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PREFACE

In the next few years, the Congress may consider whether to continue
or adjust the federal government's role in financing civilian U.S. airports.
Now part of a fully mature industry characterized by sound business
practices and solid financial health, the major commercial U.S. airports
nonetheless face mounting problems of overcrowding and pressure to expand
capacity at considerable cost. In its deliberations about what part the
federal government should play in meeting future airport expansion needs,
the Congress will need a full understanding of how airports are managed and
funded, how the private sector can contribute, and whether efficiency gains
could be achieved. This study, undertaken at the request of the House
Committee on Public Works and Transportation, offers detailed information
for consideration of these issues as they bear on a future federal role. In
keeping with the Congressional Budget Office's mandate to provide objec-
tive analysis, the paper offers no recommendations. Portions of this study
will also appear in a forthcoming document on airport system development
by the Office of Technology Assessment.

David Lewis and Suzanne Schneider performed the analysis and pre-
pared the paper; the authors are indebted to Richard R. Mudge for his
valuable participation in the study. The paper was prepared in CBO's
Natural Resources and Commerce Division, under the general supervision of
David L. Bodde and Everett M. Ehrlich. Jonathan L. Gifford assisted
critically in the design and execution of the analysis. Numerous other
people also contributed. Within CBO, Pearl Richardson, Kathleen Kelly,
Andrew Stoeckle, and Peyton Wynns offered valuable comments. Useful
information and criticism also came from staff members of the Air
Transport Association of America, the Airport Operators Council Inter-
national, the American Association of Airport Executives, the U.S. Civil
Aeronauties Board, the Federal Aviation Administration, and the Office of
Technology Assessment. Of the outside contributors, the authors would like
especially to name Craig W. Atwater, Greg Clark, J.J. Corbett, J. Spencer
Dickerson, John Drake, Richard Harris, Alfred Kahn, Harold Kluckhohn,
Barney Parrella, and John Sekman. For its cooperation in providing bond
data, Moody's Investors Service deserves special acknowledgement;
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responsibility for analysis of these data rests solely with CBO. The authors
also owe special thanks to Johanna Zacharias for assistance in drafting the
manuseript and editing it, and to Philip Willis for his skill in typing the many
drafts and preparing the manuscript for publication in cooperation with
Kathryn Quattrone and Angela Z. McCollough.

Rudolph G. Penner
Director

April 1984
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SUMMARY

Federal financial assistance has played a critical role in building the
nation's system of airports. At present, federal aid for capital investment in
airport construction is projected at about $800 million a year (in 1982
dollars) in grants administered by the Federal Aviation Administration
(FAA). Of that sum, roughly $300 million, or nearly 40 percent, goes to the
nation's 71 large and medium-sized commercial airports, though more than
3,000 airports participate in the program. Fees paid by users, mostly an §
percent tax on airline tickets, finance these federal outlays.

These 71 facilities serve almost 90 percent of all commercial passen-
gers. Crowding has thus emerged as the major airports' number-one
problem, and the FAA anticipates a worsening of airport congestion in
coming years. To accommodate mounting traffic, many airport operators
have undertaken costly expansion programs or intend to do so soon. Over
the next ten years, annual demand for airport capital investment is
projected at $1.5 billion to $2.0 billion, of which two-thirds, or about $1
billion to $1.4 billion, would go to expand capacity. Most expansion is
planned for the nation's major commercial airports.

In recent years, many of these same 71 major airports have demon-
strated an ability to finance their capital spending needs through a combina-
tion of retained earnings and conventional financing in the municipal bond
market. Between 1978 and 1982, the annual volume of bonds issued for
these airports actually exceeded annual investment needs projected for the
1984-1993 period (see Summary Table 1). This apparent capacity of many
airports to obtain adequate financing in the private sector raises the issue of
the federal role in airport finance.

MAJOR CONSIDERATIONS

Severa]l questions would be central to deliberations about the federal
government's future role in airport development and the source of the
needed money:

o What fraction of expansion capital must come from the federal
government?

o Could the private sector accommodate a sizable share of this
capital? and
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SUMMARY TABLE 1. PROJECTED AIRPORT CAPITAL NEEDS AND
FEDERAL QUTLAYS COMPARED TO ACTUAL
BOND SALES (In millions of 1982 dollars)

Annual Annual Federal Annual Volume
Airports by Airport Outlays Under of Airport
Size and Needs a/ Current Policy Bond Sales
Type 1984-1993 1985-1989 1978-1982
COMMERCIAL

Large 450-650 200 690
Medium-sized 200-350 104 224
Small 400-450 256 93

Subtotal 1,050-1,450 560 1,006

GENERAL AVIATION

Reliever 100-150 84 8
Other 400-450 148 6

Subtotal 500-600 232 . 14
All Airports 1,550-2,050 800 b/ 1,020

SOURCE: Congressional Budget Office.

a. Low estimate derived from data in FAA, National Airport System Plan
(1980). High estimate derived from preliminary unpublished FAA
estimates. Needs data are rounded to the nearest $50 million.

b. Excludes state and local expenditures estimated at $200 million a year.
Includes $8 million for planning.
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o Could changes both in airport management practices and in public
policy encourage adjustments in private behavior that could scale
down the size of estimated requirements?

The Outlook Under a Diminished Federal Role

Three distinct factors suggest that a diminished federal role need not
imperil the national objective of a safe and comprehensive airport system:

o The nation's major commercial airports are mature business
enterprises whose securities are generally regarded in capital
markets as good investment opportunities;

o Many airports, and hence their expansion needs, are of local
rather than national significance; and

o The demand for expansion of airport facilities might not be so
high if more airport charges were set to reflect the cost of
airport use.

Management Practices and Financial Strength. Operated in close
cooperation with the airlines they serve, the major airports in the United
States are run by the up-to-date managerial practices befitting a mature
industry. One of two basic approaches to financial management is applied:
under a "compensatory" approach, the airlines are charged the actual costs
of the facilities and services they use; under a "residual cost" approach, the
airlines guarantee an airport's solvency by agreeing to pay all costs not
covered by income from non—airline-related sources. The nation's major
commercial airports-~the 71 facilities that account for most commercial
travel--are in strong financial condition, especially relative to other major
public enterprises. Though they have more debt than many other municipal
enterprises (equal to about 50 percent of assets), they nonetheless appear
better able to support additional debt because of their lower operating and
maintenance costs. :

As a result of their strong financial status, most large and
medium-sized airports have relatively easy access to nonfederal capital
through the municipal bond markets. Airport bonds typically receive
investment—grade ratings by the bond rating agencies, with none rated below
Baa. In fact, the airports' interest costs are somewhat lower, on average,
than in the municipal bond market as a whole-~almost 1 percentage point
lower for those airports that use the compensatory approach to financial
management. Between 1978 and 1982, the nation's airports raised an
average of $1 billion a year through the bond market--$1.4 billion in 1982
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alone. Though the bulk of these funds was raised by large and medium-sized
airports, even some smaller airports achieved a measure of success in the
bond market. Despite the large volumes of debt issued by the major
commercial airports and the uncertain business prospects caused by federal
deregulation of the airline industry in 1978, the overall financial conditions
of these airports has actually improved slightly. For example, during the
first four years following airline deregulation, airports' operating costs
averaged 50 percent of revenues in contrast to 55 percent during the four
previous years.

National Significance. A second consideration is that not all airport
investments contribute to the nation's need for an interconnected system of
air routes. Of the 560 airports serving commercial airlines, only the 71
cited above are needed to serve the bulk of all traffic. And of the 2,643
facilities serving general aviation (planes owned by corporations and
individuals for business use or recreation), only the 219 so-called "reliever"
airports are needed to help reduce congestion at major air carrier facilities.
(The FAA has compiled a list of general aviation airports thought to offer
significant potential for relieving congestion at nearby major airports.) The
remaining 2,424 general aviation airports serve needs that are primarily
local. General aviation airports--with their currently low landing fees and
tie~down (aircraft parking) charges--have considerable opportunity to move
toward self-financing of capital improvements. At many airports, local fees
might substitute for federal grant assistance.

Pricing. A third consideration is the structure of airport user fees.
Local user fees—-landing charges—-currently in effect do not reflect the
high capital costs of relieving the congestion that occurs during periods of
peak demand. Rather, landing fees are commonly determined on the basis
of aircraft weight and do not vary by time of day. If airports charged higher
landing fees during peak periods to reflect the costs of congestion, users
would be encouraged to make use of off-peak airport capacity that goes to
waste under the current structure of user fees., Many general aviation
users—-in particular, business jets that use commercial airports——would face
sharply higher rates, encouraging many to take advantage of available
reliever airport space. To whatever extent pricing changes relieved
pressure on capacity, the need to expand facilities would decline, potentially
reducing the more than $1 billion a year in spending now projected for
capacity expansion over the coming decade. To the extent that traffic
demand did not decline at commercial airports, however, added revenues
would be available to pay for needed expansion.
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ALTERNATIVE FEDERAL APPROACHES

In view of the factors outlined above, three alternatives to current
policy could be considered:

o Eliminating federal assistance entirely, with greater application
of local airport charges,

o0 Restricting federal aid on the basis of alrports' national 51gmf1-
- cance and financial need, and -

o Granting federal aid on the basis of financial need only.
The CBO has analyzed these choices in terms of their potential effects on
the airports' financial practices, on the airports' users (primarily commercial

airline passengers), and on the federal budget. (The results of CBO's
analysis are displayed in Summary Table 2.)

Eliminate Federal Grants

An immediate result of withdrawing federal capital aid to airports, of
course, would be elimination of some $800 million in annual federal outlays.
Other factors would largely cancel out this saving, however. Reduced
outlays would permit concomitant decreases in user fees (notably, ticket
taxes), and to the extent that airport operations turned to tax-exempt bonds
to secure financing, tax expenditures would increase. The net effect on the
federal deficit, therefore, would be negligible. Passengers would, however,
note a drop in the current 8 percent federal tax on airline tickets to about
5 1/2 percent (the remaining tax still going toward support of the air traffic
control system).

Airport managers might respond to the loss of federal dollars by
reassessing investment decisions with particular attention to cost effec-
tiveness, and by applying more aggressive pricing policies~—notably, imposi-
tion of peak-hour landing surcharges. Without federal financing, funds for
capital investments would have to come from airport revenues and increased
debt, or both. In either case, however, local user fees would probably have
to rise. Repeal of the current federal ban on charges for use of passenger
facilities ("head taxes"), plus imposition of peak—hour surcharges, could help
airport authorities to substitute nonfederal for federal money. For small
airports, however, state and local governments might be expected to
subsidize airport development to some extent to minimize losses of service
that could result from higher fees.
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Restrict Aid on the Basis of National Significance and Financial Need

A strategy of selective federal assistance could differ from the first
alternative (above) by preserving some funds to avert risks of regional
imbalances in airport development. Federal grant money could be limited to
three purposes: large and medium-sized airports that face difficulty in
obtaining bond financing——perhaps for major land purchases; small com-
mercial airports; and general aviation reliever airports. With the federal
role thus restricted, direct grants might fall to roughly $340 million a year,
about 42 percent of currently planned spending; the revenue losses resulting
from tax exemption of bond financing and from reduced user fees would
again offset these federal savings. The consequences for airport managers
would be generally similar to those under the first alternative, in that
redoubled efforts to secure bond financing and more aggressive pricing
policies might be warranted. Commercial airline passengers might note a
minor reduction in the ticket tax portion of fares and possibly, an improve-
ment in services resulting from reduced congestion. Some small airports,
however, especially some general aviation airports not meeting the FAA's
criteria for designation as relievers, might face severe fiscal constraints and
possible forced closure.

Grant Federal Aid on the Basis of Financial Need Only

Direct grants to certain airports might help foster regional develop-
ment in economically declining areas, while reducing federal airport outlays
to some $500 million a year. The regional benefits would result from
federal grants' encouraging more commercial air service than the market
itself would support. Selective federal aid to upgrade the nation's 219
general aviation reliever airports——particularly in conjunction with conges-
tion fees——might help divert general aviation users away from now over-
burdened commercial facilities. Operators of large, financially strong
airports would be compelled to make their facilities fully self-reliant. Users
of those airports would note little or no change in costs or service except
possible reductions in congestion-related delays.

CONCLUSIONS

In general, airport management and financial practices appear to be
reasonably healthy. In combination, retained earnings and vigorous use of
conventional bond financing offer good prospects for keeping the major
airports in their current good financial condition. Accordingly, a diminished
federal role need not jeopardize the adequacy of airport service nationwide.
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SUMMARY TABLE 2. SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVE FEDERAL ROLES IN
AIRPORT ASSISTANCE

Recipient Airports Annual Federal
Qualifying Commitment (In Principal Effects
Numbers Types millions of 1982 dollars) on Users

CURRENT POLICY

3,203 All 800 Ticket tax unchanged

WITHDRAW ALL ASSISTANCE

0 None 0 Ticket tax reduced
by 2 V2 percent

Large and medium-sized commercial airports would depend more heavily on
bond financing. They would also be encouraged to expand use of cost-based
pricing to recover lost subsidization. Small commercial and general aviation
airports would also be encouraged to apply cost-based pricing; pressure for
state aid would increase; some financially weak airports might close.

- e e e e e e mm e e e e em v e e mm e o em Tm m o e o e vm e e o mm e we am mm me wm me o

RESTRICT AID TO NATIONALLY SIGNIFICANT AIRPORTS

708 Small commercial, 340 Ticket tax reduced
reliever by 1 ¥ percent

Effects on large and medium-sized commercial airports would be similar to
those under Alternative 1. General aviation airports would experience
particular financial pressure; relievers and small commercial airports would
become central in federal program.

GRANT AID TO AIRPORTS WITH GREATEST NEED

3,132 Small commercial, 500 Ticket tax reduced
all general aviation by 1 percent

Effects on large and medium-sized commercial airports would be similar to
those under Alternatives 1 and 2. Small commercial airports would become
major focus of federai program. Though possibly applicable under Alterna-
tives 1 and 2, fees for use of passenger facilities ("head taxes”) have been
considered most often for this approach; repeal of the federal ban on head
taxes would require legislative action.

SOURCE: Congressional Budget Office.
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In considering a reduced federal role in airport finance, the Congress
can consider several choices without risk of major disruption in commercial
air travel. At the same time, however, any reduced federal role offers only
negligible potential budgetary savings. As always, choosing among the
several reduction options analyzed is a matter of setting federal priorities,
the main possible objectives being efficient pricing and investment decisions
on the part of airport operators, aid for airports of national significance,
and support for the regional economic concerns of those airports with
limited financial alternatives.
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Financing U.S. Airports in the 1980s



THE CBO AIRPORT SURVEY AND
CATEGORIZATIONS BY SIZE

The information used in this study to describe and analyze the financial
management policies and practices of commercial airports was
gathered by the Congressional Budget Office in a survey conducted
during the summer of 1983. To amass these data (displayed in Appendix
A), CBO sought information directly from managerial personnel and
records at 60 of the busiest U.S. airports.

These airports, and the several thousand others also considered in this
paper, were grouped into several size categories. Size determinations
were made on the basis of numbers of passenger boardings in calendar
year 1982 for flights by domestic and foreign—flag carriers, commuter
airlines, and air taxis. Boardings (also called enplanements) refer to
passenger trips through to destination points. A through flight with a
stopover, at which passengers may deplane and reboard the same flight,
counts as one boarding. Connecting flights, on which passengers must
change planes en route, count as multipie boardings.

Large airports handle 1 percent or more of all yearly passenger
boardings in the United States. Twenty-four airports fall into this
category, with boardings of at least 3,091,521 travelers in 1982,

Medium-sized airports handie between 0.25 percent and 1 percent of all
passenger boardings. Forty-seven airports fell into this category, with
at least 772,880 and no more than 3,081,520 boardings in 1982.

Small airports have scheduled service but handie no more than 0.25
percent of all passenger boardings and no fewer than 2,500 boardings.
This category included 488 airports.

% % ¥ % %

General aviation airports serve aircraft that are owned by private
individuals or firms and that are used predominantly for business and
recreational flying. There are 2,643 general aviation airports that
serve the general public across the nation. Of these, the FAA has
designated 219 as reliever airports, indicating that they offer potential
to relieve traffic congestion at nearby commercial airports.




CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION

Part of the current Congressional reassessment of the federal role in
supporting the nation's public works infrastructure has centered on
airports. 1/ The federal government has played a critical part in the
development of the nation's airport system. Besides building and operating
the air traffic control system, the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA)
has provided $9.7 billion (in 1982 dollars) in capital grants for airports since
1960. 2/ By and large, user fees——most importantly an 8 percent tax on
airline ticket sales——have financed federal aid to aviation. In turn, loecal
fees including landing fees have backed the bonds that airports have issued
to help finance their capital investments. 3/ Federal grants for airports now
total about $0.8 billion a year.

For an industry to compete effectively for investment dollars in the
private marketplace, it must demonstrate the value of its undertaking
through sound financial performance. Industries demonstrating such
soundness can attract capital for renewal and growth. Such suceess appears
to have been achieved by many major commercial airports. Accordingly,
legislative proposals to "defederalize" large and medium-sized commercial
airports——that is, eliminate their eligibility for federal grants-—were first
advanced in 1978. The Airport and Airway Improvement Act of 1982 raised
this possibility again by requiring the U.S. Department of Transportation
(DOT) to study the feasibility and potential effects of defederalization and
report its findings to the Congress.

1. For detailed treatment of the needs and effectiveness of federal
programs for seven major infrastructure systems, see Congressional
Budget Office, Public Works Infrastructure: Policy Considerations
for the 1980s (April 1983).

2. In this paper, airport investments are treated exclusive of the air
traffic control system, which is analyzed in detail in Congressional
Budget Office, Improving the Air Traffic Control System: An
Assessment of the National Airspace System Plan (August 1983).

3. Actual and potential use of user financing for federally provided
services is treated in detail in Congressional Budget Office,
Charging for Federal Services (December 1983).



PURPOSE AND PLAN OF THIS PAPER

This paper examines the financial condition and performance of the
nation's airports and their ability to compete for private capital dollars.
The remainder of this chapter outlines the evolution of federal policy in
airport finance and reviews the demand for airport investment under current
policy, summarizes the congestion problem now building, and assesses the
demand for airport investment.

Financial management and investment planning in U.S. airports,
though similar in many respects to business practices in other public
enterprises, are specially conditioned by the involvement of private
concerns——the commercial airlines—-that act as intermediaries between the
airports and their patrons. Chapter II describes how this private sector
presence helps determine airport finances and pricing and looks at trends
that have been occurring in airport financial management since deregulation
of the airline industry began in 1978.

Chapter III analyzes the financial performance of the nation's airports,
comparing it with that of other municipal enterprises. The chapter also
examines the effect of federal airline deregulation, which, among other
things, prompted airlines to reduce service at certain airports and
concentrate operations at others.

Chapter IV considers the market for tax-exempt municipal bonds--the
primary source of private capital for municipal enterprises-—and the
position of airports in it. The chapter focuses particularly on the ability of
airports of different sizes and types and in different locales to compete for
municipal bond finanecing.

- Finally, Chapter V assesses the efficiency of current federal programs
and evaluates alternative federal roles in airport finance. Two kinds of
inefficiency that can stem from federal subsidies to a mature industry are
studied. The first is a tendency among subsidized industries to charge fees
that fail to reflect the actual cost of services provided. Cost-based prices
cannot only provide the best test of efficiency; they also tend to promote an
economically "correct" level and type of service. A second kind of
inefficiency_ is the indisecriminate nature of many federal subsidies to
industry. In the case of airports, the federal government finances not only
major commercial facilities that serve interstate air travel, but also small
"general aviation" airports (those used mainly by private or
corporation—owned aircraft for business and personal use) serving primarily
regional or local traffic. These two concerns are combined with analysis of
the airports' ability to finance their own investments to devise alternatives



to current policy. These options include defederalization, selective aid, and
an end to all federal aid with a corresponding decrease in federal user fees.

Several technical appendixes present data gathered in a survey of
commercial U.S. airports conducted by the Congressional Budget Office,
display statistical analyses of airport finance, and describe regional
variations in airports' use of the bond market.

CURRENT POLICY IN AIRPORT DEVELOPMENT

In 1946, recognizing that an adequate system of airports was a matter
of national concern, the Congress authorized the Federal-Aid Airport
Program, under which the federal government offered public airport
authorities matching grants of 50 percent to 94 percent for construction and
rehabilitation. As noted earlier, federal capital spending on airports is now
financed by user fees, levied chiefly as excise taxes on domestic airline
tickets and general aviation fuel. These taxes, which/originated in 1933 and
1941, were not formally linked to airport expenditures until 1970, when the
Airport and Airways Revenue Act established the Airport and Airway Trust
Fund. Most of the fund's income derives from an 8 percent tax on domestic
passenger tickets; a 14 cent tax per gallon of general aviation jet fuel
(12 cents for gasoline) contributes about 5 percent of trust fund revenues.
Funds are disbursed to major airports in the form of matching grants
determined by a formula based on passenger volume and through
discretionary grants to meet special needs. Federal grants can be used for a
wide range of airport development projects, including new construction and
upgrading of runways, taxiways, and aprons, public-use terminal areas, and
safety- and noise-related projects. Over the next few years, federal aid to
airports is expected to increase dramatically from $400 million in 1982 to
$800 million by 1986 (all in 1982 dollars, see Table 1).

Total Investment and Trends in Cost Sharing

Between 1960 and 1982, cumulative public and private investment in
the nation's airports totaled $25.1 billion (in 1982 dollars), of which the
federal share accounted for $9 billion, or just above one-third. 4/ These
overall data mask wide year-to-year fluctuations in the federal share of
total airport investment, however. Between 1973 and 1977, the federal
share swung from a post-1970 low of 20 percent to a high of 85 percent (see

4, This excludes the value of tax expenditures stemming from tax-
exempt bonds issued by municipal and airport authorities.



TABLE 1. PROJECTED FEDERAL CAPITAL EXPENDITURES ON
AIRPORTS UNDER CURRENT POLICY, TO 1989
(In millions of 1982 dollars)

1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989

Commercial )
Large 194 188 200 207 196 200
Medium-sized 101 98 104 108 102 104
Small 248 240 256 265 251 256
Subtotal 543 526 560 580 549 560

General Aviation

Reliever 81 79 84 87 82 84
Other 143 138 148 158 145 148
Subtotal 224 218 282 240 227 232
Total 775 751 801 827 785 800

SOURCE: Congressional Budget Office.

NOTES: Projections assume that obligations equal new authorizations in
each year; allocation among airports based on data supplied by the
FAA.

Totals may not add because of rounding and because they include
1 percent of funding used for planning.

Figure 1). Such swings have resulted not from shifts in federal outlays,
which have remained relatively stable since 1970, but from extreme changes
in the mix and total volume of airport investment. Peak investment in 1973,
for example, was the result of very large capital outlays by some of the
largest commercial airports, which rely for investment capital more on debt
financing than on federal aid. On the other hand, many small airports,
particularly general aviation airports, earn revenues insufficient to cover
debt service; these airports tend to rely much more heavily on federal
money. In 1977, a year of low overall airport outlays in which much
spending probably reflected general aviation airport improvements,



Figure 1.

The Federal, State, and Local Shares of Public Spending
on Airports, 1960-1980
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the federal share exceeded 80 percent. The states' share of airport
investment has remained fairly stable since 1970, at about 11 percent. 5/

Federal Expenditures

Although federal airport spending since 1970 has remained fairly
stable at about $600 million a year (in constant 1982 dollars), investment has
diversified. The federal Airport and Airway Improvement Program targets
funds to both commercial airports and to 2,643 general aviation facilities.
Moreover, it channels capital grants-in—aid to 219 "reliever" airports and
makes special funds available for noise abatement. Specially targeted funds
to develop reliever airports jumped from zero to $35 million between 1970
and 1980 (see Figure 2), and noise-related grant monies grew ten—fold over
the same period. Federal investment in general aviation airports also grew
steadily throughout the 1970s, and under current policies, outlays in
constant dollars would triple again by 1987.

THE CONGESTION PROBLEM AT THE NATION'S AIRPORTS

Of the nation's 15,000 landing places around the country--more than
those of all other nations combined--3,203 are public-use airports equipped
with at least one paved and lighted runway and eligible for federal aid. Of
these, more than 2,600 (83 percent) are used exclusively by small general
aviation aireraft. Only the remaining 560 airports have scheduled service by
airlines, commuters, or air taxi operators (see opposite). Even at many of
these airports, business jets and other general aviation aircraft account for
a major share of takeoffs and landings. 6/ (For a full description of size
categories, see Text Box on page 2.)

Today's primary airport problem--overcrowding-—has meant millions
of increased operating dollars for airlines and wasted hours for travelers,
with economic and environmental consequences concentrated at a very few

5. From National Association of State Aviation Officials.

6. See CBO, Charging for Federal Services, p. 63.



Percent of

o Commercial
Type of Airport Number Air Travelers
Commercial
Large 24 64
Medium-sized 47 25
Small a/ 489 1
Subtotal 560 100
General Aviation
Reliever b/ 218 No
data
Other 2,424
Subtotal 2,643
Total 3,203
a. Includes FAA-certified commuter and air taxi airports.

b.  Small airports designated by the FAA as having capacity to relieve
congestion at nearby large airports.

major airports. 7/ Just 2 percent of all public airports——the 71 largest
--serve almost 90 percent of the nation's passenger traffic. At least 11 of
these already experience severe congestion or will soon. Since airline
deregulation began in 1978, a critical contributing factor has been the
tendency of many major airlines to concentrate connecting passengers at a
few regional airports (hubs), creating large investment requirements to cope
with the additional load. The FAA projects that 23 commercial airports will
be severely overburdened by the end of this decade, and perhaps twice that

7. See General Accounting Office, Aircraft Delays At Major U.S.
Airports Can Be Reduced (September 4, 1979) and Mitre
Corporation, Survey of 101 U.S. Airports for New Multiple Approach
Concepts (September 1981); see also General Accounting Office,
Runways at Small Airports Are Deteriorating Because of Deferred

Maintenance: Action Needed by FAA and the Congress (September
13, 1982).



Figure 2.
Actual and Projected Federal Capital Spending on Airports
by Type of Airport, 1960-1987
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many will be by the end of the century. 8/ One result of this mounting
problem has been pressure to expand airport capacity.

DEMAND FOR AIRPORT INVESTMENT UNDER CURRENT POLICY

As a result of national economic development and a general pattern of
public-sector subsidization of aviation activity, growth in both commercial
airlines and general aviation has led to mounting airport investment needs.
Since 1970, the number of general aviation aireraft in use grew by
63 percent to 213,000 in 1982, and the number of hours flown increased by
67 percent. At the same time, with the introduction of wide-body jets, the
number of commercial aireraft in service actually declined by 7.7 percent,
from 2,690 to 2,483. As a result, general aviation now exerts particular
pressure on the runways, taxiways, and other airfield components of a
number of major commerecial airports, often accounting for more than half
of all takeoffs and landings. More frequent commercial flights at the major
airports put pressure on terminals and other buildings, parking lots, and
access roads.

The resulting congestion has led the FAA to project a need for
substantial investment in upgrading, maintenance, and capacity-expansion.
Annual airport investment demand, including work not eligible for federal
grants, will be some $1.5 billion to $2 billion between 1984 and 1993, of
which the federal share~—under currently defined programs—--would be about
$0.8 billion. This sum represents an estimated 3.3 percent of the federal
share of all public works infrastructure needs (see Text Box, overleaf). Of
the $1.5 billion to $2 billion, roughly 30 percent would be needed just to
correct all present and expected deficiencies at commerecial airports; two
thirds would pay for new capacity (see Table 2).

The remaining chapters describe how airports meet the investment
needs at present and discuss several options for change.

8. See Federal Aviation Administration, National Airspace System
Plan (December 1981). This projection depends, in part, on the
FAA's forecast of future growth in air traffic. Analysis of past FAA
projections shows a tendency to overestimate traffic growth,
particularly for general aviation. See Congressional Budget Office,
Improving the Air Traffic Control System.
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CAPITAL NEEDS OF AIRPORTS VERSUS OTHER PUBLIC WORKS

(The following synthesis is drawn from Congressional Budget
Office, Public Works Infrastructure)

By 19490, federal capital spending in seven areas of public works
examined by CBO is projected to average more than $24 billion a vear,
of which airport investment would represent $800 million, or just over
3 percent (see table below). With current programs unchanged, these
outlays would fall somewhat short of meeting demand as defined by the
agencies involved in providing services. Meeting needs under federal
programs as they are now structured would raise annual federal
spending to about $28 billion.

Many current programs do not encourage the most cost-effective
investments and channel federal money to projects of greater local than
national benefit. Revising programs to emphasize investments with
clear national significance could improve the cost effectiveness of
federal spending. Under policies so redesigned, federal costs to meet
needs in the seven infrastructure areas studied could fall by about
$4 billion a year. Accordingly, federal airport investment would decline
to $300 million a vyear, from 3.3 percent of total infrastructure
investment to 1.5 percent.

FEDERAL SHARES OF ANNUAL CAPITAL INFRASTRUCTURE COSTS
UNDER CURRENT AND REVISED POLICIES, 1983-1990 (In billions of
1982 dollars and as a percent of total associated expenditures)

Current Under Current Under Revised
Spending Policies Policies
Dollars Percents Dollars Percents Dollars Percents

Highways 12.7 52.2 13.1 46 .4 9.3 45.8
Public Transit 3.7 15.2 4.1 14.5 2.2 10.8
Wastewater

Treatment 3.2 13.1 4.2 14.9 3.7 18.2
Water

Resources 2.3 9.4 3.7 13.1 3.1 15.3
Municipal

Water Supply 0.9 3.7 1.4 5.0 1.0 4.9
Airports 0.8 3.3 0.9 3.2 0.3 1.5
Air Traffic

Control 0.8 3.3 0.8 2.8 0.7 3.4

Total 24 .4 100.0 28.2 100.0 20.3 100.0
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TABLE 2.

PROJECTED ANNUAL DEMAND FOR AIRPORT CAPITAL,
BY AIRPORT TYPE, TO 1993 (In millions
of 1982 dollars and as percentages of total)

Estimated
Total Expanded Mainte-
Demand Capacity Upgrading nance
Commercial
Large 450-650 20.4 3.6 4.5
Medium-sized 200-350 9.8 2.1 1.2
Small 400-450 15.1 4.7 5.3
Subtotal 1,050-1,450 45.3 10.4 10.9
General Aviation
Reliever 100-150 4.9 2.0 1.0
Other 400-450 15.4 5.9 4.1
Subtotal 500-600 20.3 7.9 5.1
Total 1,550-2,050 65.6 18.3 16.0
SOURCE: Congressional Budget Office reestimates of data in Federal

NOTE:

Aviation  Administration, National Airport System Plan,
Revised Statistics, 1980-1990, National Aviation System
Development  and  Capital Needs  for the  Decade
1982-1991(December  1980), General Accounting  Office,
Developing a  National Airport  System: Additional
Congressional Guidance Needed (Aprit 17, 1979), and
unpublished FAA data.

Includes projects not now eligible for federal grants such as
certain revenue—-producing components of terminal buildings and
hangars (duty-free shops, airline maintenance services, and so
forth). Totals rounded to nearest $50 million; details may not
add to totals because of rounding.
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CHAPTER I AIRPORT FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT AND PRICING

Unlike other countries' airports, many of which are owned and run by
national governments, commercial U.S. airports are typically owned and
managed by local governments or other nonfederal public authorities.
Although the management of TU.S. airports varies according to several
factors, including size and type and nature of market served, major U.S.
commercial airports function as mature enterprises, applying up-to-date
techniques of financial management and administration. These publiely
owned and managed facilities are operated in conjunction with private
industry--the commercial airlines, which are the airports' link to their
patrons. This peculiar public/private character distinguishes the financial
operation of commercial airports from that of wholly public or private
enterprises, distinetively shaping an airport's management practices, the
pricing of its facilities and services, and its investment planning process.

On the basis of a survey conducted by the Congressional Budget Office
in 1983 (see Appendix A), this chapter develops a profile of financial policies
and practices now followed at 60 of the nation's larger commercial airports
and assesses trends in airport financial management since federal
deregulation of the airline industry began in 1978. Brief attention is also
given to management and financing practices of smaller airports, including
publicly owned general aviation airports.

OWNERSHIP AND OPERATION

Public airports in the United States are owned and operated under a
variety of organizational and jurisdictional arrangements. In many cases,
ownership and operation coincide: commercial airports may be owned and
run by a city, county, or state, by the federal government, or by several
jurisdictions at once (for example, a city and a county). In some instances,
however, a commercial airport is owned by one or more of these
governmentgl entities but operated by a separate public body, such as an
airport authority created specifically for the purpose of managing the
airport. Regardless of a commercial airport's ownership, its public operator
can be any one of five governmental entities or other public bodies with
legal responsibility for day-to-day administration:

0 A municipal or county government,

o A multipurpose port authority,

15



o An airport authority,
0 A state government, or
o The federal government.

Publicly owned general aviation airports may be owned and operated by a
municipality, county, or state, or they may be the property of one or more
of these jurisdictions but run by a separate public body (as part of a multi-
airport system) or by a private operator, which charges for its managerial
services. A small fraction of all general aviation airports are privately
owned.

More than half of the nation's large and medium-sized commercial

airports are run by municipal or county governments (see Table 3). A

TABLE 3. PUBLIC OPERATION OF COMMERCIAL AIRPORTS BY
SIZE, 1983 (In numbers and percents)

Airport Large Medium-sized Small &/
Operator Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
Municipality
or County 14 58 23 49 N/A 61
Port Authority 5 21 6 13 . N/A 3
Airport Authority 3 13 12 26 N/A 31
State 1 4 5 11 N/A 5
Federal Government A _4 1 _2 N/A _0
Total 24 100 47 100 489 100

SOURCES: Congressional Budget Office 1983 survey and data supplied by
Airport  Operators Council International and American
Association of Airport Executives.

NOTES: Details in percent columns may not add because of rounding.
N/A = Not available.

a. Percentages reflect data for 172 (35 percent) of the 489 existing small
commercial airports; there is no evidence to indicate that this is not a
representative sample. Data for the remaining 317 small airports
were not available.
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typical municipally operated airport is city-owned and run as a department
of the city, with policy direction by the city council, and in some cases, by a
separate airport commission or advisory board. County-run airports are
organized similarly. Under this type of public operation, airport investment
decisions are generally made in the broader context of city-or ecounty-wide
public investment needs, budgetary constraints, and development goals. To
raise investment capital, these airports usually rely on one of two major
forms of tax—exempt municipal bonding: general obligation bonds, which are
backed by the full faith, credit, and taxing power of the issuing government;
and revenue bonds, for which debt service is paid entirely out of revenues
generated by the airport. 1/

Some commercial airports in the United States are run by port
authorities——legally chartered institutions with the status of public
corporations that operate a variety of different publicly owned facilities,
such as harbors, airports, toll roads, and bridges. Multipurpose port
authorities run 21 percent of the nation's large commercial airports and 13
percent of the medium-sized airports. In managing the properties under
their jurisdictions, port authorities have extensive independence from state
and local governments. Their financial independence rests largely on the
port authorities' power to issue their own debt, in the form of revenue
bonds, and on the breadth of their revenue bases, which may include fees
and charges from marine terminals and airports as well as proceeds (such as
bridge or tunnel tolls) from other port authority properties. In addition,
some port authorities have the power to tax within the port districts,
although this authority is rarely exerecised.

About one-eighth of all large and one-fourth of the medium-sized
commercial airports are operated by airport or aviation authorities. Similar
in structure and in legal charter to port authorities, these single—purpose
authorities also have considerable independence from the state or loecal
governments that often retain ownership of the airport or airports operated
by an authority. Like multipurpose port authorities, airport authorities have
the power to issue their own debt to finance capital development, and in a
few cases, the power to tax. Compared to port authorities, however, they
must rely on a much narrower base of revenues to run a finanecially self-
sustaining enterprise.

State-run airports typically are managed by state departments of
transportation. Either general obligation or revenue bonding may be used to
raise investment capital, and state taxes on aviation fuel may be applied to

1. See Chapter IV for detailed discussion of the various tax—-exempt
municipal bonds used for airport financing.
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capital improvement projects. Although several states run their own
commercial airports, only a handful of the nation's large to medium-sized
commercial airports are operated in this way--those in Alaska, Connecticut,
Hawalii, and Maryland.

The federal government owns and operates two commercial airports
serving the Distriect of Columbia and environs--Washington National and
Dulles International. The Federal Aviation Administration manages these
two facilities, with capital development financed through Congressional
appropriations and project costs recouped by airport landing fees and
terminal charges. The federal government also levies user taxes and
disburses funds for the capital development of other airports through the
FAA's Airport Improvement Program, as discussed in Chapter L.

Of the nation's 2,643 general aviation airports, 176 FAA-designated
relievers and 2,249 other general aviation airports are publiely owned.
These airports are managed either by public operators-—muniecipalities,
counties, states, or independent authorities——or by private operators that
charge for their services and remit a portion of their receipts to the airport
owners. Many reliever airports are run as part of local or regional multi-
airport systems.

APPROACHES TO FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT

At most commercial airports, the financial and operational
relationship between an airport and the airlines it serves is defined in legally
binding agreements that specify how the risks and responsibilities of airport
operation are to be shared between the two parties. These contraects,
commonly termed "airport use agreements," establish the terms and
conditions governing the airlines' use of an airport. 2/ They also specify the
methods for calculating rates airlines must pay for use of airport facilities
and services, and they identify the airlines' rights and privileges, sometimes
including the right to approve or disapprove any major proposed airport
capital development projects.

Although financial management practices differ greatly among
commercial airports, the airport/airline relationship at the nation's major

2. The term "airport use agreement" is used generically here to include
both legal contracts for the airlines' use of airfield facilities and
leases for use of terminal facilities. At many airports, both are
combined in a single document. A few commercial airports do not
negotiate airport use agreements with the airlines but instead charge
rates and fees set by loecal ordinance.
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commercial airports typically is based on one of two very different
approaches with important implications for airport pricing and investment
practices:

o The residual cost approach, under which the airlines collectively
assume significant financial risk by agreeing to pay any costs of
running the airport that are not allocated to other users or
covered by non-airline sources of revenue; and

0 The compensatory approach, under which the airport operator
assumes the major financial risk of running the airport and
charges the airlines fees and rental rates set so as to recover the
actual costs of the facilities and services that they use.

The Residual Cost Approach

A majority of the nation's major commercial airports surveyed by
CBO--14 out of 24 large airports (58 percent) and 21 of 36 medium-sized
airports (57 percent)-—have some form of residual cost approach to airport
financial management (see Table 4). Under this approach, the airlines

TABLE 4. BREAKDOWN OF LARGE AND MEDIUM-SIZED
COMMERCIAL AIRPORTS BY FINANCIAL MANAGE-
MENT APPROACH, 1983 (in numbers and percents)

Large Medium-sized
Approach Number Percent Number Percent
Residual Cost a/ 14 58 21 58
Compensatory b/ 10 _42 15 _42
Total 24 100 36 100

SOURCE: *Congressional Budget Office 1983 survey.

NOTE: Data include all large airports and 77 percent of medium-sized
commercial airports. Data for small airports not available.

a. Includes one airport that takes a noncompensatory approach but that
does not calculate airline fees and charges on a residual cost basis.

b. Includes airports that use a “cost of services” approach, which is
sometimes classified as a distinct approach based on differences in the
way airport terminal rental rates are calculated.
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collectively assume significant financial risk. They agree to keep the
airport financially self-sustaining by making up any deficit-—the residual
cost-—-remaining after the costs identified for all airport users have been
offset by non-airline sources of revenue (automobile parking operations and
terminal concessions such as restaurants, newsstands, snack bars and the
like).

Although individual airports' applications of the residual cost approach
vary widely, a simplified example can illustrate the basic approach (see
Table 5). Most airports are composed of a number of different cost centers,
such as terminal buildings, airfields, roads and grounds, and air freight
areas. At a residual cost airport, the total annual costs——including
administration, maintenance, operations, and debt service (including
coverage)-—could be calculated for each cost center and offset by all
non-airline revenues anticipated for that center. 3/ The residual between
costs and revenues would then provide the basis for calculating the rates
charged the airlines for their use of facilities within the cost center. Any
surplus revenues would be credited to the airlines and any defieit charged to
them in calculating airline landing fees or other rates for the following
year. 4/ Under this arrangement, the costs paid by the airlines would likely
be either less or greater than the actual costs of the facilities and services
they use.

The Compensatory Approach

Under a compensatory approach, the airport operator assumes the
financial risk of airport operation and the airlines pay rates and charges
equal to the costs of the facilities they use, as determined by cost
accounting. In contrast to the situation at residual cost airports, the
airlines at a compensatory airport provide no guarantee that fees and rents
will suffice to allow the airport to meet its annual operating and debt
service requirements. A compensatory approach is currently in use at 10 (42

3. Debt service coverage is the requirement that the airport's revenues,
net of operating and maintenance expenses, be equal to a specified
percentage in excess of the annual debt service (prinecipal and interest
payments) for revenue bond issues. The coverage required is generally
from 1.25 to 1.40 times debt service, providing a substantial cushion
that enhances the security of the bonds (see Chapter IV),

4, See Harold B. Kluckhohn, "Security for Tax-Exempt Airport Revenue
Bonds," summary of Remarks Presented at the New York Law
Journal’s Seminar on Tax-exempt Financing for Airports, 1980.
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TABLE 5. ILLUSTRATIVE CALCULATION OF TERMINAL RENTAL RATES
AND LANDING FEES FOR AIRLINES UNDER RESIDUAL COST
AND COMPENSATORY APPROACHES (in dollars except as specified)

Residual Cost Compensatory
Requirement Terminal Airfield Terminal Airfield
Maintenance, Operations,
and Administration 40,000 40,000 40,000 40,000
Debt Service 40,000 20,000 40,000 20,000
Debt Service Coverage 10,000 5,000 10,000 5,000
Deposits to Special Funds 5,000 20,000 5,000 20,000
Other 5,000 15,000 5,000 15,000
Total Requirement 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000
Cost Center Revenue
from Non-airline Sources (-) -50,000 -50,000 N/A N/A
Airline Share (in percent) N/A N/A 65 75
Residual Cost 50,000 50,000 N/A N/A
Activity Level 6,500 100,000 6,500 100,000
square pounds square pounds
feet gross landing feet gross landing
weight weight
Rental Rate
(Per square foot) 7.69 N/A 10.00 N/A
Landing Fee Rate
(Per 1,000 pounds
gross landing weight) N/A 0.50 N/A 0.75
SOURCE: Congressional Budget Office, adapted from Kluckhohn, *“Security for

Tax~Exempt Airport Revenue Bonds.”

NOTES: This is not a comparison of actual rate calculations but a simplified
illustration. Rates are not necessarily higher under either approach but
differ according to the volume of traffic, amount of debt, and other factors.
N/A = Not applicable.
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percent) of the nation's 24 large commercial airports and 15 (42 percent) of
the 36 medium-sized airports surveyed by CBO (see Table 4).

Although individual airports have adopted many versions of the
compensatory approach, the simplified example set out in Table & displays
the basies. First, for each cost center, a calculation would be made of the
total annual expense of running the center, including administration,
maintenance, operations, and debt service including coverage. The airlines'
shares of these costs would then be based on the extent of their actual use
of facilities within each cost center. The airlines would not be charged for
the costs of public space, such as terminal lobbies. Nor would they receive
any credit for non-airline revenues, which offset expenses in the residual
cost approach but under a compensatory approach are disregarded in
calculating rates and charges to the airlines.

Comparison of Residual Cost and Compensatory Approaches

These two approaches to the financial management of major
commercial airports have significantly different implications for pricing and
investment practices. In particular, they help determine three factors:

0 An airport's potential for acecumulating retained earnings usable
for capital development;

o The nature and extent of the airlines' role in making airport
capital investment decisions, which may be formally defined in
majority-in-interest clauses included in airport use agreements
with the airlines; and

o The length of term of the use agreement between the airlines and
the airport operator.

These differences, examined below, can have an important bearing on an
airport's performance in the munieipal bond market, as discussed in
Chapters III and IV.

Retention of Earnings. Although large and medium-sized commercial
airports generally must rely on the issuance of debt to finance major capital
development projects, the availability of substantial revenues generated in
excess of costs can strengthen an airport's performance in the municipal
bond market. 1t can also provide an alternative to issuing debt to finance
some portion of capital development. Residual cost financing guarantees
that an airport will always break even--thus assuring service without resort
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to supplemental local tax support-—but it precludes an airport's generating
substantial earnings in excess of costs. 5/

By contrast, an airport managed under a compensatory approach lacks
the built~in security afforded by the airlines' guarantee that an airport will
break even every year. The public operator undertakes the risk that
revenues generated by airport fees and charges may not be adequate to
allow the airport to meet its annual operating costs and debt service
obligations. On the other hand, because total revenues are not constrained
to the amount needed to break even, and because surplus revenues are not
used to reduce airline rates and charges, compensatory airports may earn
and retain a substantial surplus, which can later be used for capital
development. Since the pricing of airport concessions and consumer
services need not be limited to recovery of actual costs, the extent of such
retained earnings generally depends on the magnitude of the airport's
non-airline revenues. 6/

Predictably, because the residual cost approach is not designed to
yield substantial revenues in excess of costs, residual cost airports as a
group tend to retain considerably smaller percentages of their gross
revenues than do compensatory airports (see Chapter III). A few residual
cost airports, however, have modified the approach to permit accumulation
of sizable retained earnings usable for capital development. At Miami and
Reno International airports, for example, certain airport-generated revenues
are excluded from the revenue base used in calculating the residual cost
payable by the airlines; the revenues flow instead into a discretionary fund
that can finance capital development projects.

Majority-in-Interest. In exchange for the guarantée of solvency,
airlines that are signatories to a residual cost use agreement often exercise

5. See Peat, Marwick, Mitchell & Co., Comparative Rate Analysis:
Dade County Aviation and Seaport Departments (August 1982), p. 3.
Considerable controversy surrounds the issue of how much retained
earnings a publicly owned airport should accrue. For example, a case
currently before the U.S. Circuit Court of Appeals, Seventh Circuit
(Indianapolis Airport Authority v. American Airlines, Inc., et al.)
questions the right of airport operators to retain sizable concession
and other airport-generated revenues to provide advance funding for
possible future capital development.

6. Market pricing of concessions and other non-airline sources of revenue
is a feature of both residual cost and compensatory airports; see the
section on Pricing (below) for further details.
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a significant measure of control over airport investment decisions and
related pricing policy. These powers are embodied in so-called majority-in-
interest clauses, which are a much more common feature of airport use
agreements at residual cost airports than at airports using a compensatory
approach (see Table 6). At present, more than three-quarters of the large

TABLE 6. AIRLINES’ ROLE IN APPROVING CAPITAL DEVELOPMENT
PROJECTS, BY FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT APPROACH,
LARGE AND MEDIUM-SIZED COMMERCIAL AIRPORTS,
1983 (In numbers and percents)

Airlines’ Large Medium-sized
Role Number Percent Number Percent

RESIDUAL COST

Majority-in-Interest

Clause 1 79 14 67
No Formal Requirement
of Airline Approval 3 21 7 33
Total 14 100 21 100
COMPENSATORY
Majority-in-Interest
Clause 1 10 5 33
No Formal Requirement
of Airline Approval 9 _S0 10 _67
Total 10 100 15 100
Grand Total 24 - 36 -
SOURCE: Congressional Budget Office, 1983 Survey.
NOTE: Data include all large commercial airports and 77 percent of
medium-sized airports. Data for small airports were not

available.
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commercial airports using a residual cost approach have some form of
majority-in—interest clause in their use agreements with the airlines, and
two-thirds of the medium-sized residual cost airports have such clauses.
Only one-tenth of the large commercial and one-third of medium-sized
airports surveyed that use a compensatory approach to financial
management have majority-in-interest clauses in their use agreements.

Majority-in—-interest clauses give the airlines accounting for a
majority of an airport's traffic the opportunity to review and approve or
veto capital projects that would entail significant increases in the rates and
fees airlines pay for the use of airport facilities. 7/ This arrangement
provides protection for the airlines that have assumed significant financial
risk under a residual cost agreement by guaranteeing payment of all airport
costs not covered by non-airline sources of revenue. For instance, without
some form of majority-in-interest clause, the airlines at a residual cost
airport could be obligating themselves to pay the costs of as—yet-undefined
facilities that might be proposed in the fifteenth or twentieth year of a
30-year use agreement. Under a compensatory approach, by contrast, since
it is the airport operator that assumes the major financial risk of running
the facility, the operator generally is freer to undertake capital
development projects without consent of the airlines accounting for a
majority of the traffic. Even so, airport operators rarely embark on major
projects without consulting the airlines that serve the airport. Potential
investors in airport revenue bonds would be very wary of a bond issue for a
project lacking the airlines' approval.

Specific provisions of majority-in-interest clauses vary considerably.
At some airports, the airlines that acecount for a majority of traffic can
approve or disapprove all major capital development projects——-for example,
any project costing more than $100,000. At others, projects can only be
deferred for a certain period of time (generally six months to two years).
Although most airports have at least a small discretionary fund for capital
improvements that is not subject to majority-in-interest approval, the
effect of majority-in-interest provisions generally is to limit public airport
owners' ability to proceed with any major projects opposed by the
commercial airlines handling a majority of airport traffic. Sometimes, just
two or three major carriers together can exercise such control.

1. The combination of airlines that can exercise majority-in-interest
powers varies. A typical formulation would give majority-in-interest
powers to any combination of "more than 50 percent of the secheduled
airlines that landed more than 50 percent of the aggregate revenue
aireraft weight during the preceding fiscal year" (standard document
wording).
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Term of Use Agreement. At the airports examined for this study,
residual cost airports typically have longer—-term use agreements than do
compensatory airports. This is because residual cost agreements historically
have been designed to provide security for long—term airport revenue bond
issues; and the term of the use agreement, with its airline guarantee of debt
service, generally has coincided with the term of the revenue bonds. More
than 90 percent of the large and 75 percent of the medium-sized residual
cost airports surveyed by CBO have use agreements with terms of 20 years
or more (see Table 7). Terms of 30 years or longer are not uncommon. By
contrast, about 60 percent of the large and 40 percent of the medium-sized
compensatory airports surveyed have use agreements running for 20 years or
longer. Four of the compensatory airports surveyed have no contractual
agreements whatever with the airlines. At these airports, rates and charges
are established by local ordinance or resolution. This arrangement gives
airport operators maximum flexibility to adjust their pricing and investment
practices unilaterally, without the constraints imposed by a formal
agreement negotiated with the airlines; but it lacks the securlty provided by
contractual agreements.

PRICING OF AIRPORT FACILITIES AND SERVICES

The nation's major commercial airports are diversified enterprises that
provide their users with a wide range of facilities and services for which
fees, rents, or other user charges generally are assessed. Most commercial
airports, regardless of size, type, or locale, offer four major types of
facilities and services:

o Airfield facilities ineluding runways, taxiways, aprons, and
parking ramps for use by commercial and general aviation
aireraft;

o Terminal area facilities and services provided to concessionaires
and consumers, including auto parking and ground transportation,
restaurants and snack bars, specialty stores (such as newsstands
and duty-free shops), car rental companies, passenger convenience
facilities (such as porter service, bathrooms, telephones, vending
machines), personal services (such as barber shops and valet
services), game rooms and amusement facilities, office space, and
hotels;

o Airline leased areas in the terminal and elsewhere, including
ticket counters, gate space, passenger waiting rooms, baggage
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TABLE 7. TERM OF AIRPORT USE AGREEMENTS BY FINANCIAL
MANAGEMENT APPROACH, LARGE AND MEDIUM-
SIZED AIRPORTS, 1983 (In numbers and percents)

Large Medium-sized
Length of Term Number Percent Number Percent

RESIDUAL COST

20 years or more 13 93 16 76
11-19 years 0 0 2 10
Six-ten years 0 0 1 5
Five years or less 1 7 0 0
Negotiations in Process 0 _0 2 _10
Total 14 100 21 100
COMPENSATORY
20 years or more 6 60 6 40
11-19 years 0 0 2 13
Six-ten years 1 10 2 13
Five years or less 0 0 3 20
No use agreements 3 30 1 7
Negotiations in Process 0 _0 1 _7
Total 10 100 15 100
Grand Total 24 a/ - 36 b/ -
SOURCE: Congressional Budget Office 1983 survey.
NOTE: Details in percent columns may not add because of rounding.
a. All large commercial airports.
b. 77 percent of medium-sized commercial airports.

27



handling areas, office space, operations and maintenance areas,
hangars, cargo terminals and aprons, and ground rentals; 8/ and

o Other airport facilities leased to non-airline tenants and related
services, including cargo terminals, ground rentals, fixed base
operations, 9/ industrial areas, fuel and servicing of aircraft,
agricultural land, warehouses, and other buildings and grounds.

At major commercial airports, the facilities and services provided to
users generate the revenues necessary to operate the airport and support the
financing of the airport's capital development. Smaller commercial airports
and general aviation airports typically offer a much narrower range of
facilities and services to their users. Revenue bases shrink as airports
decrease in size, and many of the smallest airports do not generate
sufficient revenue to cover even their operating costs. Among general
aviation airports, those that lease land or facilities for industrial use
generally have a better chance of covering their operating costs than do
others providing services and facilities that are all aviation-related. 10/

The combination of public management and private enterprise uniquely
characteristic of the financial operation of commerecial airports is reflected
in the divergent pricing of an airport's facilities and services. The
private~enterprise aspects of an airport's operation-—the services and
facilities furnished for non-aeronautical use-—are generally priced on a
market pricing basis. By contrast, the pricing of facilities and services
provided to the airlines and for other aeronautical uses is on a cost-recovery
basis, whether it is based on recovery of the actual costs of the facilities
and services provided (the compensatory approach) or on recovery of the
residual costs of airport operation not covered by non-airline sources of
revenue. This mix of market pricing and cost recovery pricing has
important implications for airport financing, especially with regard to the

8. Ground rentals are leases of land in which the lessee pays the costs of
constructing any facilities, such as terminals, built on it.

9. Fixed-base operators are private concerns located at airports that
lease aircraft and offer a variety of aviation services, such as fuel
sales, flight instruction, and aireraft maintenance.

10. See Joel R. Crenshaw and Edmund J. Dickinson, Investment Needs
and Self-Financing Capabilities: U.S. Airports, Fiscal Years 1981-
1990, Report prepared for the U.S. Department of Transportation
(July 1978), pp. 12, 45; and Laurence E. Gesell, The Administration
of Public Airports, Coast Aire Publications (1981), pp. VI-6-13.
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structure and control of airport charges and the distribution of resulting
operating revenues.

Structure and Control of Airport Charges

At major commercial airports, the structure and control of fees, rents,
and other charges for facilities and services are governed largely by a
variety of long- and short-term contracts, including airport use agreements
with the airlines, leases, and concession and management contracts. For
each of the four major groups of facilities and services outlined above, the
basic kinds of charges assessed at residual cost and compensatory airports
can be compared in terms of their:

0 Method of calculation;
o Term of agreement; and
o Frequency of adjustment.

Where relevant, comparisons are made to charges assessed by general
aviation airports.

Airfield Area. The major fees assessed for use of airfield facilities
are landing or flight fees for both commercial and general aviation aireraft.
Some airports also levy other girfield fees, such as charges for the use of
aircraft parking ramps or aprons. In lieu of landing fees, many smaller
airports, especially general aviation airports, collect fuel "flowage" fees,
which are levied per gallon of aviation gasoline and jet fuel obtained at the
airport.

At a residual cost airport, the landing fee for the airlines is typically
the item that balances the airport's budget, making up the projected
difference between all other anticipated revenues and total annual costs,
including administration, operations and maintenance, and debt service
(ineluding coverage). Landing fees differ widely among residual cost
airports, depending on the extent of the revenues derived from airline
terminal rentals and from market-priced concessions such as restaurants,
car rental companies, and automobile parking lots. If the non-airline
revenues are high in a given year, the landing fee for the airlines may be
quite low. In recent years, several airports--including Los Angeles and
Honolulu International--have approached & "negative" landing fee. At some
residual cost airports, the landing fee is the budget-balancing item for the
airfield cost center only; at such airports, the surplus or deficit in the
terminal cost center has no influence on airline landing fees, and terminal
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rental rates for the airlines may be set on a residual cost or a compensatory
basis. (The illustrative example in Table 5 shows separate residual cost
calculations for the airfield and terminal cost centers.) -

The method of calculating airline landing fees at residual cost airports
is established in the airport use agreements and continues for the full term
of each agreement. To reflect changes in operating costs or revenues,
landing fees typically are adjusted at specified intervals ranging from six
months to three years; at some airports, fees may be adjusted more often if
revenues are significantly lower or higher than anticipated. Often, the
nonsignatory airlines (those not party to the basic use agreement) pay higher
landing fees than those paid by the signatory carriers. General aviation
landing fees vary greatly from airport to airport, ranging from levies equal
to those paid by the commercial airlines to no fees at all. Most landing
charges are assessed as a set charge per 1,000 pounds of maximum
certificated gross landing weight.

At compensatory airports, airline landing fees are based on a
calculation of the average actual costs of airfield facilities used by the
airlines (see Table 8). As in the case at residual cost airports, each airline's
share of these costs is based on its share of total projected airline gross
landing (or in a few cases, gross takeoff) weights. In addition to collecting
fees determined by this weight-based measure, three compensatory air-
ports—-Boston's Logan International and New York's John F. Kennedy and
La Guardia airports—-assess a surcharge on general aviation aircraft during
hours of peak demand. To date, however, no major airports have imposed
such peak-hour surcharges on the commercial airlines to help ease
congestion problems. 11/

Landing fees at compensatory airports are either established in airport
use agreements with the airlines or set by local ordinance or resolution. The
frequency of adjustment of the fees is comparable to that at residual cost
airports.

11. Peak-hour surcharges could reduce congestion by giving airlines and
other providers of air transportation services the opportunity to save
money_(and offer lower passenger fares) by flying during uncongested
periods. If peak-period demand continued to cause congestion, the
increased revenue generated by the surcharges could help finance the
expansion necessary to accommodate peak-hour traffic. See
Congressional Budget Office, Public Works Infrastructure (April
1983), Chapter VII, and Charging for Federal Services, Chapter V.
See also Chapter V of this study.
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TABLE 8.
1982

PROFILE OF LANDING FEES AT FOUR MAJOR COMMERCIAL AIRPORTS,

Airline Landing Fee

Basis of
Fee

Method of

Calculation Fee b/

General Aviation
Landing Fee

Compensatory; based
on recovery of all
costs of providing
and operating “pub-
lic aircraft facil-
ities” a/

BOSTON LOGAN INTERNATIONAL

Fee = public aircraft $1.24
facilities costs divided

by total projected sched-

uled airline landing

weights; adjusted

annually

$1.24 per 1,000

pounds of maximum
gross landing weights,
subject to $50 mini-
mum during peak periods
and $20 in off-peak
periods

Compensatory; based
on recovery of main-
tenance, operations,
and debt service
costs for airfield

area

DENVER STAPLETON INTERNATIONAL

Fee = airfield cost $0.34
center expenses divided

by total projected airline

landing weights; adjusted

annually

$0.34 per 1,000

pounds of maximum gross
landing weights, subject
to $3 minimum with fuel
flowage fees credited
against minimum

Residual cost; based
on recovery of all
costs (maintenance,
operations, and debt
service), net o all
revenues other than
landing fees

LOS ANGELES INTERNATIONAL

Fee = residual cost $0.75 ¢/
divided by estimated

total landing weights

of all airlines;

adjusted semi-annually

$0.80 per 1,000 pounds

of maximum gross landing
weights, subject to $10
minimum for aircraft

under 12,500 pounds and $15
minimum for aircraft from
12,500 to 25,000 pounds

Residual cost; based
on recovery of all
costs (maintenance,,
operations, and debt
service), net of all

NEW ORLEANS INTERNATIONAL

Fee = residual cost $0.23
divided by estimated

total landing weights

of all airlines;

adjusted every three

$0.40 per 1,000 pounds of
maximum gross landing
weights

revenues other than years
landing fees
SOURCE: Congressional Budget Office, updated and adapted from Peat, Marwick, Mitchell

& Co,

Comparative Rate Analysis:

Departments (August 1982).

Dade County Aviation and Seaport

a. Defined as including the capital costs of public aircraft facilities; cost of equipment;

replenishment

Maintenance Reserve Fund;

administration,

operations, and

maintenance costs; and allocated portions of payments in lieu of taxes.

b. Fee per 1,000 pounds of maximum gross landing weights.

A typical commercial jet

airliner (727-200) weighs about 200,000 pounds; a typical general aviation jet (Lear 25D)
weighs 15,000 pounds.

c. $0.80 for nonsignatory carriers.
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Terminal Area. The structure of terminal concession and service
contract fees is similar under both financing approaches. Concession
contracts typically provide the airport operator with a guaranteed annual
minimum payment or a specified percentage of the concessionaire's gross
revenues, whichever is greater. Restaurants, snack bars, gift shops,
newsstands, duty-free shops, hotels, and rental car operations usually have
contracts of this type. Terminal concession contracts often are
competitively bid, and they range in term from month-to~month agreements
to contracts of ten to 15 years' duration. (Hotel agreements generally have
much longer terms, often running for 40 years or longer.) Automobile
parking facilities may be operated as concessions; they may be run by the
airports directly; or they may be managed by a contractor for either a flat
or percentage-based fee.

Airline Leased Areas. For the right to occupy various facilities
(including terminal space, hangars, cargo terminals, and land), the airlines
pay rent to the airport operator at both residual cost and compensatory
airports. Rental rates are established in airport use agreements, in separate
leases, or by local ordinances or resolutions. Terminal space may be
assigned on an exclusive-use basis (to a single airline), a preferential-use
basis (if a certain level of activity is not maintained, the airline must share
the space), or on a joint-use basis (space used in common by several
airlines). Most major commercial airports use a combination of these
methods. In addition, airports may charge the airlines fees for their use of
any airport—controlled gate space and for the provision of federal inspection
facilities required at airports serving international traffic. Some airports
have long-term ground leases with individual airlines that allow the airlines
to finance and construct their own passenger terminal facilities on land
leased from the airport.

Among residual cost airports, the method of calculating airline
terminal rental rates varies considerably. If airline fees and charges are
calculated on a residual cost basis within each cost center, the method of
calculating rental rates for the airlines resembles the simplified example
shown in Table 5. To arrive at the airline requirement, total non-airline
revenues generated within the terminal cost center are subtracted from the
center's total costs (including administration, operations, maintenance, and
debt service, including coverage). Each airline's share of this requirement is
based on the square footage it occupies, with prorated shares for shared
space.

On the other hand, at residual cost airports at which receipts from the
airline landing fees alone are used to balance the airport's budget, the
terminal rental rates for the airlines may be set in various ways--on a
compensatory basis (recovering the average actual costs of the facilities
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used), on the basis of an outside appraisal of the property value, or on the
basis of negotiation with the airlines. In all of these cases, each airline's
share of costs is based on its proportionate use of the facilities. Rental
rates may be uniform for all types of space leased to the airlines, or they
may differ according to the type of space provided--for example, they may
be significantly higher for leases of ticket counters or office space than for
rental of gate or baggage claim areas.

At residual cost airports, the rental term for airline leased areas
generally coincides with the term of the airport use agreements. The
frequency of adjustment of terminal rental rates ranges considerably, from
annually at many airports to three— to five-year intervals at others.

At compensatory airports, the method of calculating terminal rental
rates for the airlines is based on recovery of the average actual costs
(including administration, maintenance, operations, and debt service
including coverage) of the space occupied. Each airline's share of the total
costs is based on the square footage it leases; typically, rates differ
according to the type of space leased and according to whether it is leased
on an exclusive, preferential, or joint-use basis. The rental term for airline
leased areas often coincides with that of the airport use agreement, or it is
set by ordinance at airports that operate without agreements. Rates are
typically adjusted annually at compensatory airports, although some airports
adjust rental rates less often.

Other Leased Areas. A wide variety of leasing arrangements covers
the array of other leased areas, which may include agricultural land,
fixed-base operations, cargo terminals, and industrial park areas. The
methods of calculating rental rates for these areas, the terms of leases, and
the frequency of adjustments to rates differ according to the type of
facility and the nature of its use. What these disparate rentals have in
common is that, like terminal concessions and services, they are generally
priced on a market basis, and airport managers have considerable flexibility
in setting rates and charges in the context of market constraints and their
own policy objectives.

Together, the various fees, rates, and charges described above make
up the bulk of an airport's operating revenues. While the adequacy of these
combined revenues to meet an airport's annual financial obligations is a first
concern for would-be investors in revenue-backed airport bonds, the
distribution of these different revenues among the major revenue-producing
areas also has importance for an airport's financial performance.
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Variation in the Source of Airport Operating Revenues

In general, revenue diversification can enhance an airport's financial
stability. In addition, the specific mix of revenues may influence year-to-
year financial performance, since some of the major sources of airport
revenue--including landing fees and terminal concessions——are affected by
changes in the volume of air passenger traffie, while others--such as airline
terminal rentals and ground leases——are essentially static despite
fluctuations in air traffie.

The distribution of airport operating revenues differs widely according
to a number of factors, including the airport's size (measured in numbers of
passenger boardings), the nature of the market served, and the specific
objectives and features of the airport's approach to pricing and financial
management.  Airport size generally has a strong influence on the
distribution of revenues. The larger commercial airports typically have a
more diversified base of revenues than do smaller ones; for example, they
tend to offer a wider array of income-producing facilities and services in
their passenger terminal complexes. In general, terminal concessions can be
expected to generate a greater percentage of total airport operating
revenues as passenger boardings increase. On average, concessions account
for at least one-third of total operating revenues at large, medium-sized,
and small commercial airports, compared to about one-fifth at the other
commercial airports often referred to as "nonhubs" and a much smaller
fraction of operating revenues at general aviation airports (see Table 9).

Factors other than airport size also affect the distribution of airport
operating revenues. At commercial airports, for example, parking facilities
generally provide the largest single source of non-airline revenues in the
terminal area. Airports that have a high proportion of connecting traffie,
however, may derive a smaller percentage of their operating incomes from
parking revenues than do so-called "origin and destination" airports. Other
factors that may affect parking revenues include availability of space for
parking, volume of air passenger traffie, airport's pricing policy, availability
and cost of alternatives to driving to the airport (such as public transit and
taxicab service), and the presence of private competitors providing parking
facilities nearby.

An airport's approach to financial management, because it governs the
pricing of facilities and services provided to the airlines, significantly af-
fects the distribution of operating revenues. Since so many other factors
play an important role in determining revenue distribution, however, an
airport's mix of operating revenues cannot be predicted on the basis of
whether the airport takes the residual cost or compensatory approach. The
mix of revenues varies widely among residual cost airports. With the airline
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TABLE 8.

AVERAGE OPERATING AIRPORT REVENUES BY REVENUE SOURCE,

COMMERCIAL AND GENERAL AVIATION AIRPORTS, 1975-1976

(In percents)

Sources of Revenues

Airline
Airports Terminal Terminal Hangar and
by Size and Airfield Area Leased Building
Category Area a/ Concessions b/ Areas c/ Area d/ Other ¢/ Total
COMMERCIAL
Large 36 33 16 11 4 100
Medium-Sized 33 38 14 11 4 100
Small §/ 30 36 15 12 8 100
Nonhub 37 21 10 26 8 100
GENERAL AVIATION

Large 23 12 47 13 100
Medium-Sized 22 ] 57 100
Small 28 - 60 8 100
SOURCE: Congressional Budget Office from survey data provided by Aerospace

Systems, Inc., Terminal Area Financial Data Study, prepared for U.S.

Department of Transportation (January 1978).
NOTE: Details in percent columns may not add to totals because of rounding.
a. Includes fees for landings, fuel and oil flowage, airline catering, and aircraft

parking.

b. Includes auto parking income, auto rental fees, restaurant and lounge fees, shop

lease income, advertising, hotel and motel revenues, ground transportation, and

miscellaneous concession revenues.
C. Includes airline terminal

rental income.

rentals, government

leases,

and miscellaneous terminal

d. Inciludes hangar rentals, ground leases, commercial and industrial lease revenues,
government leases, and airport revenues from fixed base operations (FBOs).

e. Includes utility fees and other systems and services revenues.

f. Excludes nonhub and commuter airports.
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landing fee characteristically picking up the difference between airport
costs and other revenues at residual cost airports, airfield area income
differs markedly according to extent of the airport's financial obligations,
magnitude of terminal concession income and other non-airline revenues,
and volume of air traffic. In 1982, for example, airfield area revenues
provided anywhere from 10 percent (Tampa) to more than 50 percent
(Chicago-O'Hare) of total operating revenues at residual cost airports. By
contrast, compensatory airports show a considerably smaller range of
variation in the distribution of revenues.

TRENDS IN AIRPORT MANAGEMENT SINCE
FEDERAL DEREGULATION OF THE AIRLINES

Federal deregulation of the airline industry has radically changed the
market climate in which airlines——and airports——operate. Once subject to
strict regulation of routes and fares, commercial air carriers are now free
to revise routes, adjust fares, and introduce or terminate service to
particular airports as market conditions seem to warrant. This new freedom
from federal intervention has had pronounced effects on the airline industry.
It has spurred intense competition and even price wars among the airlines,
resulted in a reconfigured route system, and encouraged the start-up of new
carriers. For some of the established airlines, serious financial difficulties
have ensued. Although deregulation has not caused radical changes in the
financial management of airports, recent trends do reflect uncertainties of
a new, open market. They also show signs of shifts in management policy
and practice that were under way before deregulation began.

Since the early days of commercial air travel, would-be investors in
airport revenue bonds have held long-term use agreements in high regard,
considering them evidence of the airlines' commitment to serve an airport
for long periods——spans usually coincident with the terms of bond issues. As
the industry has matured, however, investors and analysts have increasingly
recognized that an airport's financial stability-—hence its capacity to
generate a stream of revenues adequate to secure revenue bond
issues——depends more on the underlying strength of the local air traffie
market than on long-term use agreements.

Deregulation has reinforced this shift in attitude, as the strength of
the airlines' financial commitment to an airport is significantly diluted by
their new flexibility to withdraw from a market virtually at will
Confidence has also been shaken by the financial problems now plaguing
many airlines. Though conditions vary considerably from airport to airport,
and changes in airport financial management occur very slowly (many
standing use agreements run through the 1990s or later), the trends
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now emerging at the nation's major commercial airports reflect and
encourage this shift.

Three important trends in airport financial management are emerging:

o Shorter-term contracts--Shorter terms for airport use agree-
ments, non-airline leases, and concessionaires' contracts, and
more frequent adjustment of rates and charges;

o Modification of residual cost approach—-Modification of residual
cost ratemaking approaches and majority-in-interest provisions,
with movement in the direction of more compensatory approaches
to financial management; and

o Maximization of revenues--Concerted effort by airport managers

to maximize revenues by means of a variety of strategies
intended to strengthen and diversify an airport's revenue base.

Shorter—Term Contracts

Deregulation appears to have hastened a trend toward shorter-term
airport use agreements at major commercial airports that was already under
way prior to 1978. Shorter-term contracts give airport operators greater
flexibility to adjust pricing, investment policies, and space allocation to
meet shifting needs in a deregulated environment. For example, a sizable
number of airports with long-term use agreements in force have given much
shorter-term contracts to air carriers that have begun serving the airport
since 1978. Contracts for such recent entrants often run for five years or
less, and they may take the form of one-year or even month-to-month
operating agreements (similar to those often used for air taxi and commuter
operators). At least 15 percent of the large and medium-sized airports
surveyed by CBO have granted new carriers such relatively short-term
terminal leases and/or use agreements. Moreover, as existing long-term use
agreements expire, many airport operators indicate an intention to
negotiate shorter-term use agreements with all carriers serving the airport.
At least a dozen of the airports surveyed by CBO either have recently done
so or anticipate that their new use agreements (planned or in negotiation)
will be significantly shorter than ones now standing. 12/

12. In part, this reflects the fact that many post-deregulation agreements
have not involved major capital development programs requiring long-
term bond financing.
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Many airports also report that, as old contracts expire, they are
routinely shortening the terms of non-airline leases and contracts with
concessionaires. Some are also moving to more freguent adjustment of
rates and charges under existing agreements to meet the escalating costs of
airport operation,

Modifications of Residual Cost Approach

Some residual cost airports appear to be modifying their approaches to
financial management. In recent years, several airports have introduced
changes to the residual cost approach, such as more compensatory methods
of calculating airline fees and charges, weakening or elimination of
majority-in-interest clauses, and provisions allowing for greater retention of
earnings usable for capital development. 13/ Many more airports with use
agreements expiring over the next several years have indicated a desire or
intent to move toward a more compensatory approach to financial
management. 14/ In general, the compensatory approach becomes
attractive as airports develop strong markets and thus increase their
revenue-generating potential. Such airports are better able to assume the
financial risks of airport operation without relying on "break-even"
guarantees by the airlines, and they may maximize revenues by adopting a
compensatory approach.

13. See also J. J. Corbett, Analysis of Trends in Airport Lease/Use
Agreements Executed with Airlines Since Deregulation, Presentation
before the Joint Meeting of the Airport Operators Council
International Legal Standing and Economic Standing Committees,
Vancouver, British Columbia, Canada, October 17, 1983.

14. This trend could be affected by the outcome of the Indianapolis
Airport Authority's case currently before the U.S. Circuit Court of
Appeals, Seventh Circuit. The original District Court decision in the
case questioned not only the airport's right to accumulate sizable
revenues for the purpose of future development, but also the airport's
right to use a financial management approach that does not apply
non-airline revenues as an offset against airline costs. If this
component of the original decision is upheld on appeal, it could
encourage future litigation against other airports attempting to
employ or switch to a compensatory approach, even though a legal
precedent on the facts of the Indianapolis case would be established
only for states within the Seventh Circuit (Illinois, Indiana, and
Wisconsin).
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Maximization of Revenues

No matter how they approach financial management, many
commercial airports are now seeking to increase and diversify their
revenues by a variety of strategies. These include raising existing fees and
rental rates and allowing for more frequent adjustment of charges, using
competitive bidding for concessionaires' contracts and increasing the
airport's percentage of gross profits, and exploiting new or untapped sources
of revenue such as video-game rooms, industrial park development, and
leasing of unused airport property. Some airports are looking to future
possibilities, as well; for example, two large airports that recently
renegotiated airport use agreements-—Chicago~-O'Hare and Greater Pitts—
burgh International--included clauses in the new contracts protecting the
airport's right to levy a passenger facility charge (or "head tax") if and when
federal law permits. (Head taxes for passengers' use of airport facilities are
now prohibited by federal law. See Chapter V of this study.) In general, this
effort to diversify and expand revenue sources reflects the paramount
importance of a guaranteed stream of income to assure an airport's financial
success.
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CHAPTER II.  FINANCIAL CONDITION AND PERFORMANCE
OF THE NATION'S MAJOR COMMERCIAL AIRPORTS

As in any enterprise, an airport's ability to survive without public
support hinges foremost on its financial strength. This chapter gauges
recent trends in the financial performance of the nation's major commercial
airports-—those with earning power sufficient to issue revenue-backed
bonds. It also compares these airports' performance with that of the other
municipal enterprises against which airports compete in the capital
markets——electric utilities, water supply and wastewater treatment
projects, and turnpike, bridge, tunnel, and expressway authorities. 1/ The
chapter also assesses how the shifts resulting from federal deregulation of
the airlines might be affecting the financial condition of smaller airports
compared with larger ones.

TRENDS IN FINANCIAL PERFORMANCE

Analysis of key financial ratios is a widely accepted method of
evaluating the financial condition and performance of a single enterprise or
an entire industry. 2/ Many different financial ratios can be constructed,
each revealing a particular aspect of business performance.

Measures of Performance

Four indicators often used by investment advisors to judge the value of
a municipal enterprise to potential bondholders are examined here:
operating ratio, net take—-down ratio, debt-to-asset ratio, and debt service
safety margin. The first two indicators measure the availability of revenues
beyond those needed to pay regular operating expenses:

o Operating Ratio——Derived by dividing operating and maintenance
expenses by operating revenue, this ratio measures the share of

1. The data used in this chapter, including information from airports'
balance sheets and income statements, were provided by Moody's
Investors Service Inc. and by the Public Securities Association. The
Congressional Budget Office is alone responsible for the analysis and
interpretation of these data.

2. See J. F. Weston and E. F. Brigham, Managerial Finance, 5th ed.
Dryden (1975), pp. 19-53.

41



revenues absorbed by operating and maintenance costs. A
relatively low operating ratio indicates financial strength by
signifying that only a small share of revenue is required to satisfy
operating requirements. A high ratio (close to one) indicates that
relatively little additional revenue is available for capital
spending.

o Net Take-Down Ratio—-Calculated as total revenue minus
operating and maintenance expenses, divided by gross revenues,
the net take-down is similar to the operating ratio, but it also
includes non-operating revenues (such as interest income). It is a
slightly broader measure of the share of airport revenues that
remain after payment of operating expenses.

The second two ratios measure an airport's ability to support existing and
new borrowing for capital investment:

o Debt-to—Asset Ratio-—-Calculated as gross debt minus bond
principal reserves, divided by net fixed assets plus working
capital, an enterprise's debt-to—asset ratio measures the fraction
of total assets provided by creditors. Creditors prefer low debt
ratios because each dollar of debt is secured by more dollars of
assets. This can be important if assets have to be sold to pay off
bondholders.

o Debt Service Safety Margin——Defined as gross revenues less
operating and maintenance expenses and annual debt service,
divided by gross revenues, this ratio measures both the percentage
of revenues available to service an airport's new debt, and the
financial cushion in the event of an airport's achieving
unexpectedly low revenues.

Recent Trends in Airports' Financial Strength

Overall, examination of these measures shows a trend toward
improved strength in the finances of major commercial airports. Compared
to the 1975-1978 period, when the operating ratio for these airports
averaged 55 percent, this measure improved significantly over the
subsequent four years, declining to 50 percent (see Table 10). 3/ The net

3. Although most credit analysts (including Moody's) use medians rather
than averages in analyzing industry groups, the CBO has found that
averages give an equally meaningful measure of relative performance.

42



TABLE 10.

FINANCIAL PERFORMANCE OF COMMERCIAL AIRPORTS
ACCORDING TO FOUR MEASURES, 1975-1982 (In percents)

Net Debt-to- Debt Service
Operating Take-Down Asset Safety
Years Ratio Ratio Ratio Margin
1875 51.3 55.8 25.9 18.0
1976 56.4 45 .1 41.8 14.7
1977 53.7 48.8 37.7 20.9
.1978 55.1 48.5 40.5 23.3
1979 51.9 52.5 47.5 30.0
1980 52.8 52.4 49.6 34.1
1981 46.9 57.1 47 .6 33.6
1982 35.5 63.2 41.7 23.6
PERIOD AVERAGES
1975-1978 54.5 48.5 39.0 19.9
1979-1982 50.2 54.2 48.1 31.6
SOURCE: Congressional Budget Office, based on financial performance
data from Moody's Investors Services, Inc., for 13 large, ten
medium-sized, and two small commercial airports.
NOTES: Methods of calculating performance measures are outlined near

the beginning of Chapter Il Data reflect averages of all
commercial airports represented.

43



take—down ratio has also improved, increasing from 48 percent to 54 per-
cent; this indicates a steady increase in the ability of commercial airports
to service new debt from available net revenues. Indeed, the nation's major
commercial airports today appear to perform on a par with other financially
self-sufficient municipal enterprises, such as electric utilities, water supply
systems, and sewage treatment authorities (see Text Box on opposite page).

Purchasers of airport revenue bonds look for assurances that an airport
can generate net revenue (that is, gross revenues net of operating and
maintenance costs and debt service requirements) sufficient to pay interest
over the term of the bonds and to repay the principal. Though compared to
other financially mature municipal enterprises, airports appear to carry high
levels of debt relative to the value of their assets, net airport revenues
appear comparatively strong. Indeed, as shown in Table 10, the debt service
safety margin for major commercial airports has grown substantially since
1978, despite the increase in debt-to-asset ratios. Thus, while only
20 percent of airport revenues were available to cover the cost of new
investment over the 1975-1978 period, the safety margin grew to 32 percent
over the years 1979-1982. Moreover, in 1982, airports had a substantially
higher debt service safety margin than other major municipal enterprises
except perhaps highway toll facilities, for which no information is available.

EFFECTS OF DIFFERENT AIRPORT CHARACTERISTICS

Although the nation's major commercial airports as a group appear
financially strong, important differences among individual airports are
apparent. These variations depend on:

0 An airport's approach to financial management,

o Its size and the economic base of its service area, and

o The type of traffic it serves.

This conclusion is based on an analysis of the statistical distribution of
each financial ratio across individual airports; in statistical jargon,
these distributions are "normal" for the industry as a whole and for
different airport size categories, indicating that financial averages
represent a meaningful basis for intra- and inter-industry comparisons.
See also M.H. Ledford and P.K. Sugrue, "Ratio Analysis: Application
to U.S. Motor Common Carriers," Business Economics, vol. 18, no. 4
(September 1983), pp. 46-54.
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FINANCIAL PERFORMANCE OF MAJOR PUBLIC ENTERPRISES

Operating Ratio and Net Take-Down Ratio. Major commercial airports
typically use a smaller share of revenue to cover operating costs than
either electric utilities or water supply and wastewater treatment
authorities. They appear to operate with smaller operating margins
than highway toll facilities, however.

Debt-to—Asset Ratio. Airports carry a high level of debt relative to
their total assets compared with power and water.

Debt Service Safety Margin. Despite their relatively high debt ratios,
airports appear able to service more new debt than both electric
utilities and water authorities, largely because of their lower operating
and maintenance costs. Also, they have a substantially greater cushion
against unforeseen shortfalls in revenue.

MEDIAN RATIOS FOR SEVEN SERVICES IN 1982 (Iin percents)

Net Debt-to- Debt Service
Operating Take-Down Asset Safety

Service Ratio Ratio Ratio Margin
Airports 56.3 48.2 48 .8 28.9
Electricity

Generation and

Transmission 76.8 26.0 56.5 15.9
Electricity

Distribution 79.2 23.2 35.4 14.7
Water Supply 68.2 38.7 27 .6 21.7
Wastewater

Treatment 68.3 39.3 25.0 21.2
Bridges, Tunnels,

Expressways 47.5 64.5 N/A N/A
Turnpikes 38.8 62.0 N/A N/A

SOURCE: Adapted by CBO with the permission of Moody's.

NOTE: This table reports medians because averages, as used in the body
of this chapter, are not available for enterprises other than
airports. Also, the airport data are drawn from a sample
somewhat different from that used eisewhere in this report.

45




Financial Management

Differences in earning power may hinge on whether an airport uses a
compensatory or a residual cost approach to financial management. While
gross revenue at a compensatory airport depends largely on its volume of
passenger traffic, gross revenue at a residual cost airport may be
constrained to the minimum amount needed for operations, debt service, and
reserve funds established in the airport's bond resolutions (see Chapter 1V).
In fact, the three ratios that reflect gross revenues--operating ratio, net
take-down ratio, and debt service safety margin--all show substantial
differences between airports using a residual cost approach and those with a
compensatory approach.

Operating and net take-down ratios are substantially stronger at
airports using the compensatory approach (see Table 11). Over the

TABLE 11. FINANCIAL PERFORMANCE OF COMMERCIAL
AIRPORTS COMPARED BY MANAGEMENT
APPROACH, 1975-1982

Averages of All Airports
in Category (In percents)

Residual Compen- All

Cost satory Airports &/
Performance 1975- 1979- 1975- 1979- 1975- 1979-
Measure 1978 1982 1978 1982 1978 1982
Operating Ratio 6.2 52.9 52.5 44.3 54.5 50.2
Net Take-Down Ratio 46.5 51.5 53.2 60.8 48.5 54.2
Debt-to-Asset Ratio 40.4 55.3 47.3 40.5 39.0 48.1
Debt Service
Safety Margin 6.0 24.6 33.1 48.3 19.9 31.6

SOURCE: Congressional Budget Office, based on financial performance
data provided by Moody’s Investors Service, Inc., for 13 large,
ten medium-sized, and two small commercial airports.

NOTE: Methods of calculating performance measures are outlined near
the beginning of Chapter Iii.

a. Inciudes airports for which the management approach is unknown.
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1979-1982 period, for example, operating and maintenance costs at
compensatory airports absorbed only 44 percent of operating revenues, while
residual cost airports needed more than half their gross revenues just to
cover such expenses. Net take-down ratios refleect the same pattern;
residual cost airports retained roughly half of their gross revenues after
paying operating and maintenance costs, while compensatory airports
retained 61 percent. Compensatory airports also exhibited substantially
higher debt service safety margins-—-48 percent, as opposed to only 25
percent for residual cost airports. This indicates that compensatory airports
have comparatively greater ability to finance development with retained
earnings or through bond sales.

Airport Size

An airport's size (as measured in passenger boardings, see Text Box on
page 2) has historically been an important determinant of its financial
performance. Larger airports show relatively stronger performance than do
smaller ones; operating ratios at large airports were 15 percentage points
better than those at medium-sized airports during the 1975-1978 period and
18 percentage points better over the 1979-1982 period (see Table 12). Net
take-down ratios and debt service safety margins reflect the same spread,
while debt-to—asset ratios are better at medium-sized airports.

EFFECTS OF AIRLINE DEREGULATION
ON AIRPORTS' FINANCIAL PERFORMANCE

Since federal deregulation of the airlines began in 1978, the
performance of large and medium-sized airports on all four ratios has
improved (see Table 12). Indeed, except for the debt-to-asset ratio at
medium-sized airports, large and medium-sized airports show improvement
on all four ratios. One plausible explanation is that many major airlines
curtailed service to smaller cities, electing instead to concentrate
operations on the more profitable routes serving large and medium-sized
airports. On balance, each 10 percent increase in an airport's traffic volume
translates into a 2 percent improvement in its operating and net take-down
ratios and debt service safety margin (see Appendix B). Increased traffic
volume at many large and medium-sized airports since deregulation appears
therefore to have improved gross revenues, yielding improved financial
results in those indicators that turn on changes in gross revenue.

Prospective investors in airport revenue bonds look beyond financial

indicators based on gross revenues, however, and in particular they seek low
debt-to-asset ratios as good cushions against possible defaults. Though gross
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TABLE 12. FINANCIAL PERFORMANCE OF COMMERCIAL
AIRPORTS BY AIRPORT SIZE, 1975-1978 AND 1979-1982

Averages of All Airports in
Category {In percents)

1975-1978 1979-1982
Performance Before Airline After Airline
Measure Deregulation Deregulation

LARGE AIRPORTS a/

Operating ratio 48.0 43.3
Net take—-down ratio 54.6 60.7
Debt-to-asset ratio 56.9 54.0
Debt service safety margin 20.9 34.8

MEDIUM-SIZED AIRPORTS b/

Operating ratio 63.3 61.7
Net take-down ratio 40.9 43.2
Debt-to-asset ratio 29.7 44 .1
Debt service safety margin 17.0 25.3

ALL COMMERCIAL AIRPORTS c/

Operating ratio 54.5 . 50.2
Net take-down ratio 48.5 54.2
Debt-to-asset ratio 39.0 48.1
Debt service safety margin 19.9 31.6

SOURCE: Congressional Budget Office based on data provided by Moody’s
Investors Service.

NOTE: Methods of calculating performance measures are outlined near
the beginning of Chapter lll.

a. Includes data on 13 airports.

b. Includes data on ten airports.

c. Includes two small airports for which financial performance measures

were available only for the years 1977-1980. These airports have
substantially better financial ratios than do the large and
medium-sized airports. As with the other airports, they also show
some improvement between the two time periods.
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revenues grow with increased business, so sometimes do capital needs:
airports may need to expand terminals and other facilities to handle
additional passengers and aircraft. Some airports, of course, have sufficient
capacity to absorb significant increases in traffic with no expansion. At
medium-sized airports, however, debt-to-asset ratios have indeed increased
by more than 14 percentage points between the 1975-1978 and 1979-1982
periods. As a result, the difference between the debt-to—asset ratios at
large and medium-sized airports has declined from 27 percentage points
during the 1975-1978 period to 10 percentage points between 1979 and 1982.
At the same time, the debt-to-asset ratio at large airports actually
improved somewhat, from 57 percent (1975-1978) to 54 percent (1979-1982).
Although the debt-to-asset ratio of medium-sized airports is still better
than the ratio at large airports, investors tend to be wary of worsening
conditions because of the speculative element that these ean introduce into
a prospective investment. Whether these trends have actually diminished
the investment value of medium-sized airports is dealt with more closely in
Chapter IV.

The depiction of small airports' performance is extremely uncertain,
however. The CBO analysis deals with only two small airports, and
performance indicators for these are available only for the 1977-1980 span,
rather than for the full 1975-1982 period applied elsewhere. On the other
hand, the two small airports are close in size to some medium-sized
airports, indicating that they probably represent the financially stronger
airports in their class. Indeed, their financial ratios are better than for the
average medium-sized airport—-perhaps an indication that smaller airports
require better finances to offset the greater risks associated with their size.

While financial ratios are unavailable for the remaining 489 small
commercial airports and for publicly owned general aviation airports, in
general, the income of these airports is inadequate to support the issuance
of revenue-backed airport bonds. Instead, to help finance -capital
development, many of these airports depend on government-issued general
obligation bonds, local taxpayer support, and federal grants. Indeed, some
of the smaller airports' revenues fail to cover even their operating costs.
On the other hand, some of these airports-—especially general aviation
airports with current low or nonexistent landing fees and aireraft parking
charges--haye an opportunity to strengthen their financial performance by
introduecing new or increased charges for the use of airport facilities. 4/

4, See Congressional Budget Office, Public Works Infrastructure, Chapter
VII. See also Chapter V of this study.
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CHAPTER IV. AIRPORTS IN THE MUNICIPAL BOND MARKET

Perhaps the stiffest test of an airport's financial strength is its success
in competing for private investment capital. In reviewing the airports'
ability to obtain capital funds through the sale of bonds-—the most common
source of private investment capital for municipal enterprises-—this chapter
focuses on two points:

o The role of the bond market in overall airport investment, and
o The competitiveness of airports in selling municipal bonds.

The analysis points to two coneclusions. First, while the financially
stronger airports are the ones most active in the bond market, even
financially weaker airports can attract private capital-—though often by
using the taxing power of the local community as security for a bond
financing program. Second, investors generally view airports as good
investments. This conclusion emerges in comparing the airports' cost of
capital (the interest they must pay to attract bond buyers) with that of the
other public enterprises with which airports compete in bond markets.

ROLE OF THE MUNICIPAL BOND MARKET IN AIRPORT DEVELOPMENT

Between 1978 and 1982, airports raised a total of $5 billion (in 1982
dollars) in new bond financing to pay for capital improvements (see Table
13). 1/ A key feature of most municipal bonds is their exemption from
federal income tax, a trait that makes this financing less expensive than
most other sources of private money. Predictably, therefore, the vast
majority of airport debt capital is raised in the tax—exempt bond market. In
1982 alone, airports raised $1.4 billion in tax-exempt bond sales, or
1.8 percent of the total volume ($79.1 billion) of long-term tax-exempt
securities sold in that year.

1. Data in this report refer only to new bond issues; refinancing issues
are excluded.
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Types of Issuers

Of the 235 bond issues sold partly or wholly for airport development
between 1975 and 1982, the majority are divided more or less equally

TABLE 13. BOND ISSUES FOR AIRPORT IMPROVEMENT, BY
AIRPORT TYPE AND SIZE, 1978-19882 (In millions
of 1982 dollars)

Airports by

Size and 1978- Percent
Category 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 1982 of Total
COMMERCIAL AIRPORTS
Large 955.3 672.0 185.7 547.4 1,036.1 3,396.6 67.3

Medium-
sized 279.8 109.3 245.7 187.5 295.5 1,117.7 22.2
Small 25.3 134.2 172.1 70.1 62.6 464 .2 9.2

Subtotal 1,260.4 915.5 603.4 805.0 1,394.1 4,978.4 98.6

GENERAL AVIATION AIRPORTS

Reliever 16.7 1.2 12.8 0.0 8.0 38.7 0.8
Other 2.6 4.5 1.8 _14.1 6.6 29.7 0.6
Subtotal 19.3 5.7 14.6 14.1 14.6 68.4 1.4

ALL AIRPORTS

Total 1,279.6 921.2 618.1 819.1 1,408.8 5,046.8 100.0

SOURCE: Congressional Budget Office.

NOTES: Excludes refunding issues. Details may not add to totals because
of rounding.
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between county and municipal governments (45 percent) and port or airport
authorities (43 percent) (see Table 14). Only a small proportion (about 6

TABLE 14. NUMBER OF AIRPORT BONDS ISSUED BY TYPE OF
ISSUER AND TYPE OF SECURITY, 1978-1982 (Percents in
parentheses)
General As Percent-
Type of Obligation Revenue Total age of Total
Issuer Bonds a/ Bonds b/ Issues Issues
Municipality 60 46 106
or County (56.6) (43 .4) (100) (45.1)
Port or 19 83 102
Airport Authority (18.6) (81.4) (100) (43.4)
State 11 2 13
(84.6) (15.4) (100) (5.5)
9 5 14,
Other ¢/ 64.3 (35.7) (100) (6.0)
Total 99 136 235 -

SOURCE: Congressional Budget Office.

a. Underlying security provided by full taxing authority of governmental
unit, by full taxing authority with regard to a single revenue source, or
by a single or specified tax.

b. Underlying security provided by revenues from all airport sources, by
revenues from the lessee of the proposed airport facility, or by
anticipated revenues from future bond sales or grants.

c. Special districts and other special-purpose jurisdictions.
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percent) of all bonds sold were issued by state governments, and about 6
percent (14 issues) were sold by special districts and other jurisdictions.

Role of the Bond Market by Airport Size and Type of Traffic

Although airports of all sizes and types participate in the bond market,
larger airports do so to a greater extent than smaller ones. Among the large
and medium-sized commercial airports——together serving about nine-tenths
of all passenger traffic——fully 41 (58 percent) used bond financing for
capital development over the 1978-1982 period (see Table 15). Moreover,
according to Moody's Investors Service, all large and medium-sized airports
have issued bonds at some time in the past. Although many small
commercial airports use bond financing as well (indeed, more small
commercial airports used bond finance over the 1978-1982 period than did
large and medium-sized airports), such airports as a group participate in
only a small way, with just 50 of 489 airports (10 percent) using bond finance
over the past five years. The same is true of general aviation airports;
although 43 used bond financing over the past five years, this represents
only 2 percent of all facilities in this class. General aviation "reliever"
airports, however--meaning those identified by the FAA as having
considerable importance in relieving congestion at major commercial
airports-—-appear more likely to draw on the debt markets to finance capital
improvements than do other general aviation airports.

In terms of total dollar volume of bond sales, large airports are far
more prominent in the bond market than smaller ones. Of the total amount
of municipal debt sold for airport purposes over the 1978-1982 period,
89.5 percent was for large and medium-sized airports, in contrast to only
9.2 percent for small commercial airports; general aviation airports used
little more than 1 percent of total airport bond sales (see Table 13).

The role of bond finance in overall investment also varies greatly
according to an airport's size and the type of air traffic it serves. Over the
1978-1982 period, airport investment dollars raised through the bond market
exceeded federal grants to large airports by 340 percent, while at small
airports, federal grants were more than double bond proceeds (see Table 186).
Not surprisipgly, debt finance plays the smallest role at general aviation
airports, where it has accounted for only about 10 percent of total federal-
plus—private investment over the past five years. 2/

2. Execludes state or local grants and the fraction of airport investments
covered by retained earnings.
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TABLE 15,25 =7

AIRPORT USE OF BOND: MARKET.TO RAISE:
\'CAPITAL BY AIRPORT T¥PE AND SIZE 1978 1982

TS ERATS S S SRR LR L

_Number of Airports Percent

Airports by Issuing lssuing:
Size and Total A LR Bonds Bonds:
Category Existing Trantis 1978-1982 1978-1982:
COMMERCIAL AIRPORTS

Large:: 24 SRy 19

Medium-sized 47 R 22

Smail* 489 Tl _50

Subtotal 560 ! 91 16

GENERAL AVIATION AIRPORTS

Reliever 219 . 9
Other 2,424 34
LT
Subtotai R 2,643 43 -
Total 3,203 134 4
SOURCES:  Bond data adapted by CBOfrommPublici:8ecurities Associatiah;

Long-Term Municipal Bond File. The numbers of exnstmg
airports: by size:drom: the FAA:as of Eebruary,1984. A

' ;Althaugh smaller.commercial dirports rely: more hebvily than dolarger
ones on: federal:grants, they nonetheless -undertake :a:Sizable: amount: of
investment: through:the bond ‘markéet.  ‘For:example;:Wwhile:federdlsmatching
grants ‘to:small:coemmercial airports totaled about-$1: billign:(in 1982 dallars)
between: ~19%8 -and .:1982-rrequiriig;:$300 ' million:: inii-loeal '« matching

funds--small

airports issued more than $460.millien:.ins tax-exempt -bohds

during the same period (see Table 13), more than four times the amount

32-938 0 - 84
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TABLE 16. RELATIVE CONTRIBUTION OF FEDERAL GRANTS AND
BOND ISSUES TO AIRPORT INVESTMENT, BY AIRPORT
TYPE AND SIZE, 1978-1982 (in percents)

Airports by
Size and Federal Bond
Category Grants Issues Total
COMMERCIAL AIRPORTS
Large 18.5 81.5 100
Medium-sized 27 .1 73.0 100
Small 68.9 31.1 100
Subtotal 30.8 69.2 100
GENERAL AVIATION AIRPORTS
Reliever 80.1 19.9 100
Other 91.5 8.5 100
Subtotal 87 .4 12.6 100
ALL AIRPORTS
Total 34.8 65.3 100

SOURCE: Congressional Budget Office.

NOTE: Details may not add to totals because of rounding.

necessary to match federal grants. This means that small airports as a
group used more than three-quarters of their bond proceeds for investments
with no federal financial involvement. On the other hand, general aviation
airports as a group appear to raise only enough debt capital such that, when
it is combined with monies from nonfederal sources, they can meet their
federal matching requirement. ‘
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Underlying Security of Airport Bonds

For most municipal bonds, including bonds for airport development,
the bond issuer's pledge to pay interest and to repay prineipal is generally
provided under one of two approaches:

0  General obligation bonds pledge the unlimited taxing power and
the full faith and credit of the state, municipality, or other
general-purpose government, while

o Revenue bonds pledge the user fee or lessee revenues generated
by the actual facility to be developed.

General obligation bonds are issued only by states and other
general-purpose governments; most states limit the amount of general
obligation debt that a municipality may issue to a specified fraction of the
taxable value of all property within its jurisdiction. In addition, many states
require voters' approval before issuing general obligation debt. By contrast,
the volume of debt issued through revenue bonds is not included in the
amount of total indebtedness subject to state debt limits, and voters'
approval is usually not required. Revenue bonds generally have higher
interest costs than general obligation bonds, because they are not backed by
the full faith, credit, and taxing power of a governmental unit, and because
the receipts from user charges are subject to greater uncertainty than are
tax revenues.

In recent years, there has been a dramatic increase in the use of
tax-exempt revenue bond financing. In 1982, for example, revenue bonds
accounted for 73 percent of all tax-exempt bond sales, as compared to 34
percent in 1970. With the increasing financial pressures on local
governments to reserve general obligation funding for
non-revenue-producing facilities, revenue bonds represented the vast
majority——nearly 92 percent--of the total dollar volume of airport bond
sales over the 1978-1982 period (see Table 17). During this period, the use
of general obligation bonds for airport development was most prominent
among municipalities and counties, accounting for 55 percent of their
airport development issues--though a much smaller fraction of total
proceeds. Revenue bonds predominated, however, accounting for nearly 60
percent of all bonds sold for airport development during this period (see
Table 14).

In addition to the two general categories of bondholder security
outlined above, a few bond issues combine sources of security to produce a
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TABLE 17. BOND ISSUES FOR AIRPORTS-BY TYPE OF SECURITY, v )
BY AIRPORT TYPE AND SIZE, 1978 1982 -
ol (in 1 mﬂl.ons of 1982 do[lars)

Airports by

w1978  Percent
1982 of Total

Large
General ks

Medl m«-Sszed
Gerigrals oo wiiovanty elnnd
Obhgaitian HR

' Subtotal 245.7 187.5
Small
General &

Obﬁgaﬂon

Revenue

(Contmued)

NOTE: ""Details ‘rhay "not add>to totals becau sé? of: rduﬁding.; T N

58



TABLE 17; -

Airports.by.... .
Gategory. and
Bond Type

Percent
o ,of.Tot.a| :

Rehever Dar fellaseeiniasyan o
General
Oblugatlon 7.5
Revenue b 9020

:'43

18.8 48.6
. 20.0451.7

Subtotal 16. 7.

Other
General
Qbligatiol
Revenue

Al ioergne
General
‘Obligation;
Revenue -

v 143 16 63.72
, . 24 .9::.36 :,4:5
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hybrid bond. This device offers certain advantages, such as improved
ratings and interest costs, without placing undue pressure on a municipality's
debt ceiling. In Florida, for example, the City of Tampa and Hillsborough
County lent their credit to the revenue bond program that financed the new
terminal at Tampa International Airport by executing standby agreements
with the Hillsborough County Aviation Authority. These pledged tax
revenues to replenish the debt service reserve fund in the event it had to be
drawn down for any reason. As a further example, the cities of Charlotte
(North Carolina) and Austin (Texas) built or expanded terminal facilities
with general obligation bonds secured by the full faith and credit of the
cities but serviced from airport revenues--so-called "self-liquidating
general obligation bonds." 3/

Airport size appears to have considerable influence on the type of
security used to back bonds. In general, the larger the airport, the less
likely it is to use general obligation financing. Over the 1978-1982 period,
general obligation debt accounted for only 2 percent of total bond financing
at the largest commercial airports, 14 percent at medium-sized commercial
airports, and 30 percent at small commercial airports. Among general
aviation reliever airports, by contrast, some 49 percent of all tax-exempt
debt capital has general obligation backing. And at other general aviation
airports, more than 83 percent of debt finance is secured in this way (see
Table 17).

The larger airports use relatively little general obligation financing,
because local governments tend to reserve such bonds for public services
and facilities that cannot generate sufficient revenues to cover the costs of
debt capital. Similarly, since a substantial general obligation bond issue can
place enormous pressure on a municipality's debt limit and ultimately, on its
credit rating, airport operators generally must rely on revenue bonds to
finance large-scale airport improvements. During the 1978-1982 period, the
average size of bond issued by a large commercial airport was $49 million,
as compared to $26 million at medium-sized airports, $6 million at small
commercial airports, $2.8 million at general aviation reliever airports, and
$0.9 million at other general aviation airports (see Table 18). Over the same
period, the average size of a revenue bond issued by a commercial airport
was three to five times greater than the average proceeds of a general
obligation bond used for a commercial airport of the same size category.
Thus, revenue bonds are the dominant form of debt financing where

3. See Roger H. Bates, Airport Financing: Whither (or Wither?) the
Market?" presented at Airport Operators Council International
Economic Specialty Conference, Sacramento, California, Marech 31,
1982.
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investments are large and where revenues from airport fees and charges are
sufficient to cover debt service requirements. On the other hand, at general
aviation airports, where the average size of a bond issue is quite small

TABLE 18. AVERAGE SIZE OF AIRPORT BOND ISSUES BY BOND
TYPE AND AIRPORT CATEGORY AND SIZE, 1978-1982
(In millions of 1982 dollars)

Airports by General
Size and Obligation Revenue Total

Category Bonds &/ Bonds Bonds

COMMERCIAL AIRPORTS

Large 10.7 53.6 49.2
Medium-sized 12.1 32.0 26.0
Small 3.2 9.3 6.0
Category Average 5.9 36.3 26.2
GENERAL AVIATION AIRPORTS
Reliever 3.8 2.2 2.8
Other 1.0 0.5 0.9
Category Average 1.5 1.3 1.4
ALL AIRPORTS
All-Airport Average 4.5 31.7 21.2
SOURCE: Congressional Budget Office.
a. Amounts represent the proceeds of general obligation bonds used for

airport purposes. In most instances, such proceeds account for less
than the full amount of the bond issue, the balance going for other
public investment purposes.
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(about:$1. million); general obligation bonds outWelgh revehue bonds as‘ a
means of fmaricmg alrpm‘t impptwements. : L

[CTEA S

The competltlveness of alrports in the muméxpal bond market can be
gauged by three conventional indicators of investment quality: ... = .. ..

o Bond ratings--a simple system used by major investor services to
grade bonds accordmg to mvestment quality (see Text Box~

" o__Interest costs—the interest paid by sirports to_attract investors
relative to what other municipal enterprises pay; and

0 Defaults-—the frequéncy with: which-g-given type of enterprise has
defaulted on a bond issue,

Bond Ratmg ?-., 82 .

For the-134 an'ports for which new alrport bonds were" 1ssued over the
past five years (including general obligation bonds that have been used at
least in part for airport development), every rated bond has received an
"investment grade" from: thé*two major - U.S./investment rating services,
Moody's Investors Service, Inc. and Standard & Poor's Corporation (see Table
18 for ratings of ‘the airports’ most recent issues). 4/ One explanation:for:
thesk consistently good ratings is that airports that expect poor ratings de
nét enter the bond market. 2.

4. Note that not all traded bonds receive bond ratings. Of the 235 bonds
used for airport purposes over the 1978-1982 period, 149 were rated
and 86 were unrated. HowEWuérjHatéd‘bonds accounted for more than
90 percent of the dollar volume of all airport bonds issued over the

‘-past two yéarsi’ Rating services grade new bond:issuds only-at‘the

_request of the issuer, and issuers sometimes choose not to_seek
ratings. In partlcular, alrport bonds for relatlvely small investments
are often sold as so-called "direct 'private plévements;" :which nfedns
that the airport or municipality sells directly to an investor, usually a

* »commercial bank oroinsuranceiconipany that buys:the:bonds fer its own

portfolio.; Although re:private <placement ¢ usually:dneurse a’-hlgher

> interest::cost,:this approach: dan:prove ‘worthwhile!ifor-smalliissues
because of the high transaction costs assoeiatedswith selling.:in the
open market. (Moody's, for example, charges from $850 to $45,000 to
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WHAT INVESTMENT—GRADE BOND RATINGS MEAN

i O re D RATE RIS B NN

Best Brade T Grage

“‘Bonds" rated “Aaa* ,(by Moody s)
AAA (by Stahdard & P0brs)~' =
’ “bes _exceptlon Iy * Star
_ pay interest and " str ility ‘to:

“Yepay' principal ‘offers ‘‘the'“towest " rep incipal, * bt they
degree of risk to investors in ]udged to“be slightly ‘less” secure *
bonds. .. ... . than best-grade bonds.  Their
IR E A margins of protectloh may ‘not be
quite 'so” gréat, ‘or the’‘protective
_elemerits’ may be more ‘subfect to

fluctuatlon ,
e ThonMisTen ....“w,'_g.':p Tty

Upper-Medium Grade Medium Grade

Bonds rated A1 or A (by Moody’'s) Bonds rated Baal or Baa (by
or A+, AL or A- (by Standard & Moody's) or BBB+, BBB, -or. -BBB-..
Poors) are well protected but the  (by Standard & Poors) lack
* factors - glving secunty ‘tb mterestA“outstahd ng "’ “investment charac—
;ahd prmmpal ére deemed more"' terxs‘fscs o Aithough their‘ pro—

conditnons or
Lol fnroy

' gs 1o ‘newissues’ of

R '|nsured by 'the Amerlcan Mumcnpal -Bond

“ Assurance Gotporation-afd AAAT ratlhgs 16 'new issues ‘insured

by the Municipal Bond Insurance Association. Moody’s ratings
do not reflect the presence or absence of bond insurance.
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Although investors today clearly have considerable confidence in
airport bonds, ratings do vary between the top and medium grades. A
medium grade means that rating firms see the investment as carrying a
measure of speculative risk. As shown in Table 19, general obligation bonds
draw the best ratings. Under this form of security, ratings are determined
by the economic vigor of an entire state or munieipality, and airports have
little or no influence on the rating. Revenue bonds, on the other hand, draw
ratings according to the fiscal vitality of the airport itself. Since more than
90 percent of all airport bonds (in terms of dollar volume) are secured with
airport revenues, the criteria investor services use to rate such bonds are
central to such bonds' marketability.

Credit analysts at the major investor services rate an airport revenue
bond according to a variety of factors, including the financial performance
of the airport, the strength of passenger demand, and use agreements with
the airlines serving the airport. 5/ Financial strength is viewed as a direct
function of passenger demand at the airport, and credit analysts review both

rate a bond issue). Over the 1978-1982 period, only 8 percent of all
revenue bonds issued by large airports and 13 percent of those issued
by medium-sized commercial airports were unrated. In contrast, 66
percent of all revenue bonds issued by the nation's small commercial
airports were not rated, while all non-reliever general aviation airport
revenue bonds were sold privately and without ratipngs. This is a
reflection of the smaller average size of bond issues for small airports;
for such airports, rating costs represent a greater percentage of the
total bond sale (see Table 18).

5. Credit analysts also examine rate covenants and bond resolutions. The
rate covenant is the airport's promise to establish rates, fees, and
charges for the use of airport facilities, and to adjust such rates, fees,
and charges from time to time so that the total airport revenue will be
sufficient to meet all obligations and produce a margin of safety. The
rate covenant typically requires the airport to establish rates, fees,
and charges so as to provide net revenues (gross revenues less
operating and maintenance expenses) at least equal to 1.25 to 1.40
times annual debt service. In other words, the airport promises the
bondholder to establish a schedule of fees that provides a cushion over
and above what will be required to pay operating costs and debt
service. The bond resolution establishes a number of special funds and
accounts to facilitate the management of bond proceeds and revenue.
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TABLE 19. AIRPORTS’ BOND RATINGS (AS REPORTED BY MOODY'’S
INVESTORS SERVICE), 1978-1982 (in percents)

Upper
Airports by Best High Medium Medium
Size and Category, Grade Grade Grade Grade Not
and Bond Type (Aaa) (Aa1/Aa) (A1/A) (Baa1/Baa) Rated

COMMERCIAL AIRPORTS

Large
General obligation 33 67 0 0 0
Revenue 0 6 89 0 6
Medium-sized
General obligation 50 0 50 0 0
Revenue 0 0 65 18 18
Small
General obligation 11 36 21 7 25
Revenue 0 4 14 7 75
All _
General obligation 19 32 24 5 19
Revenue 0 3 49 8 40
GENERAL AVIATION AIRPORTS
Reliever
General obligation 0 20 20 0 60
Revenue 0 0 20 0 80
Other
General obligation 0 8 25 4 63
Revenue 0 0 0 0 100
All
General obligation 0 10 24 3 62
Revenue 0 0 7 0 93
SOURCE: Congressional Budget Office.
NOTE: Data reflect ratings of the most recent issue of each bond type

by all airports represented. The few airports that used both
types in this period appear twice. No airport bonds rated below
Baa by Moody’s Investors Service were issued during 1978-1982.
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financial: mdlcatons (a:nalyZed in? :\Chapten,
passenger traffic..6/ s

JI1Y and underlymg pattern’ of

“Airline” deregulation, “which has freed air carriers from virtually all
obligations to serve particular. airports, has caused some shift in the relative
weight credit.analysts give:'to theseidifferent-factors. In response to
deregulation,. the investor:services:-today place: greater emphasis on ‘the
;strength .of Jlocal- economic: conditions' than on:use agreemerits::and: the
finanecial stability of the a1r11nes  serving an airport. The rationale is that, if
oné airline withdraws service, a strong local economy would s1mp1y attract
other airlines to pick up the travel:business.:

St
¢

7 Effect of Airport Size on Bond Ratings. Nat surprisinglyim view. of
the methods:adopted by the investor: services, large airports--with: their
comparatwely stronger financial showings-—tend to draw the:best.revenue
bond ratings.; Over the 1878-1982 period, credit analysts:were far: mntore
likely to assign medium-grade revenue bond ratings to issues for:medium-
sized and small airports than for large airports; in fact, over that period; not
a :single large airport that: issued debt -was rated below the upper-medmm
category (see:Table 19). i ; B

r Impact of Airline Deregulation ofi Bond Ratings. ‘Since:'deregulation,
as.noted above, bond ratingrorganizations have emphasized that passengers
are an- airport's-teue eustomers, and that suffieient passenger demand will
sustain financial incentives for some airline to provide service over the long
term. In particular, for "erigin-destination" @airpotrts (those at which most
passengers either begin or end their journeys) in strong travel markets, the
financial failure of one carrier might have no influence on the airport's bond
rating. For example, wherDallas-Fort: Worth Airport sold-$157 milion.of
revenue bonds in November 1982, it retained its A'rating from both:Moody's
and Standard & Poor's, despite the collapse of Braniff Airways earlier:that
year. Braniff has held a sighificant share of the Dallas-Fort Worth:market
and;, under Dallas—Fort Worth's residudl cost use ‘agreement, had @agreed-:to
pay a substantial portion of the total airline bill. The Moody's municipsl
credit report on the issue cited the bond's security provisions, the adeguacy

€

SRFEY RGN

6. 'In considering & particular airport project, credit analysts pay special
attention to past and anticipated-growth iniair traffic; diversity.of
revenue sources, levels of service, numbers of air carriers, and air

- rearrier. markes:sharesq : @rowth: is considered:a eritieal faétor bechuse,

unless; capital.projects: are accompanied: by growth in:airport use, the

iproject: will:dilute: the nirport's ability ta:pay, priticipal:and interest on
ziitsvoutstanding-bonds.-» & diversity.of.revenue:sodrces is'also thought
to add stability to the airport's income stream.




natron‘s major fac ﬁ'tdes séerg a ‘strong southwes‘tem econom’y The report?
concluded “that this’ ,"combmation “of “the’ sufficient * “reventies ‘for aif
reqmrements and mcreases m sehed “lédfcbmmercxal alrline serv;ce offset

For the so- called hub alrports serving large numbers of connectmg
flights, however, a major airline's poor financial outlook could mean a
permanent loss of patronage, with important implications for ‘bornd ratirgs.
In May 1983, for example, Moody's revxsed Atlanta-Hartsfield's rating on
apﬁrOxxmatély ‘$86 million’ “third-Tien? Pévenué bonds dewiiward ‘from A to
Bagl, 'citing as"the’ p’rxfhary reasons’ Eastern®Airlines' fihuncial’ problems

& i -

(reflected in 8% .8 mlmbh it fiscal ‘year 1982) along with-a
trend of déelining id'reduced debt servide écverag”e. LikEWlse, for
the 'Salt Lake C"i‘cy Airport,-Moo y"s ‘downgraded its'rating in ‘conneetion
with'the sale of $26 ‘million n' tevente bonds,»‘sfatmg that the bonds' long+
term- sec‘urit’"”th‘h%’- be “vidwed  withy {hcertainty ‘in’ hght of “the ‘aifport's
growing ' réliance onnécting passengers -oh" 'the" findncidlly tfoubled -
Western Airlines: 8/ Ini'addition, while the majot’ airlines" s‘érengthemng ‘and
expansion of hub-and-spoke networks since deregulation has improved gross
revenues at some. alrports, the added volume of connectmg traffxc has also

" “Inthe ‘view: fz“*th‘é“-"ﬁéﬁﬁf r‘aitiﬁéﬁanarystéi, the Tinanieial pieturethas not
improved significantly for those airports that have experienced the greatest
operational rowth--and dramatic increases in debt financing
réqulrements‘--s’iffce“ deregula’tmn '9/" Fo#'" ekdmple, Standard’ & “Poor's
published Bredit Fating on" Dénvér*Sta@feton% ‘Decémber 1982 {ssue 6f $185
million of revenue bonds stated “thit" thé" is§ué 8" not -ratéd higher'than A

“Muﬁzc pqi Credzt Report for
*fexas (No ember ;; IR

.- fthh Stan 8 . I‘S), W n
of the Ameérican Assosiation of Alrport E}?".Qt vés,
June 1983. : i

Oplgpd“o, »valorxda,

67

i



", . .because of current uncertainties surrounding future airport expansion
and the substantial cost associated with whichever alternative is pursued."
Similarly, Standard & Poor's published report on Chicago-O'Hare's recent
sale of $175 million revenue bonds stated that "...the primary concern is
the magnitude of the capital program being undertaken at the airport, which
is expected to cost $1.2 billion by 1990." For this reason, the Chicago-
O'Hare bond issue was also denied better than an A rating. 10/

Interest Costs

The difference between interest costs paid by airports and by other
public enterprises indicates that airports generally hold a strongly
competitive position in the municipal bond market. As shown in Table 20,
airport interest costs for revenue bonds over the 1978-1982 period were 70
"basis points" below the interest cost index for all revenue bonds (a basis
point equals one one-hundredth of a percentage point). Even general
obligation bonds issued in whole or in part for airport development fetched
below-average interest costs over that period-—perhaps reflecting that
municipalities with airports tend to be economically stronger than other
places. 11/

Like municipal bonds in general, airport bonds are sold and traded at
prices that reflect both general economic conditions and the credit quality
of the airport enterprise (or in the case of general obligation bonds, the

10. Another factor in the revision of Chicago's rating was evidently the
reduced level of coverage on the new bonds as compared to that for
the airport's older revenue bond issues.

11. Comparing the indexes of overall bond market rates with that of
airports is somewhat misleading, since the market indexes reflect only
those bonds with 25- to 30-year maturities, whereas some airport
bonds mature in less time. Over the 1978-1982 period, airport bonds
averaged 14.7 years in average maturity. In 1981, when high interest
rates caused some airports to favor shorter-term bonds, the average
maturity for airport bonds dropped to 10.4 years. Since bonds with
longer-term maturities tend to have higher interest rates than
shorter-term bonds, this comparison results in average interest costs
for airport bonds that appear slightly lower relative to rates in the
market generally. CBO's statistical analysis indicates that, on
average, for each 10 percent increase in market interest rates, issuers
of airport bonds respond by reducing the average maturity of their
issues by about 7 percent.
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TABLE 20.

DIFFERENCES IN INTEREST RATES PAID ON AIRPORT

BONDS RELATIVE TO OTHER MUNICIPAL BONDS, BY
AIRPORT TYPE AND SIZE, 1978-1982 (In basis points)

Airports by
Size and Category 1978-
and Bond Type 1978 1979 a/ 1980 1981 1982 1982
COMMERCIAL AIRPORTS
Large
General obligation -64 b/ -109 =115 -138 -95
Revenue N/A 19 -66 -166 -12 -55
Medium-sized
General obligation -80 -45 =73 4 6 -34
Revenue N/A -117 ~-46 11 -13 -29
Small ]
General obliigation -7 -46 -50 -183 =101 -82
Revenue N/A -84 -189 -133 -132 -153
All
General obligation =71 -46 -70 -102 -85 -73
Revenue N/A -29 -98 -124 -28 -68
GENERAL AVIATION AIRPORTS
Reliever
General obligation 76 ~106 -32 b/ b/ 3
Revenue N/A b/ -47 b/ -64 -55
Other
General obligation -89 -37 -138 -46 39 -53
Revenue N/A b/ -243 -113 -60 -107
All
General obligation -48 -47 -85 -46 39 -43
Revenue N/A b/ -145 -113 -61 -92
ALL AIRPORTS
General obligation -63 -46 -73 -89 -66 -65
Revenue N/A -29 -103 -123 -32 -70

SOURCE;
NOTE:

Congressional Budget Office.

Dafa reflect difference in interest rates between airport bonds and

other general obligation and revenue bond issues, in basis points.
General obligation issues are compared with the average value of the
Bond Buyer's Index of 20 municipal bonds during the month of issue.
Revenue bonds are compared with the Bond Buyer's Revenue Bond

Index during the month of issue.
Buyer's Revenue Bond Index did not start until September 1979,

a. Revenue bond figures for 1979 based on September-December only.

b. No issue of this security in this year.
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credltworthmess of the 1ssum "g‘overnment) Rated revenue bonds are
offered for sale in one ‘of ‘two. -ways.. Under competlttve bidding, the airport
selects the lowest bid and thus obtams funds at the lowest cost of
borrowmg Under a negotiated sale, the bond purchaser consents at the
outset to purchase the bonds at an agreed-to price. 12/ In either'case, the
entn:e bond .issue is. -usually purchased, by an. underwrlter (commonly, an
investment brokerage company) or a team of ‘underwriters that, m turn,
markets the bonds to lnstltutlonal and md1v1dual lnvestors B

_ In deciding the price of a particular bond issue, underwriters 1dent;fy a
"ballpark" interest rate on the basis of general market condltron S, “and they
then refine this estimate accordmg to the credit standing of the pQrt in
question. General market conditions;represent by far the..most. unportant
determinant ‘of interést costs on airport revenue bonds, and in this ‘respect
airports have little control over their cost of capltal Alrport revenué and
general obllgatlon bogds 1ssuéd over the 1978-1982 period followed - qulte
closely the interest cost indexes of revenue or ‘general obllgatldn bonds in
general, gomg from a:low of some 5 percent in 1978 to.a high of. nearly 15
percent in 1982. In fact statistical analysis indicates that each 1 percent
change in the overall’ market rate of ‘interest for tax-exempt municipal
bonds leads to roughly a 1 percent change.in:interest rates for airport bonds
(see Appendix C). Of course, interest costs differ depending on the type of
underlying security and the number of .years until the bonds mature. CBO's
analysis indicates that, other things belng equal, general obligation.bonds for
airport purposes draw 1nterest costs that fall about 9 percent below the
1nterest pald on revenue bonds ;

b

EESRTN

. Within- the range of interest costs dictated by.market condmons,
underwrlters refine their bids on airport revenue bonds on the basis.of the
individual airport's credit standing.. Two factors have-greatest importance
here: the airport's basie fiscal condition, including its prospects for traffic
growth and the strength of ;ts local economic base; and the presence of
special pressures on.the airport to expand capaclty, thereby n ssltatlng
extensive capital development

_ Effect on Interest Costs of Alrports' Flscal:" Condlt'lons In general an

Pnees .and interest cost move
mversely- -as’ prlces mcrease, lnteresf Tates dectease; ‘and vice versa.
For simplieity; ;this:chapter assesses:interest costs--the airport's.cost
of borrowing. It is noteworthy that the underwriters, typlcally speak in
terms of dollar prices; when they say that the market is "off" or
"down," they mean that dollar prices are lower and yields higher.
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existence of long-term airport use agreements with the airlines serving the
airport. For example, airports using a compensatory approach to financial
management--which tend to have stronger overall financial performance
and shorter-term use agreements than residual cost airports——drew revenue
bond interest costs that were 95 basis points below other revenue bonds over
the 1979-1982 period (see Table 21). 13/ Residual cost airports, by contrast,
paid only 4 basis points below other municipal revenue bonds.

TABLE 21. AIRPORT BOND INTEREST COSTS RELATIVE TO OTHER

MUNICIPAL BONDS’, BY FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT
APPROACH, 1978-1982 (In basis points)

Residual

Cost Compensatory

Airports Airports Total a/
General Obligation -37 -83 -65
Revenue b/ -4 -95 =70

SOURCE: Congressional Budget Office.

NOTE:

Data reflect difference in interest rates between airport bonds
and other general obligation and revenue bond issues, in basis
points. General obligation issues are compared with the
average value of the Bond Buyer's Index of 20 municipal bonds
during the month of issue. Revenue bonds are compared with
the Bond Buyer's Revenue Bond Index during the month of issue.

Total includes airports for which the management approach is
unknown. :

Revenue bond figures based on September 1979-1982 issues.

13.

Part of this difference is attributable to revenue bonds issued by the
Port Authority of New York and New Jersey. These bonds are backed
by revenues from all Port Authority operations and not just airport
revenues. Even excluding these bonds, however, compensatory
airports had interest costs 47 basis points lower than other revenue
bonds.
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Effect of Airport Size and Expansion Pressures on Interest Costs. On
average, larger airports pay lower interest costs than do smaller ones, after
allowing for differences in types of security and average maturities of issues
(see Appendix C). 14/ However, without such statistical controls, there is
considerable variation in the interest costs paid by different sized airports
in the five years since airline deregulation took effect. In general, though,
large commercial airports have actually incurred somewhat higher interest
costs for new bond issues than have small airports, despite the formers'
history of generally more favorable bond ratings. As shown in Table 20, for
example, large airports paid 55 basis points below the market average for
revenue bonds over the 1979-1982 period, while small airports paid 153 basis
points less. Medium-sized airports drew higher interest costs, on average,
than did either large or small commercial airports--29 basis points below
the market average for revenue bonds.

This pattern appears to reflect two factors. First, as noted above, the
market is wary of increasing expansion needs at the nation's major hub
airports and of the pressure that future investments could exert on the
availability of airport revenues to service outstanding debt. Indeed, from
Table 20, it appears that medium-sized airports have incurred the greatest
increase in interest costs, a pattern that goes along with their mounting
debt-to-asset ratios (treated in Chapter III).

Second, the size of the average bond issued by larger airports far
exceeds that of smaller ones (see Table 18), and underwriters' bids _usually
reflect an interest premium in such cases (to cover the added risks of
marketing such a large volume of bonds). In the determination of interest
rates, such premiums alone could offset the moderately higher bond ratings
achieved by larger airports.

Def éults

Finally, the history of an enterprise, or of an entire industry, with
regard to the number of defaults is another index of its investment value.
On this measure, the airports' record is particularly strong. The airport
industry has never suffered a single default, a fact noted by several credit

14. In technical jargon, the "elasticity" of interest cost with respect to
airport size averaged about -0.013 over the 1978-1982 period. This
means that an airport with 10 percent more passenger boardings than
another airport would draw interest rates about 0.13 percent lower on
“its bonds.
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analysts in citing the premium quality of airports as credit risks.

analyst has put it as follows:

Airport revenue bonds have a remarkable track record. In spite
of recessions, inflation, oil embargoes, fare wars, deregulation,
astronomical increases in the price of aviation fuel,
increasingly difficult community/airport relationships, costly
noise mitigation programs, slot restrictions, a controllers'
strike, curfews, threats about antitrust exposure, and the like,
the nation's airports have shown that they can meet the
challenges, cope with change, and consistently make payments
on their outstanding debt. The industry has survived without a
single default. The investment community has had its
"seasoning" with airport revenue bonds. As a result of the
positive experience, there is a great deal of "ecomfort" in
airports as credit risks today. 15/

15.

One

See Roger H. Bates, "Airport Financing: Whither (or Wither?) the

Market?"
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CHAPTER V. EFFICIENCY OF CURRENT FEDERAL POLICY
AND ALTERNATIVE APPROACHES

With the nation's commercial airports in sound financial eondition and
enjoying reasonably easy access to private capital, the federal role in
helping to finance airport spending may warrant reevaluation. Current and
anticipated crowding at many airports have already given rise to expansion
needs and are likely to exert greater pressure in coming years. This chapter
subjects the question of the proper level of federal airport assistance to two
tests that can provide good gauges of need and requisite federal involve-
ment:

o Users' willingness to pay~-Would the demand for airpert facilities
continue to grow at its current rate if all users were charged in
proportion to the costs they impose; and

o Federal interest--Which facilities are of primarily local benefit
and thus of secondary importance to the federal government?

After considering these questions, this chapter evaluates the airports' finan—
cial self-sufficiency in the context of the more restrictive definition of the
need for federal aid that emerges. Finally, it establishes a framework for
judging the merits of alternative federal strategies for improving the effi-
ciency of existing programs and providing other ways to meet airport
development needs. Specific legislative proposals are not treated in detail,
since doing so would go beyond the scope of this study's objective of
providing information for Congressional debate. Thus, within the framework
of alternative strategies are many possible variations, only some of which
are touched on here by way of example.

USERS' WILLINGNESS TO PAY--A MEASURE OF DEMAND

The economic viability of airport investments can be measured direct-
ly by the willingness of aviation service users to pay for those investments
through fees. For example, if general aviation users, whose rapid numerical
growth has been encouraged by access to services at subsidized rates, had to
pay the full costs of the airport investments occasioned by that growth, the
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demand for such investments would decline. 1/ At present, general avia-
tion pays about one-sixth of the costs it imposes on the airport and airways
network. (Most of these costs appear to arise from business planes rather
than recreational flyers.) A system of fees designed to recover the
government's full costs would either diminish demand--permitting fewer
airport improvements--or generate the revenues to pay for these invest-
ments. 2/ In either case, the federal government, as investor, would profit
from improved economic efficiency.

In relieving congestion, however, fee structure is more important than
fee level. Even if all users paid their full shares of federal airport
investments (as commercial airline users now do--in faect, they slightly
overpay), local user fees as they are now structured could still result in
excessive demand for airport expansion. This occurs because air traffic
congestion, and thus pressure to expand airport capacity, is concentrated
during daily periods of peak demand--usually in the morning and in the late
afternoon, when most airline passengers and general aviation users prefer to
travel. During off-peak times when traffic is light, facilities and services
at many large airports do relatively little business. At such times, small
airports within easy reach of large ones may actually lie nearly idle.

Local user fees, in the form of landing charges, do not reflect the high
capital costs of congestion during periods of peak demand. Rather, landing
fees are commonly determined on the basis of aircraft weight and do not
vary by time of day (see Table 22). 3/ Few airports impose special peak-
period fees-—a common practice abroad and one used in some other modes
of travel in the United States (transit systems such as Washington D.C.'s
Metro). In many cases, though, peak-hour charges are prevented by long-

1. In fact, a large part of the subsidy to general aviation is financed by
taxes on commercial airline tickets. Technically a cross-subsidy, it
can be termed a federal subsidy because it results from the current
structure of federal taxes on aviation service use. See Congressional

Budget Office, Charging for Federal Services, Chapter V.

2. See also Congressional Budget Office, Public Works Infrastructure,
Chapter I and Charging for Federal Services, Chapter I.

3. To be sure, heavy aircraft, such as large commercial airliners, cause
greater runway wear than do lighter planes, suggesting that weight-
based landing fees may approximate the maintenance costs occasioned
by planes of different weights. But this is already reflected in current
fees—-light planes pay as little as one-twentieth the rates that heavy
planes pay, regardless of traffic conditions (see Table 22).
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TABLE 22. LANDING FEES AT FIVE MAJOR U.S. AIRPORTS IN 1982,
BY AIRCRAFT TYPE (In dollars)

Aircraft by

Type of Use

and Passenger Los La Washington Denver-
Capacity Atlanta Angeles Guardia National Stapleton

DC 10-30
(Air carrier--
240-270 seats) 200 a/ 416 a/ 1,332 a/ b/ 189

Boeing 727-200
(Air carrier—-
120-140 seats) 75 a/ 156 a/ 499 a/ 114 71

Boeing 737-200
(Air carrier—-
115-120 seats) 39 a/ 82 a/ 262 a/ 60 37

Fairchild Metro llIA
(Air taxi--
19-20 seats) 9 15 38 4 5

Learjet 25D

(General aviation-- .

eight seats) 9 15 38 (off-peak) 5 5
88 (peak) c/

SOURCE: Congressional Budget Office from Airport Operators Council

International, User Charges Report, Calendar Year 1982 (April
1983).

a. Fees somewhat higher for air carriers that have not signed airport’s
basic use agreement.

b. Federal noise-abatement regulations prohibit DC10-30s from using
Washington National Airport.

c. Reflects $50 peak-hour surcharge on general aviation aircraft imposed
by the Port Authority of New York and New Jersey.
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term contracts between airport managers and airlines. Boston's Logan
Airport and the Port Authority of New York and New Jersey, which operates
LaGuardia and John F. Kennedy, are notable exceptions. Fees at LaGuardia
and Kennedy were increased five-fold for general aviation during peak
periods in 1968 (from $5 to $25), and doubled again in 1979 (to $50). The
result has been a marked decline in takeoff and landing delays for all
aireraft.

Were airports to levy peak—hour landing surcharges (also called conges—
tion fees) to reflect the costs of congestion, a shift in traffic patterns might
well follow, with a corresponding decline in the need for new capacity. All
users would be encouraged to make use of some airport time and space
capacity that now go to waste. On a per passenger basis, fees for light
planes would increase appreciably, forcing many general aviation users
either to pay the increased rates or to take advantage of less congested
reliever airports (see Text Box on page 2). According to the FAA, if peak-
hour surcharges were imposed and improvements in air traffic control made
simultaneously, some 80 percent of the costs of air carrier delays antici-
pated at the nation's 25 largest airports over the coming quarter century
could be eliminated. 4/ (Again, of course, if travel patterns did not shift,
increased collections could help finance the needed expansion.) One
proposal would sell the limited number of peak-hour landing slots available
at congested airports to the highest-bidding airlines on a competitive basis.

Though difficult to estimate, the potential delay in the need for
expansion resulting from surcharges at some commercial airports appears
significant. For example, new construction might be postponed as long as
eight years at Phoenix Sky Harbor Airport, up to five years at Memphis
International, and three years at San Diego's Lindbergh Airport (see
Table 23). Since more than two-thirds of airport capital demand is
capacityrelated, any postponed need to expand could have significant
effects on financing requirements as well.

Potential delays in the need for expansion are tied to the portion of
each airport's use accounted for by general aviation. Though peak-hour fees
would be imposed on all types of aireraft, the impact on commercial

4. See Federal Aviation Administration, Policy Analysis of the Upgraded
Third Generation Air Traffic Control System (January 1977), p. 71. For
an analysis of the FAA's plan to modernize the air traffic control
system, see Congressional Budget Office, Improving the Air Traffic
Control System. See also, Federal Aviation Administration, Airfield
and Airspace Capacity/Delay Policy Analysis (December 1981), p. iii.
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TABLE 23.

POTENTIAL POSTPONEMENT IN AIRPORT EXPANSION

AT SELECTED AIRPORTS AS A FUNCTION OF CHANGED
GENERAL AVIATION USE

Airport

General Aviation
Share of Total
Operations (1981)

Estimated Postponement
with General Aviation
Paying User Fees Set
at Full Cost Recovery

Phoenix Sky Harbor
International

San Diego International
(Lindbergh)

San Jose Municipal

Denver Stapleton
International

Ft. Lauderdale——HoHywood
International

Nashville Metropolitan
Detroit Metropolitan

Cleveland-Hopkins
International

Memphis International

58 percent

31 percent

84 percent
21 percent

64 percent
61 percent

25 percent

37 percent

45 percent

Eight years

Three years

Seven years

Two years

Four years
Five years

Five years

Three years’

Five years

SOURCE: Congressional

Budget Office,

adapted from Federal

Aviation

Administration, Analysis of Non-Capital Alternatives for Han-
dling General Aviation Activity at Busy Airports (August 1977).

NOTE: Estimated postponements based on anticipated dates when airports
will be operating at full capacity (“saturation”) and assume reliever
airport capacity as estimated by the FAA to be adequate.
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aircraft would likely be very minor, since the cost would be spread among a
large number of travelers. General aviation, on the other hand, would bear
the brunt of peak-hour surcharges and would therefore be the class of users
most likely to alter its patterns of airport use. At most commercial
airports, business planes account for the highest proportion of general
aviation traffic.

FEDERAL INTEREST--AIRPORTS OF GREATEST NATIONAL
IMPORTANCE

Not all the demand for airport capital spending (see Table 24) repre-
sents investments essential to a safe and efficient system of interconnected
air routes--the explicit objective of federal aviation assistance. 5/ The 71
largest airports that serve 90 percent of commercial traffic account for
about 70 percent of the estimate of demand for capital investment at
commercial airports, or between $650 million and $1 billion a year. The
remainder--about $400 million——is for commercial airports of Iesser
national importance. 6/

Of the 2,643 facilities serving general aviation, only the 219
FAA-designated reliever airports are needed to help reduce congestion at
major commercial facilities. This designation qualifies an airport for
inclusion in the National Airport System Plan, a comprehensive scheme for
airport development. 7/ The remaining 2,424 serve primarily local needs. A
general aviation airport qualifies as having "national significance"-~the
FAA's criterion for inclusion in the federal plan and eligibility for aid--if it
is publicly owned, serves a community located 30 minutes or more flying
time from another existing or proposed airport in the plan, and accommo-
dates a certain minimum aircraft load. 8/ Since this definition does not
account for the nature of traffic served, it includes a major share of the
nation's public-use noncommerecial general aviation airports. All together,

5. See Office of Management and Budget, Executive Office of the
President, Budget of the United States Government, Fiscal Year 1985

(February 1984), p. 5-78.

6. The range of estimates reflects the difference between the FAA's last
official estimate published in 1980 in the National Airport System Plan
and preliminary estimates now being collected by the FAA.

7.  See Federal Aviation Administration, National Airport System Plan.
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TABLE 24. PROJECTED AIRPORT CAPITAL NEEDS AND
FEDERAL OUTLAYS COMPARED TO ACTUAL
BOND SALES (In millions of 1982 dollars)

Annual Annual Federal Annual Volume
Airports by Airport Outlays Under of Airport
Size and Needs a/ Current Policy Bond Sales
Type 1984-1993 1985-1989 1978-1982
COMMERCIAL
Large 450-650 200 690
Medium-sized 200-350 104 224
Small 400-450 256 93
Subtotal 1,050-1,450 560 1,006

GENERAL AVIATION

Reliever 100-150 84 8
Other 400-450 148 6

Subtotal 500-600 232 14
All Airports 1,550-2,050 800 b/ 1,020

SOURCE: Congressional Budget Office.

a. Low estimate derived from data in FAA, National Airport System Plan
(1980). High estimate derived from preliminary unpublished FAA
estimates. Needs data are rounded to nearest $50 million.

b. Excludes state and local expenditures estimated at $200 million a year.
Includes $8 million for planning.
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investments in these primarily local airports account for about $400 million
(80 percent) of the annual investment demand projected for all general
aviation airports. This implies that a more restrictive definition of
"national 51gmf1cance" would eliminate a 51gmf1cant portion of the federal
investment in general aviation airports.

In sum, the 290 airports of greatest national importance (the 71
largest air carrier airports plus the 219 designated relievers) account for
more than one half of the estimate of demand for airport spending, or about
$750 million to $ 1.15 billion a year.

ADEQUACY OF NONFEDERAL FINANCING RESOURCES

Financial condition and access to nonfederal public or private sources
of capital can be important determinants of an airport's need for federal aid
(see Chapter III), Airports differ markedly from one another in their
dependence on federal aid to finance capital improvements. As a rule,
larger commercial airports are in better financial shape than smaller ones.
Many general aviation airports, though they do not have the financial
standing to obtain eredit or carry sizable debts, appear to have considerable
unused potential to raise revenues from users rather than debt markets.
Even so, most of the smaller commercial and general aviation airports will
depend on some public aid, whether from federal, state, or local sources, to
finance part of their capital needs.

Large and Medium-Sized Airports

In general, the larger commercial airports appear able to meet their
debt service requirements from operating income derived from such sources
as landing fees, terminal concessions, and parking revenues. Thus, all large
and medium-sized airports that have issued rated revenue bonds have
received ratings in the medium- to best-grade categories, meaning they are
regarded as good investments with little speculative risk (see Chapter IV).
Indeed, without these ratings, they probably would not be able to market
bonds.

8. The minimum load capacity stipulated by the FAA is based not on
number of aireraft but on numbers of engines of the planes based at
the airport. The minimum standard is ten engines and any combination
of aircraft with that total is enough. This allows, for example, ten
single-engine planes (usually two- to four—seaters), or five twin-engine
planes (four- to eight-seaters). These standards are currently under
review by the FAA,
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Despite the traditional financial well-being and favorable position of
major airports in the tax-exempt bond market, airport managers must
compete in financial markets in which there is considerable uncertainty
about both interest rates and the demand for tax—-exempt bonds, Neverthe-
less, over the five years since airline deregulation, the volume of annual
bond sales by large and medium-sized airports actually exceeded their
projected annual needs (see Table 24), indicating that the airport bond
market is fully capable of supporting a large expansion program,

On the other hand, a reduction in federal aid could result in larger
bond issues. For airports that depend on federal aid for a large fraction of
their capital spending (mostly smaller airports or airports with major land-
acquisition programs), the increase in bonding requirements could result in
slightly higher interest costs. In light of the below-average interest costs
that airports pay now, however, such increases are unlikely to prove
burdensome for most major airports. Moreover, airports might be encour-
aged to consider their capital needs more carefully, and to apply peak-hour
charges and other pricing mechanisms to moderate the demand for airport
services.

The effects of longer-term financial trends are more difficult to
gauge. On the one hand, two important developments——airline deregulation
and rising fuel costs-—seem to have had little negative impact on most large
airports' finances. Analysis in earlier chapters indicates continued growth in
net revenues and maintenance of generally adequate coverage of debt
service on airport revenue bonds. Some airports, particularly medium-sized
and large ones, have benefited from deregulation and the resulting increase
in the number of carriers. On the other hand, credit analysts view with
some concern the trend following deregulation for airlines to concentrate
operations at a few major hubs, as this may increase these airports' needs
for debt capital. From this pattern can follow increased borrowing costs
and diminished access to private capital.

In addition, some airport managers argue, contractual and legislative
barriers could hamper the ability of commercial airports to take full
financial responsibility for all needed development, even at the financially
strongest airports. To be sure, airport managers have limited control over
the structure and level of charges. Airport fees, rates, and charges, as
deseribed in Chapter II, are established in binding leases and contracts for
specified periods of time, sometimes longer than 20 years. The ability to
amend existing contracts is usually limited to periodic increases to meet
escalating costs, and opportunities to make significant changes in rates and
charges generally arise only as leases and contracts expire. (For concession
contracts, the extent of the opportunity also depends on market forces,
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since concessionaires are commonly selected by competitive bid.) Many
airport/airline use agreements contain a clause specifically prohibiting the
introduction of any new fees or charges during the term of the agreement.
Legislation also prevents the introduction of certain types of charges. For
example, the "head tax"--a charge on each passenger for use of terminal
facilities——was banned by the Congress in 1973, in part because at least one
city (Philadelphia) appeared to be diverting airport revenues to help finance
unrelated investments. 9/

Large and medium-sized airports, on the other hand, have demon-
- strated their financial stability and creditworthiness with investors under
the existing structure of fees and charges. In light of the only marginal
federal role in many large, investment-grade airport bond issues, it appears
unlikely that airports could not maintain their favorable status with
investors if that role were diminished still further.

Another uncertainty affecting the airport bond market stems from
existing and proposed restrictions on the issuance of industrial development
bonds (IDBs). Under current legal interpretations, airport bonds are
classified as IDBs. Private-purpose industrial development bonds include
bonds issued for public facilities financed by user-charge revenues where
more than 25 percent of the project is to be used by private businesses. The
Tax Equity and Fiscal Responsibility Act of 1982 (TEFRA) added new
restrictions, including a requirement for public approval of a project by any
political jurisdiction or jurisdictions in which a facility is located. The
impact on airports can be seen in a February 1983 ruling by the U.S.
Treasury Department on a proposed revenue bond issue to finance runway

9. Head taxes were banned by the Airport Development Acceleration Act
of 1973. Passenger facility charges——charges assessed each airline
passenger for the use of airport facilities—~have a history of contro-
versy in the United States, although they are commonly used in other
countries. Though they are usually intended to maximize an airport's
revenues, such charges can be designed as true user fees reflecting the
actual costs to the airport of providing facilities to the individual
passenger. Locally imposed passenger facility charges were tried very
briefly in the United States during the 1972-1973 period, after the
Supreme Court ruled them permissible and before the Congress
prohibited their imposition. The controversy surrounding head taxes
today stems in part from this initial experience, which was marked by
the commercial airlines' actively resisting the collection of such
charges and by isolated cases of cities' diverting head-tax proceeds to
non-airport uses.
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construction and improvement at Atlanta's Hartsfield Airport. The Treasury
Department held that, despite the public purpose of the runway, the
proposed issue is an IDB, because commercial airlines account for more than
25 percent of the use of the facilities financed. The issue is thus taxable
unless approved by the other political jurisdictions in which the airport is
located. (Atlanta's airport, like many others, is situated outside the city
limits.)

Proposed legislation (H.R. 4170) would place an annual, state-by-state
"cap" on the volume of IDBs. This measure could seriously affect the ability
of airports to secure tax—-free debt financing, since capital development
projects, although not routine, tend to have substantial funding require-
ments.  Such projects could thus strain the capacity of the issuing
jurisdiction if its annual volume of IDBs was limited; they could also force a
choice among airports' and other eligible IDBs. Airports would have either
to use non-tax-exempt bonds with a higher rate of interest or to persuade
local governments to issue general obligation bonds that usually require
voters' approval. Because the provision would be retroactive to the first of
the year, no new airport revenue bonds have been issued this year. An
amendment added in the House Committee on Ways and Means, however,
would exclude from the state-by-state cap all revenue bonds for airports,
mass transit systems, and other publicly owned facilities.

Small Commercial Airports

Though most large and medium-sized commercial airports appear
financially able to meet their capital requirements, many small commercial
airports cannot. Less than one-tenth of all small commercial airports have
issued bonds in recent years, and the volume of bond sales for these airports
represents only some 20 percent of their projected demand (see Table 24).
Moreover, changes in the airline industry reviewed earlier could make small
airports in thin travel markets greater credit risks than they were before
federal deregulation. For example, efforts by such airports to raise landing
fees to finance airport improvements could lead airlines to withdraw
service. Of course, unwillingness to pay on the part of airline managers
could signal that the proposed improvements are not economically attrac-
tive. But many of these smaller airports serve small communities, and
reductions in airline service could have important negative effects on local
economies. Federal assistance might thus be justified as a means of
preserving regional balance. Though the precise number of commercial
airports in this position is difficult to estimate, they account for perhaps
$150 million to $300 million of the improvement needs shown in Table 24.
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General Aviation Airports

Although the volume of bond sales represents only a small fraction of
total needs at general aviation airports, low landing fees, tie-down (aircraft
parking) charges, and other fees give these facilities an opportunity to move
toward self-financing of capital improvements. Though general aviation
users have cause not to welcome new or increased fees, many of the airports
they use could nonetheless substitute such local fee receipts for federal
grant money.

Exceptions might apply in the case of general aviation reliever
airports, especially those operating in direct competition with major com-
mercial airports. Major airports attract general aviation business by
offering services superior to those available at most reliever facilities
(better runway lighting and landing aids, for example), while charging users
less than their associated costs, especially during peak periods. This
attraction shrinks the revenue base of reliever airports, diminishing their
ability to compete by improving service. It also adds pressure to expand
runway capacity at commercial airports, even though capacity at nearby
reliever facilities is already available. Although charging higher fees at
commercial airports would be the most direct way to correct this imbal-
ance, to the extent that federally subsidized development at reliever
airports encouraged general aviation users to switch, an economic advantage
might result from offering such subsidies. 10/

ALTERNATIVE FEDERAL ROLES IN AIRPORT FINANCING

Federal aid to airports now totals $800 million a year, with about one
third going to large and medium-sized commerecial airports, one-third to
small commercial airports and reliever airports, and one-third to other
general aviation airports. The remainder of this chapter reviews three
possible alternatives to current policy concerning the federal government's
participation in airport financing:

o Alternative 1. Withdraw all federal aid,
o Alternative 2. Restrict federal aid to only those airports with

clear national significance but lacking full finanecial
self-sufficiency, and

10. In economiec jargon, such an approach is termed "second-best" subsidi-
zation, which is a means of offsetting a market externality; see S.
Glaister, "Generalized Consumer Surplus and Public Transport
Pricing," The Econemic Journal (December 1974).
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o Alternative 3. Grant federal aid only to those airports able to
demonstrate need for federal financial support.

The analysis of these alternatives focuses on three points: budgetary
effects, implicstions for airport adequacy, and potential effects on airport
users. Table 25, near the end of this chapter, provides a summary of these
options. First, however, the analysis considers the implications of con-
tinuing current poliey, under which all 3,203 airports qualify for federal
assistance. The three options concern only the $800 million a year (in 1982
dollars) in airport development grants and would not affect the nearly
$4 billion a year committed to air traffie control.

Each alternative to current policy implies a reduction in the overall
level of federal user fees, since the total commitment of federal dollars,
hence the requirement to recover those monies, would diminish. The size
and nature of these adjustments would vary, of course. The analysis does
not, however, consider further refinements that could be made either to
existing policy or alternative approaches. For example, federal grants could
be changed into block grants to state airport authorities, rather than direct
grants from the federal government to specific airports.

Current Policy

The $800 million in grants now authorized for airport development
between 1985 and 1989 are projected to cover roughly half all estimated
demand for airport investment over the next ten years. The 71 largest
commercial airports appear financially able to meet all their capital
requirements, let alone the balance remaining after federal aid. These
airports could probably support a great deal more development on their own
than they now do. Nevertheless, economic inefficiencies——such as
overinvestment stemming from capital grants to self-sufficient airports and
the heavy subsidization of general aviation——suggest consideration of other,
potentially more cost-effective strategies.

Alternative 1, Withdraw All Federal Assistance

Perhaps the most radical shift in federal airport policy would entail
withdrawing federal airport grants. Two rationales would underlie such a
change. First, if airports that provide predominantly local or regional
benefits need outside support, the federal government is not the appropriate
provider of such aid. Second, those airports that do provide significant
national benefits are financially self-sufficient. Such a dramatic change
would, however, argue for imposition of peak-hour surcharges, as airport
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managers seek methods of rationing scarce capital resources, or raising
additional financing.

Budgetary Effects. Eliminating the direct federal financial role in
airport development would reduce budgetary outlays by the full $800 million
the government spends on airport grants, A concomitant drop in the need
for federal user fees would follow. Thus, with federal savings offset by a
roughly equal drop in revenues, the net effect on the federal budget deficit
would be negligible. To the extent that airport operators used tax-exempt
bond financing to substitute for federal aid, federal tax collections could
also diminish. But with a reduced federal ticket tax, part or all of that loss
could be recovered by higher corporate tax collections resulting from
strengthened airline profits.

Without federal financing, the money for capital investments would
have to come from airports' retained earnings, from increased debt issuance,
or from more effective use of existing resources. In either case, nonfederal
charges would have to rise. For small airports, however, state and local
governments might be expected to subsidize airport development beyond
what they do now to avert the losses of service that could result from higher
fees.

Effects on Airport Adequacy. If withdrawal of federal aid were
accompanied by encouragement for airport managers to impose variable
fees (including peak-hour pricing), improved efficiency in the use of
existing airport capacity could result. Congestion fees could disperse peak
demands and increase use of idle time and space now available during off-
peak hours and at reliever airports. Overall, the FAA projects that peak-
hour pricing could significantly reduce (though by no means eliminate) the
cost of air carrier delays anticipated at the largest airports for the next
decade. 11/ If demand were not reduced, however, the increase in revenue
would finance the expansion needed to reduce peak-hour delays.

Encouraging a more efficient price structure, even after imposition of
congestion fees, could further strengthen the financial performance of
commercial airports still in need of capital investments. It is possible that
investors would have greater confidence in the economic soundness of the
projects, and bond rating decisions might thus prove more favorable. If this
occurred, airports' cost of capital would drop, and with better access to
private investors, airport managers could raise more funds for expansion
than under the current system of federal grants.

11. See Federal Aviation Administration, Policy Analysis of the Upgraded
Third Generation Air Traffic Control System (January 1977).
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In the past, general aviation airports have relied heavily on federal
grants for capital improvements, even though, as a group, these airports
make limited contribution to a national transportation system and many
have untapped revenue-raising potential. A withdrawal of federal aid would
provide an incentive to managers of general aviation airports to levy
appropriate user fees. From this would follow improved efficieney in the
use of general aviation capacity and in the use of investment funds for
further development. If the primary beneficiaries~—the users of these
airports--did not find adequate benefit to prompt them to finance further
development through such user fees, then the demand for airport services
would diminish.

Impacts on Users. In general, relatively little change in the quality of
airport service need result from withdrawal of federal grant aid—-—certainly
the vast majority of commercial airline passengers would see no change in
service and only a very small decline in fares. Some shifts in financial
burden would occur, as the federal ticket tax was reduced and nonfederal
charges (including landing fees) were increased. Commercial airline passen-
gers would probably see a drop in fares attributable to a roughly 2 1/2
percentage point drop in the current 8 percent federal ticket tax. More-
over, since airlines schedule flights when they think passengers want to fly,
they would likely absorb moderate cost increases in the form of peak-hour
landing fees to continue using the airports at those times. In the context of
the total operating costs of a large jetliner, even a sharply increased landing
fee would be small when divided among a large number of passengers.

General aviation users, in contrast, would be more sensitive to in-
creases in landing fees. As noted in Chapter IV, congestion fees for general
aviation aircraft at New York's Kennedy and LaGuardia airports resulted in
a 30 percent decrease in general aviation traffie, though it is not known how
many trips were not taken, made by other means such as commercial
airlines, or diverted to reliever airports. 12/ Some personal cost and
inconvenience would seem inevitable, however, particularly to recreational
flyers and users of private business planes now using major commercial
airports. '

12. See Office of Technology Assessment, Airport and Air Traffic Control
Systems (January 1982).
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Alternative 2. Restrict Federal Assistance on the Basis of National
Significance and Financial Need

A less drastic alternative than total withdrawal of aid would be a
program of selective assistance for four groups of recipients: large and
medium-sized airports that face difficulty in obtaining bond finaneing--per-
haps for a major purchase of land for expansion; small commercial airports
(including air taxi and commuter facilities); general aviation airports
designated relievers by the FAA; and noise abatement schemes. 13/ Such a
diminished federal role could avert risks of regional imbalances in airport
development and continue efforts to moderate aireraft noise in communities
surrounding airports. (See Appendix D for a comparison of interest costs by
region.)

Budgetary Implications. Direct grants might total roughly $300
million a year, about 37 percent of currently planned spending. As in
Alternative 1, while federal spending would decline, reduced federal user
taxes would offset this change, resulting in little or no diminution of the
budget deficit. Because of the healthy financial condition of most major
airports--and the potential for greater use of cost-based fees——the total
volume of federal grants for these airports could be reduced substantially.

Effects on Users and Airport Finance. Selective federal assistance
would permit the commercial ticket tax to fall by about 1 1/2 percentage
points. As under current poliey, however, general aviation fees would still
be increased, if the full cost of general aviation's use of federally financed
airport development were to be recovered. The extent of this increase
would depend in large part on the costs of air traffic control, since aviation
user fees cover these as well as airport-related costs.

Effects on Airport Adequacy. Direct grants to certain airports might
help foster regional development in economically declining areas. This
would result from federal grants' encouraging more commercial air service
than the market itself would support. Selective federal aid to upgrade the
219 general aviation reliever airports designated by the FAA--particularly
in conjunction with congestion fees at larger airports-—might help divert
general aviation users away from now-overburdened air carrier facilities.

13. At present, 8 percent of total federal grants to airports must be used
for noise-related projects. Most of these funds——about $65 million a
year-—are spent by large and medium-sized commercial airports.
Typical projects include noise barriers near residential areas.
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Alternative 3. Grant Federal Aid on the Basis of Need

Attached to a scheme of granting federal assistance only to those
airports without recourse of other adequate financial support, the term
"defederalization” was first applied to airports in the late 1970s. At the
time, proposals raised in the Senate recommended dropping large and
medium-sized airports from the federal aid program. 14/ Arguments were
based on grounds that such airports were financially self-sufficient. Other
airports were to continue their eligibility under the airport program as it
stood. In addition, repeal- of the federal prohibition on head taxes was
proposed as a means of averting the risk that some large or medium-sized
airports might have insufficient revenues under their existing fees to
compensate fully for the loss of federal aid.

Budgetary Implications. Direct grants might total about $500 million
a year—-little more than half of currently planned airport spending. As
before, this would reduce federal spending on airport development, but to
the extent that user fees were also cut, there would be little or no effect on
the federal deficit.

Effects on Airport Finance and Users. The effect of defederalization
on airport finance and on users could differ from the more general effects
of Alternative 2, depending on the use of head taxes. Were the ban on head
taxes not repealed, the effects would be very small indeed. If, on the other
hand, the head tax was permitted at large and medium-sized airports, the
charge per passenger might range from $1 to $5; any head tax in this range
would represent a larger fraction of the ticket price for short-distance
travelers than it would for long—distance journeys. On average, the price of
air travel might increase by about 1 percent. Of course, the bonding
experience over the past five years indicates the ability of most large and
medium-sized airports to finance their capital needs without imposing a
head tax.

In contrast to the minimal effect on the price of travel, the additional
airport revenues raised through a head tax would provide airports with a
stronger revenue base and thus presumably with stronger bond ratings and
lower interest costs as well.

Potential Problems with Head Taxes. Needs-based aid and repeal of
the federal ban on head taxes need not necessarily be linked: defederaliza-
tion could probably be financed by most airports through other means, and
head taxes could be held as a backstop measure. Partly as a result of the

14. " See the Airport and Airway System Development Act of 1979 (S. 1648)
introduced in the 96th Congress.
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1972-1973 experience with head taxes, some serious questions have been
raised about the feasibility and advisability of implementing local passenger
facility-user charges. Four issues are of particular concern:

o Practical difficulties of fee collection-—how and by whom should

they be collected, and how could the confusion caused by
different rates at different airports be avoided or managed;

o] Potential obstacles to instituting such fees, notably clauses in
long-term airport use agreements that prohibit introduction of
new charges for airport facilities;

o] How to prevent the possible diversion of receipts to non—airport
uses; and
o Airports that could not raise revenues sufficient to finance

airport development through head taxes alone.

Recent studies indicate that implementation of passenger-facility
charges is feasible, and the means of collecting them is already largely
available. 15/ The easiest means of collecting such a fee would be through a
unit charge collected by the travel agent or other ticket seller——the same
method used to collect the federal head tax for international departures.

Another possibility would be a charge assessed against the airlines,
rather than the passenger, based on each airline's passenger counts at an
airport. This is the most common form of collecting passenger facility
charges in Europe today, and many U.S. airports currently charge the
airlines for their use of international terminal facilities on a per passenger
basis. The evidence suggests that, in most cases, airport collection of head
taxes would be the most costly and inconvenient. 16/

Federal legislation could override standing provisions in airport use
agreements that prohibit the airport's introduction of passenger facility

15. See Thompson Crenshaw Aviation/Management Consultants, Airport
Passenger Facility Charges, Final Report to the U.S. Department of
Transportation (February 1984), and William R. Fromme, The Airport

Passenger Head Tax: Analysis of its Potential Impact, Final Report to
the U.S. Department of Transportation (July 1974).

16. TFor detailed analysis of the practical problems of collection and the

options discussed here, see Thompson Crenshaw, Airport Passenger
Facility Charges.
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TABLE 25. SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVE FEDERAL ROLES IN
AIRPORT ASSISTANCE

Recipient Airports Annual Federal
Qualifying Commitment (in Principal Effects
Numbers Types millions of 1982 dollars) on Users

CURRENT POLICY

3,203 All 800 Ticket tax unchanged

ALTERNATIVE 1. WITHDRAW ALL ASSISTANCE

0 None 0 Ticket tax reduced
by 2 Y2 percent

Large and medium-sized commercial airports would depend more heavily on
bond financing. They would also be encouraged to expand use of cost-based
pricing to recover lost subsidization. Small commercial and general aviation
airports would also be encouraged to apply cost-based pricing; pressure for
state aid would increase; some financially weak airports might close.

ALTERNATIVE 2. RESTRICT AID TO NATIONALLY SIGNIFICANT AIRPORTS

708 Small commercial, 340 Ticket tax reduced
reliever by 1 Y2 percent

Effects on large and medium-sized commercial airports would be similar to
those under Alternative 1. General aviation airports would experience
particular financial pressure; relievers and small commercial airports would
become central in federal program.
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" ALTERNATIVE 3. GRANT AID TO AIRPORTS WITH GREATEST NEED

3,132 Small commercial, 500 Ticket tax reduced
all general aviation by 1 percent

Effects on large and medium-sized commercial airports would be similar to
those under Alternatives 1 and 2. Small commercial airports would become
major focus of federal program. Though possibly applicable under
Alternatives 1 and 2, fees for use of passenger facilities ("head taxes”) have
been considered most often for this approach; repeal of the federal ban on
head taxes would require legislative action.

SOURCE: Congressional Budget Office.
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charges. Although a few airports have introduced clauses in newly
negotiated use agreements that specifically protect the airport's right to
levy a passenger facility charge (in the event that such charges become
legally permissible once again), the Airport Operators Council International
estimates that at least 20 of the largest 71 airports could not legally impose
a passenger facility charge without federal enabling legislation. The
diversion of head tax proceeds for non—airport uses could be prevented by
federal legislation requiring that the passenger facility charges imposed by
airports be designed to reflect actual costs, and that the proceeds be used
solely for airport purposes.

Airports could be allowed to decide for themselves whether the head
tax option was a realistic alternative for financing airport development.
For those unable to rely solely on a passenger facility charge, other tariffs,
such as higher landing fees, could be applied. In addition, selective federal
assistance could be provided.

CONCLUSIONS

The choice between continuation of current policy in airport finance
and any of the possible reduced federal roles considered here would turn
largely on whether the Congress feels that continued federal support of a
relatively new but now generally strong industry is appropriate. The critical
part the airports play in the nation's transportation network—--obviously,
essential to the nation's economy-—may argue for continued federal partici-
pation in some form. On the other hand, a perception that the federal
government's work in establishing an airport infrastructure is now done may
argue for a diminished or even eliminated federal role.

Decisions about federal priorities would influence a choice among the
three reduction options considered in this chapter. Complete withdrawal of
federal aid (Alternative 1) offers the clearest incentive for improved
decisionmaking with regard to pricing and investment. Selective federal aid
granted only to airports of national significance and in need of external
support (Alternative 2) would contribute significantly to relieving the
airports' mounting congestion problems. Finally, if the Congress interprets
the federal role as a final recourse for airports lacking other financial
resources, the granting of federal dollars strictly on a needs basis (Alterna-
tive 3) would seem a logical choice.

In general, however, none of these choices faces the Congress with a
decision to undermine the adequacy of the airport system or alter its
principal elements radically. The solid financial position of most major
airports offers air travelers a good prospect for a sound airport system with
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either continued, withdrawn, or redirected federal aid. At the same time,
however, none of the departures from current policy offers promise of major
budgetary savings or reductions in the federal budget deficit.
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APPENDIX A. SURVEY OF CURRENT AIRPORT FINANCIAL
MANAGEMENT PRACTICES

The data on 60 large and medium-sized airports' financial policies and
practices used in this study were gathered in a survey conducted by CBO in
the summer of 1983. Those data are summarized in the following table,
which lists the airports surveyed in rank order of numbers of passenger
boardings (enplanements) in calendar year 1982. It gives each airport's size
(in terms of passenger boardings), type of public operator, and financial
management approach (see Chapter II). It also indicates whether or not the
airport has a use agreement containing a majority-in-interest clause, gives
the terms and expiration dates of current use agreements (if any), and notes
any recent, ongoing, or planned changes in financial management or related
developments.
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APPENDIX TABLE A-1. CBO SURVEY DATA ON FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT PRACTICES
AT 60 LARGE AND MEDIUM-SIZED COMMERCIAL AIRPORTS, 1983
(Numbers of enplanements in 1982 in parentheses)

Financial Term and
Management Majority—in- Expiration Date of Recent or Planned
Approach Interest Clause Use Agreement Changes
HARTSFIELD ATLANTA INTERNATIONAL (17,653,400), Run by city
Residual cost, but Yes (all capital 30 years Basic landing fee will be renegotiated
terminal concession projects involving (2010) in 1991
revenues shared by increase in landing
city and airlines fee)
CHICAGO-O'HARE INTERNATIONAL (17,428,127), Run by city

Residual cost Yes 35 years Allocation of costs,

(2018) majority—in-interest

clause revised in new agreement;
clause protecting right to levy
passenger facility charge included

LOS ANGELES INTERNATIONAL (15,758,082), Run by semi-autonomous department of the city

Residual cost No, but airlines must 30 years Terminal leases of five years or less
approve debt financing (1992); where possible, except when airlines
exceeding $515 million 40 years make extensive capital commitments
limit in use agreements (United and (terminal modifications by United

American) and American Airlines); shorter-

term, more compensatory agreements
anticipated after 1992

(Continued)
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APPENDIX TABLE A-1. (Continued)

Financial Term and
Management Majority—-in— Expiration Date of Recent or Planned
Approach . Interest Clause Use Agreement Changes

NEW YORK--JOHN F. KENNEDY INTERNATIONAL (12,490,411), Run by port authority
Compensatory None 25 years JFK and LaGuardia are leased from
(2004) New York City; city's share of

these airports’ net revenues will
rise from 60 to 75 percent in 1985

DALLAS-FORT WORTH REGIONAL (12,401,626), Run by both cities

Residual Cost None 40 years None reported
(2014)

DENVER-STAPLETON INTERNATIONAL (11,608,458), Run by city/county
Compensatory None 28 years May move to annual adjustment

(1992) of fees and rental rates next year
(currently adjusted biennially)

{Continued)
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APPENDIX TABLE A-1. (Continued)

Financial Term and
Management Majority-in— Expiration Date of Recent or Planned
Approach Interest Clause Use Agreement Changes

SAN FRANCISCO INTERNATIONAL (9,915,042), Run by city/county

Residual cost Yes, but can only defer 30 years Current revenue may not be used to
for six months (2011) fund capital development over $2
million in any one year. City
must exercise best efforts to
issue revenue bonds to finance
capital development

MIAMI INTERNATIONAL (9,256,017), Run by county

Residual cost, but Yes (except 25 years Month-to-month leasing of terminal

some properties excluded $1 million Discretionary (1987) space when leases expire or new ‘

from revenue base Fund and projects space added. Last year, moved —
in calculating residual supported by revenues from three-year to annual rent

cost not counted in revenue base) adjustments

NEW YORK——LAéUARDIA (9.235,150), Run by port authority

Compensatory None Being negotiated Airport seeking shorter-term
(25-year lease (ten-year) lease. LaGuardia
expired in 1980) and JFK are leased from New

York City; city’s share of
net revenues will rise from
60 percent to 75 percent
in 1985

{Continued)
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APPENDIX TABLE A-1.

(Continued)

Financial Term and
Management Majority-in— Expiration Date of Recent or Planned
Approach Interest Clause lUUse Agreement Changes
BOSTON LOGAN INTERNATIONAL (7,934,881), Run by port authority
Compensatory None No use agreements Short-term leases will be developed

Residual cost

Compensatory, but FBO
revenues credited to
landing area

in an effort to maintain flexibility
in terminal space allocations

HONOLULU INTERNATIONAL (7,533,909), Run by state

None 30 years Last year, created minimum landing
(1992) fee for airlines and raised inter-
island carriers’ fee; interest
from bond proceeds now to be used
for capital development rather
than credited to airlines

HOUSTON INTERCONTINENTAL (6,371,546), Run by city

No 28 vyears Much future capital development
(1997) pianned

WASHINGTON NATIONAL (6,333,478), Run by federal government

No Ten years None reported
(1984)

(Continued)
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APPENDIX TABLE A-1.

(Continued)

Financial Term and

Management Majority—-in— Expiration Date of Recent or Planned

Approach Interest Clause Use Agreement Changes

LAMBERT~ST. LOUIS INTERNATIONAL (5,962,718), Run by city

Compensatory Yes 40 years Terminal rentals will be adjusted

(2005) annually as leases expire (currently
adjusted every two years)
NEWARK (N.J.) (5,817,050), Run by port authority

Compensatory None 25 years Moving to shorter—term building

(1998) leases, as possible. City's

Residual cost (airfield);
terminal, compensatory

share of net revenues will rise
from 60 percent to 75 percent
in 1986

MINNEAPOLIS-ST. PAUL INTERNATIONAL (5,337,845), Run by airport authority

Yes, for airfield 27 years None reported
area only (1989)

(Continued)
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APPENDIX TABLE A-1.

(Continued)

Financial
Management
Approach

Term and
Majority—-in- Expiration Date of Recent or Planned
Interest Clause Use Agreement Changes

Residual cost

Residual cost;
terminal, compensatory

Residual cost

GREATER PITTSBURGH INTERNATIONAL (5,029,694), Run by county

None Two years Majority—-in—interest clause deleted in
(1983) + 1-year new agreement; clause added
renewal option protecting airport’s right to levy
(1984) passenger facility charge if law

permits

SEATTLE-TACOMA INTERNATIONAL (5,012,249), Run by port authority

Airport Affairs Committee 32 years Will offer month~to—-month tenants
reviews and approves (2001); five-year “rollover” leases (five years
capital projects month—-to-month with three five-year renewal options)

DETROIT METROPOLITAN WAYNE COUNTY (4,935,203), Run by county

Yes (except for airport (2009) None reported
Discretionary Fund
projects)

(Continued)
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APPENDIX TABLE A-1.

(Continued)

Financial Term and '
Management Majority-in- Expiration Date of Recent or Planned
Approach Interest Clause Use Agreement Changes
LAS VEGAS--McCARRAN INTERNATIONAL (4,655,484), Run by county
Compensatory None No use None reported
agreements

(ordinance)

Residual cost

PHILADELPHIA INTERNATIONAL (4,403,541), Run by city

Yes (can disapprove any
project with life of
more than five years,
costing over $100,000)

32 years
(2006)

None reported

Compensatory

PHOENIX SKY HARBOR INTERNATIONAL (4,007,579), Run by city

None

No use
agreements
(ordinance)

Might move in future to
some form of lease/use
agreement to protect airport in
post—deregulatory environment

(Continued)
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APPENDIX TABLE A-1.

{Continued)

Financial
Management
Approach

Term and
Majority—in— Expiration Date of Recent or Planned
Interest Clause Use Agreement Changes

Residual cost

TAMPA INTERNATIONAL (3,861,509), Run by airport authority

Yes, but no clear direct 30 years None reported
veto power; excludes (1999) :
Discretionary Fund and all

projects in Master Plan

ORLANDO INTERNATIONAL (3,383,495), Run by airport authority

Yes 28 years Developing 1400-acre industrial
(2008) park to maximize revenues

NEW ORLEANS INTERNATIONAL (3,020,438), Run by city

Yes (except small 20 years None reported
Discretionary Fund) (1992)

CHARLOTTE-DOUGLAS INTERNATIONAL (2,860,092j, Run by city

Yes, airfield only (projects 25 years Revenues have increased since
that will increase (2004) Charlotte became Piedmont’s
airline fees) major hub

{Continued)
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APPENDIX TABLE A-1.

(Continued)

Financial Term and

Management Majority-in- Expiration Date of Recent or Planned

Approach Interest Clause Use Agreement Changes

SAN DIEGO INTERNATIONAL (2,818,374), Run by port authority
Compensatory None 15 years : Term shortened for recent entrants
(1994); month-
to-month (new
entrants)
SALT LAKE CITY INTERNATIONAL (2,703,003),
Run by city (in process of forming airport authority)

Compensatory Yes (approve capital pro- 25 years ‘ Revenues have grown because of
jects over $50,000; one (2003) hub operations, but bond rating
signatory airline suf- fell due to Western’s financial
ficient to approve) problems and cost allocation

Residual cost

dispute over terminal development
project (now resolved)

CLEVELAND HOPKINS INTERNATIONAL (2,656,252), Run by city

Yes (except Dis— 30 years None reported
cretionary Fund); can dis- (2005)

approve projects over $250,000

(1976 dollars), but city can

override airlines after

projects have been dis-

approved twice

{Continued)
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APPENDIX TABLE A-1. (Continued)

Financial Term and
Management . Majority-in- Expiration Date of Recent or Planned
Approach Interest Clause Use Agreement Changes

KANSAS CITY INTERNATIONAL (2,623,808), Run by city

Compensatory Yes, for airfield capital 28 years None reported
projects {except Dis— (1998)
cretionary Fund)

MEMPHIS INTERNATIONAL (2,290,930), Run by airport authority

Residual cost Yes, all projects over 30 or more years Growth of Federal Express has helped
$5,000 (except Discretionary (1999) offset loss in commercial air
Fund) carrier landed weights; landing

fees and rentais reduced recently

BALTIMORE-WASHINGTON INTERNATIONAL (2,269,164), Run by state

Compensatory {modified; Yes (projects over $25,000) 15 years (1993) None reported
space rentals set too plus ten-year
low to recover costs) renewal (2003)

PORTLAND (ORE.) INTERNATIONAL (1,928,054), Run by port authority

Residual cost Yes (except 20 years None reported
Discretionary Fund) (1991)

(Continued)
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APPENDIX TABLE A~1. (Continued)

Financial Term and
Management Majority-in— Expiration Date of Recent or Planned
Approach Interest Clause Use Agreement Changes

SAN ANTONIO INTERNATIONAL (1,776,650), Run by city
Compensatory None Eight years New agreement being negotiated

(1984) probably will be very similar
to existing one

KAHULUI (MAUI) (1,670,782), Run by state

Residual cost None 30 years None reported
(1992)

GREATER CINCINNATI IN:l'ERNATIONAL (1.663,686), Run by airport authority

Residual cost Yes (all projects over 30 vears Concession revenues have
$50,000, except (2002) increased since Cincinnati
Discretionary Fund) became a hub for Delta

(Continued)



APPENDIX TABLE A-1. (Continued)

Financial Term and
Management Majority—-in- Expiration Date of Recent or Planned
Approach Interest Clause Use Agreement Changes

MILWAUKEE--GENERAL MITCHELL FIELD (1,611,100), Run by county

Residual cost Yes, but can only defer 25 years Went to long-term residual
projects for 2 years (2010) cost agreement to finance new
(projects over $100,000, terminal, to be completed
or several adding in 1985
2 up to $200,000
N ] )
L e e e e e e e e
: PALM BEACH INTERNATIONAL (1,607,760}, Run by county
et
Residua! cost None 17 years Airport seeks compensatory
(1984) approach, much shorter term

for new agreement. Major
improvements to begin in 1985

SAN JOSE MUNICIPAL (1,520,519), Run by city

Residual cost None 30 years (2009); Moving to shorter-term agreements
three to five years for recent entrants and adjusting
(new entrants) terminal rental rates upwards,
as possible

(Continued)
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APPENDIX TABLE A-1.

(Con.tinued)

Financial Term and .
Management Majority-in- Expiration Date of Recent or Planned
Approach interest Clause Use Agreement Changes
INDIANAPOLIS INTERNATIONAL (1,383,011), Run by airport authority
Compensatory None Ohe to five years Ratemaking subject to challenge in
(ordinance); some litigation pending in U.S. Circuit
carriers operating Court of Appeals, Seventh Circuit

Residual cost (airfield);
terminal-—-concession
revenues go to airport

Compensatory (modified;
airlines do not contri-
bute to most capital
development)

without agreement

PORT COLUMBUS INTERNATIONAL (1,315,612), Run by city

Yes, airfield 25 years None reported
only (projects (2000) {
over $25,000) e

OKLAHOMA CITY~--WILL ROGERS WORLD (1,302,459), Run by city

None 30 years (1997); Rates negotiated by supplemental
one to five years agreements every five years. New
(new entrants) entrants are offered one-year

agreements until expiration of i
five-year cycle

(Continued)
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APPENDIX TABLE A-1.

{Continued)

Financial
Management
Approach

Term and
Majority-in- Expiration Date of Recent or Planned
Interest Clause Use Agreement Changes

Residual cost

Residual cost

Compensatory

RENO CANNON INTERNATIONAL (1,281,393), Run by airpurt authority

Yes, but airport 17 years Short-term lease and use agreement
can override after (1996) now available
two deferrals

TULSA INTERNATIONAL (1,274,199), Run by airport authority

Yes (projects over 30 years None reported
$400,000; except (2008}
Discretionary Fund)

ALBUQUERQUE INTERNATIONAL (1,269,279), Run by city

None Renegotiating; New agreement will resemble
last agreement previous one
two to five

years (1981)

{Continued)
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APPENDIX TABLE A-1. (Continued)

Financial Term and .
Management Majority-in- Expiration Date of Recent or Planned
Approach Interest Clause Use Agreement Changes

WINDSOR LOCKS (CT.)--BRADLEY INTERNATIONAL (1,232,669), Run by state
Compensatory Yes (airfield projects 30 years None reported

over $250,000, terminal (2011)
projects over $75,000)

SACRAMENTO METROPOLITAN (1,227,096), Run by county

Residual cost Yes, but can only defer Five years Term, rate~setting practices,
projects for two years (1986) and majority—in-interest clause
{projects over $100,000; altered in new agreement

except Discretionary Fund)

WASHINGTON, D.C.——DULLES INTERNATIONAL (1,207,343), Run by federal government

Compensatory (but FBO None 10 years ' None reported
revenues credited (1984)
to landing area)

{Continued)



APPENDIX TABLE A-1.

(Continued)

Financial
Management
Approach

OL - ¥8 - O 8E6-CE

Term and
Majority-in- Expiration Date of Recent or Planned
Interest Clause Use Agreement Changes

Residual cost

GTT

Residual cost

Compensatory

NORFOLK INTERNATIONAL (1,196,286), Run by port authority

Yes, can request cost 25 years None reported
justification, and (1999)

arbitration if not satis—

fied, for any item in

capital budget

NASHVILLE METROPOLITAN (1,153,019), Run by airport authority

Yes (projects over $20,000) 30 vyears None reported
(2005)

AUSTIN--MUELLER MUNICIPAL (1,115,992) Run by City

Not formal, but implied in Five years Term shortened and ratemaking
lease for projects for (1988) approach changed in new
which airline rates agreement (effective

amortize airport costs 1 March 1983)

(Continued)
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APPENDIX TABLE A-1. (Continued)

Financial Term and
Management Majority-in- Expiration Date of Recent or Planned
Approach Interest Clause Use Agreement Changes

JACKSONVILLE INTERNATIONAL (1,008,891), Run by port authority

Compensatory (modified) None 20 years None reported
(1990)

LIHUE (KAUAI) (995,512), Run by state

Residual cost None 30 years None reported
(1992)

EL PASO INTERNATIONAL (994,102), Run by city

Residual cost None Renegotiating; None reported
last agreement
20 years (1982)

ONTARIO (CAL.) INTERNATIONAL (989,024),
Run by semi-autonomous department of the city of Los Angeles

Residual cost None Five years Landing fees same as Los Angeles
(1985) International; only Southern California
airport with capacity to expand

(Continued)
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APPENDIX TABLE A-1.

{Continued)

Financial Term and '

Management Majority-in— Expiration Date of Recent or Planned

Approach Interest Clause Use Agreement Changes
RALEIGH-DURHAM (941,005), Run by airport authority

Compensatory None No use agreements None reported

By negotiation
{(noncompensatory,
but not residual cost)

Residual cost

LOUISVILLE--STANDIFORD FIELD (922,009), Run by airport authority

None Renegotiating; Airport seeks shorter term, fully
last agreement compensatory terminal, residual
30 or more years cost airfield in new agreement
(1983)

TUCSON INTERNATIONAL (900,547), Run by airport authority

Yes, projects over $35,000 30 years $60 million terminal expansion
(except Special Reserve Fund) (2006) project under way, to be completed
and next year’s budget in April 1985

(Continued)
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APPENDIX TABLE A-1.

(Continued)

Financial Term and :
Management Majority-in~ Expiration Date of Recent or Planned
Approach Interest Clause Use Agreement Changes
OMAHA--EPPLEY AIRFIELD (848,257), Run by airport authority
Compensatory No Year-to-year Major terminal expansion project
(1984) will begin in 1984

Residual cost

COX DAYTON INTERNATIONAL (806,464), Run by city

Yes, projects over $10,000 23 years (1996) Traffic has increased significantly
(except Discretionary Fund) since Dayton became hub for Pied-
mont. Terminal apron overiay pro-
ject to begin in 1984; possibie
terminal expansion in 1985

SOURCE: Congressional Budget Office.



APPENDIX B. IMPACT OF MANAGEMENT APPROACH AND AIRPORT
SIZE ON AIRPORT FINANCIAL PERFORMANCE

The analysis in Chapter III divides airports into the three conventional
size categories defined on page 2. Such divisions, though useful, are
necessarily arbitrary, and should be understood to carry the caution that
slight changes in definition can shift conclusions regarding the effect of
airport size on financial performance. A similar caution should be applied in
assessing the relative shifts in financial performance between large and
small airports following federal deregulation of the airlines, at which time
major air carriers curtailed service to some small airports in favor of the
larger facilities serving more profitable routes.

To overcome the problems created by arbitrary distinetions in airport
size, the CBO has related airport financial data to airport size as a
continuous variable. The statistical results are reported in Table B-1 and
interpreted numerically in Table B-2. As shown in Table B-2, an airport's
approach to financial management and the volume of traffic it serves bear
significantly on financial performance.

Effect of Management Approach

Airports that use the compensatory approach have net take—-down
ratios better, on average, by 24 percent than residual cost airports, and debt
service safety margins more than twice as good. There are two possible
interpretations of this result, however. One is that the added earning power
possible with the compensatory approach improves an airport's financial
performance. A second is that only those airports in the strongest travel
markets turn to the compensatory approach in the first place. Both
explanations may apply to some extent.

Debt-to—asset ratio appears not to be affected by management
approach--that is, no statistically significant relationship is apparent. This
is not surprising, as management approach itself need not influence the
actual level of investment. There is also no statistically significant
relationship between management approach and operating ratio.
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Effect of Airport Size

Airport size has a measurable influence on financial performance. As
shown in Table B-2, the elasticity of airport size with respect to an airport's
operating ratio lies at about -0.24; this means that each 10 percent increase
in the volume of an airport's traffic improves its operating ratio by 2.4
percent. Conversely, each 10 percent fall in traffic volume causes an
estimated 2.4 percent deterioration in operating ratio. Similar relationships
emerge for the other financial indicators shown in Table B-2.
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APPENDIX TABLE B-1.

ORDINARY LEAST SQUARES REGRESSION
ESTIMATES FOR AIRPORT FINANCIAL
PERFORMANCE, POOLED CROSS-SECTIONS,
1975-1982

Log Log Log Log
Operating Net Take- Debt-to- Debt-Service
Ratio Down Ratio Asset Ratio Safety Margin
Constant 5.894 1.883 1.647 1.334
(29.22) (8.770) (3.192) (3.223)
Financial Manage-
ment Approach -0.101 0.218 -0.145 0.791
(1 = Compensatory) (—-1.873) (3.873) (-1.096) (7.575)
Log of Enplanements
1975 Ratios -0.238 0.253 0.182 0.184
(-9.081) (8.752) (2.423) (3.300)
1976 Ratios -0.229 0.228 0.244 0.124
(-9.099) (8.148) (3.657) (2.400)
1977 Ratios -0.231 0.229 0.233 0.167
(-9.280) (8.596) (3.636) (3.277)
1978 Ratios -0.230 0.229 0.249 0.179
(-9.036) (8.483) (3.864) (3.472)
1979 Ratios -0.235 0.238 0.274 0.206
(-9.493) (8.055) (4.315) (4.092)
1980 Ratios -0.237 0.240 0.272 0.217
(-9.456) (9.016) (4.221) (4.271)
1981 Ratios -0.241 0.243 0.257 0.207
(-9.731) (8.316) (4.080) (4.126)
1982 Ratios -0.261 0.242 0.282 0.173
(-9.933) (9.104) (3.033) (3.402)
R2 0.558 0.579 0.272 0.5690
F Value 12.760 12.985 2.701 12.320

SOURCE: Congressional Budget Office.

NOTE: “t-ratios” are given in parentheses. Logs are natural logs.
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APPENDIX TABLE B-2.

ESTIMATED IMPACT OF APPROACH TO
FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT AND AIRPORT
SIZE ON AIRPORT FINANCIAL PERFOR-
MANCE (95 percent Confidence Intervals
in parentheses)

Net Debt- Debt Service
Operating Take-down to-Asset Safety
Ratio Ratio Ratio Margin

Percentage Differences in Financial Performance at Compensatory
Relative to Residual Cost Airports

Elasticity with Respect
to Number of Enplaned

-9.61 24.35 -13.47 120.45
(+10.56)  (+11.03) (+25.88)  (+20.46)

Passengers
1975 -0.24 0.25 0.18 0.18
(+0.05) (+0.06) (+0.15) (+x0.11)
1976 -0.23 0.23 0.24 0.12
(+0.05) (+0.05) (+0.13) (+0.10)
1977 -0.23 0.23 0.23 0.17
(+0.05) (+0.05) (+0.13) (+x0.10)
1978 -0.23 0.23 0.25 0.18
(+0.05) (+0.05) (+0.13) (+0.10)
1979 -0.24 0.24 0.27 0.21
(*+0.05) (+0.05) (+0.13) (+0.10)
1980 -0.24 0.24 0.27 0.22
(+0.05) (+0.05) (+0.12) (+0.10)
1981 -0.24 0.24 0.26 0.21
(+0.05) (+0.05) (+0.12) (+0.10)
1982 -0.26 0.24 0.28 0.17
(+0.05) (+0.05) (+0.18) (+0.10)
SQURCE: Table B-1.
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APPENDIX C. FACTORS AFFECTING AIRPORT COSTS OF CAPITAL

The statistical (regression) analysis summarized in Table C-1 attempts
to quantify the effects of four factors on interest costs paid by the issuers
of airport bonds: general market conditions, type of security used to back
airport bonds, numbers of years in which bonds mature, and airport size (in
terms of numbers of passenger enplanements).

The results indicate that interest costs and market conditions are
proportional; a 1 percent change in market interest costs yields roughly a
1 percent change in airport interest costs. Issuers of general obligation
bonds, on average, obtain 8 percent lower interest costs than issuers of
revenue bonds (see Table C~2). Further, the regression provides statistical
confirmation of the typical bond yield curve, with longer-term issues
requiring higher interest rates. As the average maturity of the bond
increases, so does the average interest paid, with a 10 percent increase in
maturity resulting, on average, in a 1.1 percent increase in the interest rate
over this period. The analysis also shows that, after adjustments are made
for these other factors, the larger the airport, the lower the interest rate.
On average, 10 percent more enplanements results in a 1 percent to 1.5
percent decrease in interest.
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APPENDIX TABLE C-1. ORDINARY LEAST SQUARES REGRESSION
ESTIMATES, POOLED CROSS-SECTION:

1978-1982
Log Interest Cost
Constant -0.174
(-1.105)
Log of Bond Buyer's 20 Bond Market Index 0.992
(14.355)
Bond Security -0.088
(General obligation = 1) (-4.520)
Log of Average Maturity 0.111
(6.739)
Log of Enplanements
1978 -0.0146
(-2.844)
1979 -0.0117
(-2.208)
1980 - -0.0123
(-2.427)
1981 -0.0113
(-1.988)
1982 -0.0156
(-2.783)
R2 0.896
F value 125.576
SOURCE: Congressional Budget Office.
NOTE: "t-ratios” are given in parentheses. Logs are natural logs.
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APPENDIX TABLE C-2.

ESTIMATED IMPACT OF MARKET INTEREST
RATES, TYPE OF SECURITY, AVERAGE

MATURITY, AND AIRPORT SIZE ON AIRPORT
COST OF CAPITAL, 1978-1982 (95 percent
Confidence Intervals in Parentheses)

Interest Cost

Elasticity with Respect 0.99

to Market Interest Rates (+0.14)

Percentage Difference in

Interest Costs of General

Obligation Versus Revenue -8.4

Bonds (+3.8)

Elasticity with Respect

to Average Maturity 0.1115

of Issues (+0.0324)

Elasticity with Respect

to Number of Enplaned

Passengers

1978 -0.0146
(+0.0100)

1979 0.0117
(+0.0103)

1980 0.0123
(+0.0099)

1981 0.0113
(+0.0111)

1982 0.0156
(+0.0110)

SOURCE: Table C-1.
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APPENDIX D. AIRPORTS IN THE MUNICIPAL BOND MARKET:
A REGIONAL ANALYSIS

This appendix summarizes the participation of airports in the
municipal bond market by FAA region over the 1978-1982 period (see Table
D-1) and charts regional differences in interest rates paid on airport bonds
relative to other municipal bonds (Table D-2).

The FAA breaks down regions as follows:

New England Region: Connecticut, Maine, Massachusetts, New Hampshire,
Rhode Island, Vermont.

Eastern Region: Delaware, District of Columbia, Maryland, New Jersey,
New York, Pennsylvania, Virginia, West Virginia.

Southern Region: Alabama, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Mississippi, North
Carolina, Puerto Rico, South Carolina, Tennessee, Virgin Islands.

Great Lakes Region: Illinois, Indiana, Michigan, Minnesota, North Dakota,
Ohio, South Dakota, Wisconsin.

Central Region: Iowa, Kansas, Missouri, Nebraska.

Northwest Mountain Region: Colorado, Idaho, Montana,' Oregon, Utah,
Washington, Wyoming.

Western Pacific Region: Arizona, California, Guam, Hawaii, Nevada.

Southwest Region: Arkansas, Louisiana, New Mexico, Oklahoma, Texas.

Alaskan Region: Alaska.
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APPENDIX TABLE D-1. BOND ISSUES FOR AIRPORTS BY REGION,

1978-1982
In millions
of 1982 dollars
Average Percent of Total
Number Size of Value Number Value
Region of Issues Issue of Issues of Issues of Issues
New England
General obligation 3 0.4 1.1 1.3 a/
Revenue 1 100.2 100.2 0.4 2.0
Subtotal 4 25.3 101.2 1.7 2.0
Eastern
General obligation 7 8.2 57.3 2.9 1.1
Revenue 21 14.9 312.4 8.8
Subtotal 28 13.2 369.7 11.8 7.3
Southern
General obligation 9 9.2 82.4 3.8 1.6
Revenue 34 44.0 1,496.8 14.3 29.7
Subtotal 43 36.7 1,679.2 18.1 31.3
Great Lakes
General obligation 43 4.3 185.1 18.1 3.7
Revenue 17 10.3 174 .6 7.1 3.5
Subtotal 60 6.0 359.6 25.2 7.1
Central
General obligation 13 1.9 25.2 5.5 0.5
Revenue . 8 12.9 103.4 3.4 2.0
Subtotal 21 6.1 128.6 8.8 2.5

- en em Em e o e v o Em Em Em em me e e ew e Em Em Em e e e me mm mm em e e e e o mE m m m=  =
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TABLE D-1. Continued
in millions
of 1982 dollars
Average Percent of Total
Number Size of Value Number Value
Region of Issues . Issue of Issues of Issues of Issues
Northwest Mountain
General obligation 4 2.3 9.2 1.7 0.2
Revenue 15 21.1 315.8 .3 6.3
Subtotal 19 17.1 325.0 8.0 6.4
Western Pacific
General obligation 5 5.5 27.3 2.1 0.5
Revenue 20 52.7 1,053.6 8.4 20.9
Subtotal 25 43.2 1,080.9 10.5 21.4
Southwest
General obligation 7 3.2 22.5 2.9 0
Revenue 30 35.9 1,077 .1 12.6 21.3
Subtotal 37 29.7 1,099.6 15.5 21.8
Alaska b/
General obligation 1 3.0 3.0 0.4 0.1
All Regions
General obligation 92 4.5 413.0 38.7 8.2
Revenue 146 31.7 4,633.8 61.3 91.8
Total 238 21.2 5,046.8 100.0 100.0
SOURCE: Congressional Budget Office.
NOTE: Details may not add to totals because of rounding.
a. Less than 0.05 percent.
b. No revenue bonds issued for this region.
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APPENDIX TABLE D-2.

DIFFERENCES IN INTEREST RATES PAID ON

AIRPORT BONDS RELATIVE TO OTHER

MUNICIPAL BONDS BY REGION, 1978-1982

(in basis points)

1978
1o

Region 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 1982
New England

General obligation -58 a/ -122 a/ a/ -79

Revenue N/A a/ a/ a/ 22 22
Eastern

General obligation a/ -4 a/ -57 -18 -26

Revenue N/A a/ -47 -469 -36 -167
Southern

General obligation ~-71 -51 -95 a/ a/ =70

Revenue N/A -101 -156 =77 8 -63
Great Lakes

General obligation -75 -36 -43 -75 -54 -59

Revenue N/A a/ -223 -74 -142 -154
Central

General obligation -88 -32 a/ -153 -81 -94

Revenue N/A a/ a/ 22 a/ 22
Northwest Mountain

General obligation -102 -69 a/ a/ -237 -119

Revenue N/A N/A -102 a/ =37 -563
Western Pacific

General obligation 93 a/ -109 -115 -138 -35

Revenue N/A 64 17 -8 -15 5
Southwest

General obligation a/ =70 -46 a/ -8 -49

Revenue N/A -72 -70 -28 -25 -51
Alaska

General obligation a/ a/ a/ a/ -42 -42

Revenue N/A a/ a/ a/ a/ b/

Total

General obligation -63 -46 =73 -89 -66 -65

Revenue N/A -29 -103 -123 -32 =70

SOURCE: Congressional Budget Office.

NOTES:

Data reflect difference in interest rates between airport bonds and other
general obligation and revenue bond issues, in basis points. General obligation
issues are compared with the average value of the Bond Buyer's Index of 20
municipal bonds during the month of issue. Revenue bonds are compared with
the Bond Buyer’s Revenue Bond Index during the month of June. Revenue bond
figures for 1979 based on September-December oniy. N/A = data not available.

No issues with this security in this year.
No issues with this security in region.
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