes are 

f o r federal funds is 

similar. 

becoming 

i~cr e~si ng l y a gg r e s si v e, and anything Iowa c an do to increase its 

ch a nc es f o r funding is important. 

The gene r al app r oach taken in this stud y includes the 

determinati o n of the "have" and the "have-not" states regarding 

dis c retionac- y funds <states that seem to get more or less than 

thei r fair sha r e as det er mined by statistical means). Then, the 

ind i c a t e d states were surveyed to determine if there are any 

sig nifi ca nt differ ences in the wa y the y apply fo r the funds. (A 

l it e r atur e sea rc h wa s conducted of t o p t r ansportation and 

pol i t i ca l s c ience journals and no similar studies were 

discov ered ) . 

TH E AIR PO RT IMPR OVEMENT PR OGRAM 

T h e Airpo r t Improvement Program is authorized by Congress to 

" ma i n t ai n a s af e and effi c ient nationwide s y stem of public - use 

airpo rt s t o me e t the present and future needs of Ci Vi I 
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a e r o na u ti c s." <Pu blic Law 97-248 , Section 505 a). The program is 

1 11nded b y the Airport and Airway Trust Fund, for airport 

deve l opme nt and airport planning through grants, both formula and 

discretio nar y . The trust fund is replenished by taxes on air 

freight, 

f orm u la 

airline ticket sales, and aviation fuel. As far as 

mo ne y goes, primary airports receive at least fifty 

percent of al 1 federal apportionment. Primary airport formulas 

are based on passengers emplaned, with no less than $200,000 or 

no more than $1 2 ,500,000 to any single airport. 

airport is defined as "a c o mmercial service airport 

det ermined to have .01 percent or more of the total 

A primary 

which 

number 

is 

of 

passenger s emplaned annually at all commercial . service airports." 

<Public Law 97-248, Section 503a 11 > • Non-primary airport 

formulas are 

the t o tal U.S. 

based on proportion of population of the state 

population, and the proportion of area of 

to 

the 

state 

a p pl y 

funds 

to the total U.S. land area. Airport sponsbrs ma9 also 

for discretionar y funds to fund specific projects. These 

are distributed on the merits of the grant application. 

,. Tr,e air-port sp on sor is the owner / operator of the specific 

a i r port l . 

Some of the information inc l uded in the application process 

inciude the preapplication/application, detailed c ost estimate. 

s tatement s about the need for the project, objectives to be 

obtained. the method of accomplishments, benefits expected, and 

s upporting statements from local business firms. 

Discretionary funds total 37.5 percent of the total federal 

appo r-ti onment from the trust fund. 

ap portionments must go to designated 
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percent mu s t g o t o ward noise abatement projects, 5.5 percent must 

toward non - primary commercial airports and public airports 

th at are n o t c ommercial service airports. One percent must go 

t o wa r d airp o rt svstem planning. This leaves thirteen percent of 

total federal apportionments as straight dis c retionary funds, 

a v &ll a b l e to r an y eligible project. For any eligible project it 

f u n ds, the federal government provides ninet y percent of the 

pr o jected costs. ( See Table 1). 

For distribution of the discretionary funds. the FAA employs 

a n umeri c al priority table to determine the priority for receipt 

o f funds. One determines a priority rating from the table, b y 

c ross-indexing the develop~ent category with the airport type. 

The development categories are special programs (relating to 

safet y and security), reconstruction, standards based on current 

designed use, upgrading the airport role, capacity development, 

new reliever· and commercial service airports to increase 

metropolitan system capacity, and new airports which will be the 

s ol e airp o rt serving a community. (See Table 2). To the resulting 

n u meric v alue. another number is added for specific development 

it e ms. ( See bott o m of Tab l e 2 ). The lower the total number, the 

hi g her the priority. 

Discretionary funding was emphasized in this study rather 

than formula funding because this is the area where states can 

af f ect the amount of funds they receive. Formula funding is 

b a sed on rigid, fixed criteria, while discretionary funding i S 

ta ilo red mo re to a specific project. 
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f[O(IU\L J\VIJ\TION 
FUNDING: 

FM /\PPROPl!IJ\TIONS 

TAX Off FHEIGIIT • 
/\111l INE 
TICKET S/\LES, 
AVIJ\TION FUH 

~ 
-

f-+ 

_. 

FEDERAL APPORTIONMENT 

50% PRIMARY AIRPORTS 

37.5% OISCRETJONIIRY 
FUNDING 
• 13t Total discretionary 
• 10% Reliever airports 
• 8% Noise abatement 
• 5.5% Other conmercial 

service 
• li Planning 

In GENERAi. AVIATION 
AIRPORTS 

SOURCE: IOWA DEPARTM ENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

I 
I 

TABL E l 

-

-

BASES FOR DETERMINING 
IOW\'S SIIJ\RE Of FEDERAL FUNDS: 

ENTITLEMENT OASED ON: 
• $6 per emplaned passenqer 

(1st 50,000) 
• $4 per emplaned passenger 

(next 50,000) _., 
• $2 per emplaned passenger 

(next 400,000) 
• 50¢ per ~npl~ned passenger 

{each additional) 

DISCRETIONARY GRANTS 
• Awarded on merits of -grant applications 

STAT£ Af>PORTIONr-ENT BASED ON 
• /\rea i-
• Population 

, 

• 

LOCAL FUNDING: 

100 i GENERAL AVJJ\TIOII 
OR COP+IEnCJJ\l 
SERVICE AIRPORTS 
• Cil~ital improv~Jcnt, 

equipment, or safety 
projects 

• Federal - 90% match 
• Local - 1~ match 



TABLE 2 

AIRPORT IMPROVD1ENT PROGRAM DEVl::LOPME!:T PRIORITIES 

(W) (X) (Y} ( z) 
AIRPORT Primary 1n Primary outside Commercial 
TYPE Large/Medium Large/Hedium Hub Service other 

llub• and its and its Relievers than Primary 
Relievers 

Non-CoD1Rero1al Non-Coaeerc1al Non-Commercial Non-Coaaeroial 
with 100 or more with 50 or more with 20 or more with less than 
bued Urcrart based Aircraft based Aircraft 20 based Aircraft 

or 20,000 to or 8,000 to or less than 
110,000 !tin. Ops. 20,000 Itin. Ops. 8,000 It1n. Ops. 

DEVELOPMENT CATEGORY 
A. Special Program l l 1 l 

e. Recorustruct 2 2 3 7 

c. Standards 2 3 4 9 

D. Upgrade 3 11 5 10 

E. Capacity 3 II 5 12 

F. New ilrport Capacity 3 5 7 12 

o. New Airport 5 6 7 12 
Communit 

DEVELOPMENT ITEHS1 Add the following amounts to each value above (except S~ecial Programs, which never 
geta an add-on) tor the following development items, 

Priaary runway, 
t,txiway, and 
Approaches 

Aprons, secondary 
.rWlway, taxiway, 

+l 

and approaches +2 

Fundamental con
f1gurationa noise 
0ompat1b1lity 
(75 Ldn) +3 

CFR maintenance bldga 
electronic NAVAIDS1 
AWOS, anow removal 
equipment +4 

Primary access roads, 
noise 
( 65-74 lAn) +5 

Equipment storage 
building:, +6 

•PriJDary airport enplanes 6.61 percent or more of annual enplanements 
Large/med1wa hub enplanes 0.25 percent or aore or aMual enplaned passengers. 

SOURCE: FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION 

Other {service 
roads, secondary 
access roads, 
fencing, etc.) +7 
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DETE~ MINAT I ON OF HAVE AND HA VE- NOT STATE S 

[, a ta were received from the Iowa Department of 

T r a n s po rtation on the Airport Development Prog r am discretionary 

fu nd allocations for fis c al years 1982-1986. American Samoa, 

Gua m, the Northern Mariana Islands, the Pacific Trust 

Terr it o ries, and the Virgin Islands were removed from the sample. 

T h is wa s due to the fact that the disproporti o nate amount of 

f unds t hey received made t h e standard deviation greater than the 

me o n a n d also it was determined that their ap po rtionments were 

n ot r el ev ant to the purpo se of this study. 

First, an average (1 9 8 2- 1986) apportionme n t of discretionary 

!'und s f o r each state was calculated. Then, the states were 

ra nk e d 1 - 52 (District of Columbia and Puerto Ri c o included ) . A 

mer e r anking of states on the basis of do! lars re c eived is not a 

su f ficient measure for funding success, because each state varies 

o n man y factors which reflect the need for airport development, 

number of air carrier operations, number of general such as 

a v ia t ion ope r ations, and dollars per capita. Mo re data were 

ga t h er e d at the Iowa DOT on the number of air ca r rier operations 

a nd t he number of general aviation operations in each state. 

This d a t a ca me f rom an FA A d oc ument from fis c al year 1985, the 

onlv ye a r t ha t was a v ailable. Attempts to obtain other relevant 

da t a (e mp lanem e n t s 

air p orts per state, 

per airp o rt category per 

etc.) were unsuccessful. 

state, number of 

Apparently, these 

d ata are not kept by the FAA on a per state basis. 

The air carrier operations and the general a v iation 

oper ati ons we re summed to c reate a total operati o ns figure. The 

discr e t i on a ry dol Ja r s for e ac h state were d i vided into this total 
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operations figure. 

fi gu re was deri ved . 

Thu s , a discretionary dollars per operation 

A do! lars per capita figure was calculated for each state. 

T hen, a s an additional measure, the average percentage of total 

do l l 21rs disbursed was calculated by dividing the average 

ap p ortio nment of discretionary funds by the average total of 

t und s di sbursed. This measured how we! 1 a state did with respect 

to the other states, over the five year period (synonymous with 

the straight ranking ) . 

F or· e21ch cr· iterion (dollars per operation, dollars per 

c apita, and the average percentage of total dollars disbursed) 

the mean and standard deviation were calculated. <See Tabl~ 3), 

Stat e~ with a mean discretionary funding level greater (or less) 

than the national state mean plus (or minus> one standard 

de v io. tio n, for any of the three categories, were included in a 

separate listing. Those states with a number close to the cutoff 

were considered on an individual basis. This was done on a 

category by category basis. 

format. <See Tables 4 and 5). 

The results were set up in a table 

Any state qualifying in al I three 

categories was automatically considered to be a "have" (or "have 

no t" 1 sta te. Any state qualifying in two categories was also 

included . The other states on the listing were examined 

in div idually. Missouri was included as a have state because its 

numbers were we 11 above average and because of its close 

proximity and similarity to Iowa. (See Tables 6 and 7). The 

[ ii s trict of Columbia was removed from consideration even th o ugh 

it qua lified as a have n o t in all three categories. This was due 
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. Table 13 
Mea n and Standard Deviation Table 

St ate Dc.l lars oer Tvta l Operations Dollars pe r Capita Avg. l of Total Dollars Distr ibuted Avg. Rank 
------ ---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Alabam a $1 ~.29 Sl. 26 1.52 23 Alas ~a H.% SB.IS 1.24 30 Ar I rnr,a S9,f,O S3. 93 3.66 6 Arkansas S20 . 13 52. I 2 I. 52 25 Cal I f0r n1a S3.69 SI. 23 9.58 1 Color ado $8.11 S2.98 2.89 10 Connecticut SI. 71 S0.29 0.28 48 Dist. of (ol u1b ia SI. 06 S0.46 0.087 S2 Del a,·ar e S3. 73 S0.94 o. 18 51 Fl c, rid , S4.62 SI. 57 5.24 3 Ge.r91 a $6. 07 Sl.27 2.27 14 Hawa i : H.31 SI. 98 0.63 43 Idaho S6.97 SI. f, O 0.49 46 Il linois $7. 02 $1. 4S 5.08 4 Indi ana S14.66 SJ.f,9 S.08 11 Iowa S6.41 S0.73 0.65 41 ~ansas S17.84 $3,19 2.37 13 Ke ntucky SB.16 SI. 34 1.S2 24 Lc,ui si ana S4.93 SI .OB 1. 48 27 Na ine SIS.SI SI. 76 0.62 44 Mary land Sl3.21 S0.87 1. 15 33 Massa ch usetts S3.31 SO.BO 1.42 28 Nich igan H.42 SO.Bl 2.24 15 Mi nnesota S6.36 SI. 25 1.59 22 l'li ssc,ur i m.21 S2.33 3.55 7 Miss issipp i Sl8.76 Sl.28 1.01 34 Montan. S9. 05 S2.55 0,f,4 42 Net ras ~a Sl7.04 S2.43 I. 19 32 Ne11 Haapshi re S12.;:'8 S2.28 0.68 39 New Jersey SS.40 SO.BB 2.02 18 Ne11 l'le xi co $26.52 S4.63 2.01 19 Ne11 Yo rk ss. 27 10.61 3.31 8 N,jrth Car oli n. SS.67 $0.80 I.SI 26 N<Jrt h Oa k,)t a S6.34 $3.51 0.73 37 Ohi o $8.76 $0.95 3. 12 9 OU aho1a $(0.21 $2.06 2.07 16 Oregon S&.51 $1.59 I. 30 29 Pennsylvania $'3.10 SI . OS 3.91 s Puert o Rico SS.54 $0.28 0.27 so Rhode Island S6.98 Sl .38 0.40 47 South Carol in a ♦7.15 SO.OB 0.68 38 Sod h Oa kc, ta m.31 S3. 14 0.68 40 Te nn essee S9.40 Sl.41 2.03 17 Te xas S7.27 SI. 59 7.74 ') 

L Uta h $9.21 SI. 52 o. 77 36 Virg inia SS.52 S!.04 I. 79 20 Ver1on t SI0.05 Sl.73 0.28 49 Wash1n9ton SS.86 SI. 89 2.50 12 West Vi rg rn ia SS.31 S0.84 o.so 45 Wis( ons in S7. 77 SI. 13 1.73 21 Wyo11 ng m,09 SS.53 0.86 35 Nevada SS.50 S4.40 1.22 31 
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
!'lean 9. 17 1.85 1.90 St d. Devi ati on 5.50 I. 42 I.Bl 
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St. <e, tG 

i, l 3S l . ct 

Ar· 1 :: ,: ,n "" 
,.~-, ( ~ C1- n S, C1 S 

C 1:, 1 •:•t· ad,:, 

In d 1 ,~ n a 
.a nsa. s 

l'l cunr• 
M1 ·::- S l ~ :c:, lpp1 

Ne b r "' " f ,, 
~~•:? V el d ,:> 

t·~ew Me :-, 1 ,: ,: , 

North Dak,:,t a 
So:-'u t h Di:, k ,::ot a 
l✓ y,:, m i n g 

Mec,n 

Do l l ars per 
To t a l Operation s 

'lA . ':iG 
$ '3 . (:,0 

t>::::: o .. l ::J 
$ 8 . 11 
$14 . GE, 
·$ 17 . 8 4 
~t>J.'..:; . l 1 
$1 8 . 7 G 
$17 . 0 4 
$ 8 . 50 
$ 2 E . 52 
$E . 3 4 
$l 7 . 3 1 
$25. 0'3 

St d . De v i ,~t i ,::,n 
·:1 . 17 
~:i . 50 

Table 4 
Initial "H av f.: " Listing 

Do ll a r s p er 
Capit a 

$EL 15 
$3. '33 
<t,2 . 12 
$ 2 . '38 
$1. E- '3 
$ 3 . l '3 
$1.76 
$1. 2 8 
$ 2 .43 
$4.40 
$4 . E, 3 
$3. 5 1 
$ 3 . 14 
$ &::" C",...., 

J. J,j 

1. 85 
1. 4 2 

Avg. % o f 
Total Do ll ar s 

1. 2 4 
3 .GG 
1 c::·--, . --' -
2. 8 '3 
2 .83 
2.37 
o. E, ;: 
1. 0 1 
1. 1 '3 
1. 2 2 
2 . 01 
0.73 
O.GB 
0.8G 

l.. '30 
1. 8 1 

F:ank 

30 
G 
.-, c:-
..:. ..J 

10 
11 
1 :3 
44 
34 
..... . -. ..:,..::. 

31 
1 ":;I 
37 
40 
r"'\L-:...:, ..) 



Table 5 
lnt1al 'Have not' Listing 

State Doll ars per Total Operations Dollars per Capita Avg. I of Total Dollars Distributed Avg. Rank 
-- -------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Call fc,rn ia 
Connecticu t 
Dist. c.f Cc,luabi a 
Oe la1Ja re 
Ha1Ja i 1 
ldah ,:, 
Ic,11a 
~a lnE 
M;; ryl and 
~assachusetts 
Mi chi gan 
Non tan a 
Ne11 :-- ampshire 
New Jersey 
Ne .. llex1 co 
Ne11 York 
North Caroll na 
North Dakota 
Ohi ,:, 
Puerto RIC•) 

Rhode Isl and 
South Car olina 
South Da ko ta 
Utah 
Ver 1,:,nt 
West Virginia 
Wy c,1i ng 

Mea n 
St d. Deviati on 

S3.69 
U.21 
Sl.06 
S3,73 
$4.31 
$6.97 
$6.41 
m.01 
m.21 
$3.31 
S4.42 
$'3. 05 
Sl2.28 
SS.40 
m.s2 
SS.27 
SS.&7 
$6,34 
SB.76 
SS.54 
S6.9B 
$7.15 
Sll.31 
$9.21 
S10. 05 
15.31 
$25,09 

9. 17 
5.50 

SI. 23 
so. 29 
$0.46 
S0,'34 
SI. 98 
Sl.60 
S0.73 
SI. 76 
S0.87 
SO.BO 
SO.Bl 
$2.55 
$2.28 
S0.88 
$4,63 
$0.61 
SO.BO 
SJ.SI 
$0.95 
So.28 
$1.38 
$0.68 
$3.14 
$1.52 
$!. 73 
S0.84 
SS.53 

1.85 
I. 42 

9.58 
0.28 

0.087 
0.18 
0.63 
0,49 
0.65 
0.62 
1.15 
1.42 
2.24 
0.64 
0.68 
2.02 
2.01 
3.31 
1.51 
0.73 
3.12 
0.27 
0.40 
0.68 
0.68 
0. 77 
0.28 
0.50 
0.86 

I. 90 
I.Bl 

1 
48 
52 
51 
43 
46 
41 
44 
33 
28 
15 
42 
39 
18 
19 
8 

26 
37 
9 

so 
47 
38 
40 
36 
49 
45 
35 



Ar;:c,na 
Col or ad o 
I nG i Ci,O 

~ansas 
Mi ssc,ur i 
Ne~ tle ~ico 
Sc1J , ~ Dakota 
llyo ~; n9 

tlean 
Std. Devi at ion 

Tab le 6 
final 'Have' Listing 

Dollars per Totai Operations Dollars per Capita Avg. ! of Total Dollars Distributed Avg. Rank 

sg,&o 
SB.11 
m.u, 
Sl7.84 
Sl3. 21 
rn.s2 
Sl7.31 
S25. 0'3 

'3 .17 
5.50 

S3,gJ 
S2.'38 
s t.E,g 
S3.19 
$2.33 
S4.63 
$3.14 
SS.53 

1.85 
1. 42 

3.&6 
2,8'3 
5.08 
2.37 
3.55 
2.01 
0.68 
0.86 

I. 90 
1.81 

6 
10 
11 
13 
7 

19 
40 
35 



State 

Con nee tic u: 
De! •"'HE 

I d.;h,-
lo,,.a 
llassachusett; 
South ( ar ,:.l ,n.; 
Ut ar, 
West Virgir:a 

llea r. 
Sta. Dev1 .'. 1,:,r, 

Table 7 
Fina! 'Have not' Listing 

Dollars per Total Operations Doll. rs per Capita Avg. I of Total Dollars Distributed Avg. Rank 

Sl.21 
$3,73 
s&. 97 
16.4l 
$3.31 
S7. 15 
$9.21 
$5.31 

·,. 17 
5.50 

10.29 
s ·. 94 
St.&0 
s .73 
SO. BO 
SO.f>8 
St. 52 
$0,84 

I.BS 
1.42 

0.28 
0.18 
0.49 
O.f>S 
I .42 
O.f>B 
0.77 
0.50 

I. '30 
I.Bl 

48 
SI 
46 
41 
28 
38 
3£> 
45 



t c, i t s spec i a l s i tu at i o n a s t he n a t i on• s cap i ta l . and becau se the 

airports that serve D.C. are not in the District of Columbia. 

l t is int e r es ting to note that none of the top five states 

(as measur ed b y dollars recei ved), qualified for the have 1 is t. 

ln fact, California ( which ranked number one in mo ney received) 

ma de the initial have not list. This shows that the states that 

consisten tly receive large sums of money are not necessarily 

getting more than their fair share, at least according to the 

c riteria in this study. 

QUES TIONNAIRE DlSTRIBUTION 

The following states were included in the final sample as 

have or have n ot states: 

HAVES 

Arizona 
Colorado 
Indiana 
l<ansas 
Missouri 
New Mexico 
South Dakota 
Wyo ming 

HAVE NOTS 

Connecticut 
Delaware 
Idaho 
Iowa 
Massachusetts 
South Carolina 
Utah 
West Virginia 

The fol lowing questionnaire <Se e Table 8) was distributed to 

the aforementioned states' aviation agencies. It was designed to 

determine if there was an y difference in the mode of operation, 

pertaining to the application process, between the have and have 

not states. 

Fi r st. the states were asked if they assist the airports in 

the ap plicat ion process . This was to determine the level of 

state government involvement in the application process. Second, 

6 



RESEARC H QU EST IONNAIR E 
( Ple ase return by April 13 ) 

no yo u assist the a irp orts in the appl ic ation pr ocess? 
in \,h at way s? 

If so, 

~ha t are pr oblem areas on the application and in the application 
process ? How can the applications and/or process be improved? 

Estima te yo ur state's success rate as a perc e ntage of the funding 
request met by the FAA over the past five years. 

Do you intera c t with the FAA in regards to the applications
pre-application assistance or advice, or post-decision feedback, etc? 

Doe s you r congressional dele gation make a lobbyin g effort on behalf 
of ai rp o rt projects? 



Tu ~h a t e xt e nt a re o ut s ide co n s u l tants used in co mp leting th e 
applica ti o n s? 

Does th e state provide any portion of the community's funding share? 
Ho w do you facilitate community funding? 

~hat advice would you give to a state that wanted to increase its 
f un d in g success? 

Any additional comments. 



the states were asked if they had any pro ble ms with 

a pp li c ations or with the process. This question had a 

the 

dual 

purpose.to see if the have nots had more problems than the haves, 

and to determine in general what kinds of problems the states 

have had. Third, the states were asked to estimate their success 

rate as a percentage of requests. This was a determinant of how 

successful the states saw themselves as being. Fourth, they were 

if they interact with the FAA in the application process. asked 

This was to determine if the haves interacted with the FAA more 

than the ha ve nots and to see in general how the states interact 

with the FAA. 

Fifth, the question was asked if the states' Congressional 

delegation made a lobbying effort on behalf of projects. This 

was t o determine the extent of use of lobbying and to discover 

any differentiation between the two groups. Sixth, they were 

asked about the extent of use of outside consultants in 

the completion of the applications. Again, this was to determine 

the extent of use of outside consultants and to discover any 

differentiation between the two groups. Seventh, the states were 

asked if they provide any portion of the community's share of 

funding. Also included was a question asking if the state 

facilitates community funding of a project. These questions were 

designed 

pr oj ects 

to determine states' monetary involv eme nt 

and to find any discrepancies between 

in airport 

the groups. 

Eighth, the states were asked to give advice to a state wanting 

to in crease its funding success. This was designed to elicit 

comments on what the states thought was important in receiving 
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the dis cr etionary airport funds. The states were also asked to 

provide any additional comments desired. 

RESULTS OF SURVEY 

Of the sixteen surve y s distributed, twelve were returned, 

for a 75 percent response, with a varying quality of response. 

Attempts were made to reach the non-responding states, but these 

contacts did not result in the return of any questionnaires. 

Fi v e of the six have states responding (Arizona, Indiana, 

Missouri. New Mexico, and Wyoming ) said they assist the airports 

in the application process. Most of t~is assistance is advice 

and guidance, along with technical help and ap p lication re v iew. 

Miss ,:, uri commented that the y suggest the type of work to request 

reiati v e to FAA priorities and the relative amount to request-"a 

$50 0 ,000 project is apt to be funded ahead of a $1,000,000 

project." Colorado stated that they do not assist the airports 

in the application process. 

Four 

airports 

of the six have not states responded that they assist 

in the application process. Massachusetts acts as an 

;:,gent for the airport sponsor which includes completion of the 

preappli c ation. South Carolina, Utah, and Idaho all stated that 

the y give general assistanc e and guidance in the process. They 

assist assist other airports if asked. Iowa does not generally 

air-ports in the process, but if requested, acts as the agent, 

which includes completion of the process. 

Four of the six have states (Arizona, Colo rado, Missouri, 

and Wyo ming ) resp o nded that they have no problems 

.:,.ppl ications or the process. New Mexico commented 

with 

that 

the 

the 
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pr o ie ct app li cation "must fit a standard project application 

f o r mat. whi c h re9uires data not necessari Jy germaine to the 

pr o jec t (poli ti ca l information, clearinghouse, et C. ) • " Indiana 

that one problem area is getting good estimates on reported 

p r oject cos ts. Indiana also responded that the process can be 

impro v ed by better planning b y the applicants. 

Three of the six have not states (Connecticut, Idaho, and 

lowa l repor ted no problems with the applications or the process. 

Utah stated that the application and the process is complicated 

and should be 

"i n&ccur&te co st 

simplified. 

estimates 

South Carolina 

pr i mar i l y due to 

engineering necessary to submit the application." 

complained of 

insufficient 

Massachusetts 

co mmerited , "In o rder to expedite the FAA's grant procedure in the 

Northeast, which has a very short construction season, May to 

December ( 6 months), the FAA should entertain issuing more grants 

on engineer's estimates with a contingency factor rather than 

waiting for bids to be received, causing us to rush to execute a 

grant b y September 30th, the end of the FAA fiscal year." Iowa 

commented that "the process would be more efficient if federal 

funds were blo ck granted to the states for al location and 

admini stration." 

T he 9uestion asking the states their funding success rate 

brought a wide variety of responses. Below is a listing of the 

responses : 
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As c a n 

HAV ES 

Arizo na <10% 
Co l o rado 5% 
Indiana 15 -20% 
Mi ssouri overal 

hig h priority 
New Me x ico 100% 
Wvo ming 80% 

b e seen above, 

10% 
75 % 

HAVE NOTS 

Connecticut 
Idaho 
I o wa Gen. Av. 

varies 
90+% 
25% 

Commercial Service ~ 100% 
Massachusetts 85-90% 
South Carolina 50% 
Utah 50% 

the have not states appear to see 

themsel v es as b eing more successful than the have states do. One 

fe asib l e e xp lanation that c an be derived is that the have states 

ar e much mo re aggressive in applying for tunding-i.e. sending in 

mor e ap pli ca t i ons : this wou l d seem to lower their overal I success 

rat e. Sout h Carolina responded, "There is a l atent demand of 

r•r o jec ts wh i ch are not sub mi tted because the airport sponsor 

~now s . t hat FAA funds are not available." Anothe r plausible 

exp l a nation wo uld be in the states' differing interpretations of 

th e ques t i o n. 

A I l of the states surveyed reported that they interact 

c lo sel y with the FAA during the application process. Iowa's 

comm ents: "Si nc e we administer a state airport improvement 

prog ram, we interact with the FAA to coordinate the programming 

of p r-oj ects. F or example, the FAA may fund a land acquisition 

p ro ject at Air v i l le and the state wi 11 fol l o w with a grading 

pr·oj e c t a n d fi n ally the FAA will fund the paving." 

Co n gre s sio n al lobbying for pro j ects seems to get l imit~d 

us e. Four of the six have states <Arizona, Ind i ana, 

an d New Mexi co) reported that th e ir congressional 

-,ccas ional l y lo bb y the FAA for specific proje c ts. 

Missouri, 

delegations 

Colorado 

st a t e d t hat l obby ing wa s infrequentl y used and Wy oming reported 

10 



• 
no l ob bv ing effort. Miss o uri commented: "We discourage spons o rs 

t r o ,n co ntacting their congressmen unless things really bog down. 

Our experience has been that congressional inquiries into routine 

pr-o1ects can be regarded as pressure by the FAA and hence has a 

negative influence." 

Four of the six have nots <Idaho, Iowa, Massachusetts, and 

South Carol ina ) reported that their congressional delegations 

occasionally make a lobbying effort on behalf of specific 

projects. Massachusetts: "In the past three years, there were 

thf Ee or t o u r instances where lobbying was effective." 

Co nnecticut and Utah reported no lobbying effort. 

A 1 1 o t the have states reported that the y use outside 

consultants in completing the applications. Arizona uses 

consultan ts 75-80 percent of the time, and the rest reported near 

1 00 percen t uti 1 ization of outside consultants. 

Five of the six have not sta~s stated that they use outside 

con sultants almost al I of the time. Iowa: "Preapplication 50%, 

Application 95%." Only Connecticut reported that they do not use 

outs ide consultant s at al!. 

A l 1 but one of the haves stated that they provide up to one-

ha It of the l oca 1 co mmunity's share ( 10% of the project cost) . 

Wyo ming 

local 

stated 

match. 

that they can provide up to 80 percent of the 

Color ado reported that they do not provide any 

portion of the community's funding share. Three of the six have 

no ts (Co nnect icu t, South Carolina, and Utah) stated that they 

pr ov ide one-half of the local share. Idaho may provide up to 75 

per-cent o f the 1 oca l match, but rarely exceeds a 50 percent 

share. Ma ssachuse tts provides 75 percent of the local 
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commu nit y 's funding share. On occasion, the y will pick up t h e 

e ntir e 1 0 percent local match. 

the co mmunit y 's funding share. 

Iowa does not p ro vide any part of 

Iowa's comments: "With FAA funding 

a t 90 %. and more applications than federal mone v available, it is 

tel t to be more appropriate to put state fun d s into projects 

wh i c h do not get federal funds. The state's airport development 

p rog ram 

30%." 

funds projects at 70%, leaving the community to 

No ne of the states mentioned any wa y s in which 

fa c ilitate community funding. 

The advice question elicited a variety o f responses. 

fund 

they 

Two 

c ommon threads were that a state should be involved financially 

i n the funding process, and the state shou l d cooperate and 

coo r d i 'nate closely with the FAA. 

go o d and will be detailed below. 

All of the responses were very 

Ari z o n a: "Submit as many preapplications as are needed." 

Co lorado: "Participate financially!" 

Indiana: "Work for the release of more trust fund monies." 

Missou r i: "Alert the FAA as early as possible con c erning projects 

con s i dered high priority. Maintain c lose communication between 

.=, l l co n c erned parties . Try to have some proj ec ts ready to go 

n ear the end of the federal fi s cal year to take advantage of any 

mone y ." l at e windfal 

New Mexico: "Dedicate revenues to a state airp o rt projects fund. 

Cu lt i va te a close relationship with the FAA airpo rt programming 

p e op l e. 

Wyom i ng : 

Coordinate state and federal programm in g activity. 

"W o rk ver y cl o sely and acqui r e a g o od wo r·king 

r elat io ns h ip with the FAA people. Have sufficient state funding 
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t o as si s t in mat c hi n g federal money." 

Connecticut: "Need a good plan of development; detai 1 narrative 

a n d pri o rity listing with justification; a good rapport with the 

FAA regional office director and planning manager." 

Ida h o : "The best thing we have done is to provide a portion of 

our· sha.r·e of a n y local match in advance, to facilitate 

de v elopment of on-the-shelf plans and specs. or to a 1 1 ow for 

a c quisition of purchase options on land acquisition projects. 

Iowa: "States can have a degree of success by working with 

co mmunities and the FAA to develop projects which are eligib l e 

for discretionary funding. Lobbying efforts are also helpful in 

s o me cases when working with discretionary funding." 

Massachusetts: "Work very closely with the FAA 

headquarters programming staff, 2-3 meetings / visits 

Assist local sponsors to remain in compliance 

regional 

per 

with 

week. 

grant 

conditions and assurances from previous receipt of FAA funds." 

South Carolina : "Utilize or implement a plan (at the state level) 

w her-e taxes on aviation fuels, tires, etc. and aircraft 

registrations are placed in a designated airport improvement 

fun d ." 

Uta h : "Establish a c redible, friendly relationship with the FAA 

a i rp o rts office." 

The only "additional c o mments" were made b y South Car o li n a 

which stated: "Funding for General Aviation airpo rts is far below 

what 

and 

is needed from the FAA as wel 1 as the state. Legislators 

the public need to be made aware of the safety and economic 

i mp o r t an c e of ha v ing an adequate , viable system of airports." 
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CO NC LUSIO NS 

T h is stud y turned u p n o significant differences in the way 

the haves and ha v e nots attempt to get Airport Improvement 

Pr o gr am discretionar y funds. It may be that the criteria used to 

di s t in g uish haves from hav e nots were not appropriate. The 

r esearc h effort in t his s t udy was s o mewhat hampered by a lack of 

i n f or mation on possible success criteria. The FAA should k eep 

mor e inf o r mation on a state by state basis, so it can be more 

ea s i l y anal y zed b y i n t er ested parties. Most data is very 

a g g r e gative. 

There were some usefu l findings or suggestions received from 

the surveyed states. These should be taken as general 

or g u id i n g principles, and not a magic solution 

to the funding pr oble m. A state wanting to increase its funding 

ch a nc es sh o uld be c ome more involved in assisting airport sponsors 

in the application process. This is to make sure everything is 

d on e pr o perly according to government regulations. 

t h e n , a project w i l l not be reje c ted or dela y ed 

At 

due 

least 

to a 

p r o c e dur al error. A lo ng with this, they must make sure that they 

have accurate pr ojec t co st estimates or, at least. str·ong 

d ocumen tation of the estim a tes. 

I t ma y a ls o b e h el pful fo r t h e state t o find funds to 

p r ovid e part 

spo ns o rs more 

of the 10 percent local mat c h. This 

inclined to apply for federal funds 

would 

since 

make 

their 

spe c i tic s hare would be eve n less. At the same time, a s t ate may 

want t o consi d e r mai nta i n i n g a stat e a irport impro v ement pr o gram 

t o fund pro je c ts that are i neligible to re c eive federal funding. 
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The y should also e n c o ura ge a irpor t spons o rs to apply f o r aid for 

needed pro j ects e v en if the y do not believe it can be funded. 

T hece is alw ays the c han c e that some extra money wil I turn up 

s om ewhe r e. 

Th e s t at e airport a genc y should maintain a very close 

r ela t i o n s hi p wit h the FAA regional office to coordinate projects 

a nd t o ma k e su r e the pr o cess is flowing as smoothly as possible. 

Co n g ressi o n a l l obbyin g should be used, but in a limited role 

sinc e its ef f e ct is appa r en t l y variable. Lobb yi ng should not be 

pushed unl e ss t hi n gs s eem to be going nowhere. 

F i nal l y , t o reiterate the comments mad e b y South Carolina, 

"Le g i slato rs and the publi c need to be made aware of the safety 

a nd e c o no mic importan c e of having an adequate, viable system 

a irpo rts." Con g ress should work toward the release of more 

of 

of 

t he A irpo rt and Airway Trust Fund which has a surplus of around 

s i x bi 11 ion d o llars ) to fund more airport projects instead of 

u sing it to counter the federal budget deficit . 
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