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A Solution That Can't Get Off the Ground

By Steven Pearlstein
Wednesday, October 3, 2007; Page D01

Thirty years ago, Alfred Kahn, head of the Civil Aeronautics Board in the Carter administration,
gave a speech to an industry conference in which he made this analogy:

Suppose everything that came out of a cow were sold at a uniform price per pound -- tenderloin,
sirloin, ground chuck, soup bones. What would happen? In all likelihood, demand for choice steak
cuts would soar, even as overpriced hamburger and bones rotted on store shelves. And to meet this
new demand for steak, huge swaths of the country would have to be converted to cattle ranching and

growing cattle feed, crowding out other uses for that land.

Kahn's message: If you misprice things, you prevent markets
from matching supply and demand and wind up misallocating
scarce resources. And what is true for hamburgers and land, he
argued, also applies to the limited space at and near airports
during peak hours. To solve that problem, Kahn recommended
that the price paid by airlines for airport and air space in peak
periods be high enough so that it not only brought demand in

"line with supply, but gave officials the money and incentive to

add runways or air-traffic-control capacity whenever the price

being paid for peak hours exceeded the cost of adding capacity.

This concept of "marginal cost pricing" ought to be familiar to
anyone who has taken a basic college course in economics. But
what 1s so astonishing 1s that 30 vears after Kahn faid out the
case for it, a decade after it was proposed by the Clinton
administration, six months after it was officially embraced by
the Buash administration, and in the midst of a veritable
consumer revolt over flight delays and cancellations,
"congestion pricing” 15 no closer to reality.

Who 1s responsible for killing this simple and sensible solution
to a problem that costs the economy an estimated $9 billion a
year in wasted time and money? [s it the airlines, or private
pilots, or operators of corporate jets, or airport authorities, or
members of Congress? The answer is no different than in a
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classic Agatha Christie mystery: They all did it.

Topping the list of culprits are the nation’s airlines. In their zeal to expand service and take market
share from competitors, they have deliberately overscheduled fiights at peak times, knowing full well
that, as then-FAA administrator Marion Blakev put it, their schedules "are not worth the electrons
they are printed on." Scheduling at peak times allows atrlines to sell more tickets and charge higher
prices. And when the flights are delayed or forced to sit on the runway, the airlines can send out their
beleaguered employees to blame 1t on the weather or anonymous folks at air traffic control.

In a letter last week to Transportation Secretarv Mary Peters, James May, the president of the Air

Transport Association, said the industry was opposed to any policy aiming to "artificially”
constrain demand. Perhaps it doesn't occur to May that a system that charges the same price for steak
and hamburger is the artificial one, by creating artificial demand. Or perhaps what he is really
thinking, but dares not utter, 1s that now the airlines get to collect premium fees for peak-hour flights,
while under a system of congestion pricing, that premium would go to the government and airport
authorities who could use it to expand capacity.

Although the airlines overstate the impact of corporate jets, there is no getting around the fact that
every plane takes up about the same amount of space in the air or in the landing and takeoff queues.
And yet the smaller private planes not only don't pay a premium for using the airspace during peak
time -- they don't pay anything near their fair share of the cost of running the air traffic control
system at any time of day. Over the years, they have defeated any attempt to impose "user fees” on
corporate jets by whipping up opposition from weekend pilots of propeller planes who never quite
realize that they would be exempted from these fees. In the view of the general aviation lobby,
congestion pricing is the worst kind of user fee -- one that might make even a corporate bigwig think
twice before getting in line ahead of a 747 with 400 passengers.

Of all the opponents of congestion pricing, the ones with the best arguments are members of
Congress from rural areas, who never miss a chance to force the rest of us to subsidize their
inefficient lifestyles. They understand that any system that uses prices to ration peak-time slots at
major airports will probably reduce service to places with fewer passengers using smaller planes.

What they apparently don't understand is that congestion pricing can be tweaked to offset those
tendencies.

Harder to understand is the knee-jerk opposition from Democratic leaders such as James Oberstar of
Minnesota, chairman of the House Transportation Committee, who wants to "solve" the congestion
problem by requiring all airlines at crowded airports to accept a proportionate reduction in the
number of peak-hour flights. Apparently Oberstar would rather have politically pliant bureaucrats
and airline executives decide where to cut than leave it consumers to make the trade-off between
price and convenience.

And let's not forget the airport authorities. who privately acknowledge that congestion pricing makes
sense but won't embrace it publicly because it takes attention away from the industry's favorite
solution: adding capacity.

Congestion pricing works. When 1t has been used on highways, it spreads out demand so that more
people wind up using the roads, not fewer. It has been so successful in relieving gridlock in central
London that New York is about to try it. And it has allowed ports to increase tonnage without adding
a dock or a crane.

The only reason it is not being used to solve the overcrowding problem in aviation is that it threatens
a system that has been carefully designed to protect every interest but one -- the traveling public.
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URPORT SAFETY UNDER SCRUTIN

20 airports singled out for near

collisions and pﬂot confusion

By Marisa Lagos
CHRONICLE $STAaP? WRITER

The San Francisco and San jose airports are two of

the nation’s riskiest when it comes to near-collisions on
runways or mcidents in which pilots get confused
whiletaxiing around the airfields, the Federal Aviation
Administration said Monday.

Each airport had {our reported runway incursions
in the past vear, defined as an incident that vielates pro-
cedures and could lead to a collision between planes,
the agency said. One of those inci-
dents was a near-collision in May at

. N b Hid
San Francisco International be- re::.!rgti'e ;: ASA
fween a jetliner and a turboprop o _

plane that was caused by an air traf-
fic controller’s mistake.

SFO and San Jose were each on a
list of 20 ULS. airports that the FAA
studied because they had a high
number of runway incursions or
high number of incidents in which
pilots were confused while taxiing
around the airfield. The agency se-
tected the alrports based on the number and severity of
incidents.

Nationwide, there were fewer reports of near-colii-
stons and other dangerous incidents over the past year
from a year earlier — the total dropped 1o 330 between
October 2006 and September 2007 ccompared with 378
the previous vear, the FAA sald. But San Franciseo a_1d
San jose, which had no such incidents twe vears a

> ATRPORTS: Page A!D

results of g
survey of pilais
about safety
problams for
fear they might
upset travelers
and hurt air-
fines. A0

> AIRPORTS

From Page Al

had eight between thern in the past
year.

“When it comes to runway safe-
by, we can't afford to overlook any-
thing.” Bobby Sturgell, acting ad-
nunistrator for the FAA, said dur-
ing a news conference at which the
agency released the numbers and
general  recommendations  for
changes at the airports. *Our run-
ways are safe, and this call to action
ratcheted that up a notch.”

Afthetop ofthelist nationally was
Nevada's North Las Vegas Airpor,
which reported 11 incursions dur-
ing the year ending Sept. 30, or more
than five for every 100,000 fiights out
ofthe airfield. The totals at San Fran-
ciscoand San Jose eachamounted to
between 1 and 2 incursions for every
160,000 flights in 2007.

Oakland International Airport
avoided the FAA's list, Jogging just
one incursion in the past year.

The FAA study was released the
same day the Associated Press re-
ported that NASA had withheld re-
sults of a survey in which airline pi-
lots reported at least twice as many
runway incursions and other dan-
gerous situations, such as near-mid-
air collisions and bird strikes, as gov-
ermrnent MonRikaTing svstems show.

Runway incursions range from
incidents in which a collision isim-
minent, or two planes actuaily col-
lide, to technical vinlations such as
when a pilot rolls a few feet past a
designated holding point on a run-
way while waiting to rake off.

Another factor that landed air-
ports on the study list was whether
pilots reported confusion over
where they were on an airfield or
which runway they were supposed
to use - both situations that carry
the potential for causing a colli-
sion, the FAA says.

“San Francisco was on that Jist
because we have had a number of
runway incursions there ... in-
cluding one especially nasty one in
May,” said FAA spokesman lan
Gregor, referring to the incident in
which two passengar planes almost
collided because of an air traffic
controtler’s mustake,

In that instance, the pilot of 2 Re-
oubiic Airlines ethiner took off earli-
erthan planned when he noticed the

Rirporis examined

The 20 airparts included in the
Federal Aviation Administration
study. They are liste
alphabetically by city:

» Atianiz: Haristieid-a
Atania Infernational

kson

» Atlanta: Dekaln Peachiree

» Boston: Logan International

¥ Chicago: O'Hare intarnational
» Dallas: Dallas/Fort Worth in-
ternational

P Denver: Deaver International

» Fort Lauderdaie. Fla.: Fort Lau-
derdale-Hollywood Internaticnal

¥ Las Vegas: McCarran interna-
tional
¥ Las Vegas: North Las Vegas

# Long Beach: Long Beach/
Daugherty Field

» Los Angeles: Los Angeles
International

» Miami: Miami international

» Mitwaukee: General Mitchell
international

B Maw York: John F. Kennedy
International

» Orlande: Orlande International
¥ Philadelphia: Philadeiphia In-
ternational

» Reno: Reno-Tahoe international
» San Francisco: San Francisce
International

B San jose: Mineta San Jose
International

» Sania Ana: John Wayne Airport
{Orange County}

smaller SkyWest Airlines turboprop
converging on his path from an in-
tersecting runway., The mcursion
occurred because an air traffic con-
trofler forgot he or she had cleared
the SkyWest plan for fanding,

The 19-vear veteran controller
was decertified, required 1o com-
piete additional tralning and then
recertified.

Mineta San fose International
Abrpoit also reported [our runway
incursions during the past vear, all
of them considered technical vio-
lations, the FAA said. There were
also two instances in the past two
vears in which pilots got confused
about where thev were on the run-
way'.

FaA officials did not detatl an
svsternatic probiems at either Sa
Francisco or San Jose.

Before releasing its report Mo
dayv, the FAA spent two month
talking with airlines, airports, com
mercial and private pilots, air traf-;
fic controllers, mechanics ang oth-
ers at each of the 20 airports. The,
idea was to solicit suggestions for
improving safety, part of a push by’
the FAA to improve runway samty
atall US. airports. )

“Wedohave runway safetv meet- ]
ings at least annually at big atrports,’
but these were more iniensive
brainstorming  sessions,” Cregor’
said. “People were really encour
aged to think outside the box, an
throw out any idea no matter how?
unusual it might seem.”

The FAA said Monday that L
general, the airports need to im
prove runway signage, come upi
with more explicit taxding instrue-;
tions for pilots, and provide more:
training for aviation workers, par-;
ticularly those who drive any vehi-’
cles on runways. :

Gregorand San Francisco Inter-:
national spokesman Mike McCar-
ron said airport officials are updat-®
ing a training video for people wha-
drive on the SFO airfield. San Jose .
has agreed to put new lights at the’ |
end of one runway where pilots?
have been confused in the past,
Gregor said. :

McCarron said San Francisco
airport officials realized even be-
fore the federal report was issued-
that they face safety challenges.

“It is what it is,” he said. “We're .
ot at all surprised.” :

Because SFO has intersecting
runways, McCarron said, airport
officials are always “very diligent”™
abouf addressing incursions and
other potential dangers.

McCarron cited an incident a
few years ago in which an airline
mechanic was taxiing a plane toa
gate and crossed a runway he did
not have permission to enter.

The airpert instituted a manda-
tory refresher training course for
all airline mechanics, MeCarron
said. It also recently realigned one
ofthe taxiways soitno longer cross-
esarunway.

i-mail Marisa Lagos ai
mlagos@sichronicie.com.
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November 24, 2007
SANTA MONICA JOURNAL
Enemy Aircraft Sighted and, Above All Else, Heard

By REBECCA CATHCART

SANTA MONICA, Calif., Nov. 23 — Virginia Ernst sat on her living room couch, her face turned

toward the ceiling. The high-pitch grind of a jet engine split the air about 100 feet above her
home.

“That’s a Challenger,” said Margaret Williamson. “No,” Ms. Ernst replied, “it’s a Citation. It
reminds me of a dentist’s drill.”

The Challenger and the Citation are popular lines of corporate jets. The Citation is louder,
explained Ms. Ernst, in her mid-60s, but the Challenger is bigger, and shakes her house’s windows
and walls. Either way, the jets, and others like them, are a source of frustration to residents, who
complain of not only their roaring engines but also their noxious fumes.

Since the 1960s, both Ms. Ernst and Ms. Williamson have resided beneath the flight path of
planes arriving at Santa Monica Airport, one of the oldest general aviation airports in the country
and among those closest to residential neighborhoods. Ms. Ernst’s house is 300 feet from the only
runway, Ms. Willilamson’s is 50 feet closer, and the noise in recent years has only worsened. Jet
traffic there has almost doubled since 1999, to 19,000 takeoffs and landings so far this year, says
the airport’s manager, Bob Trimborn, even as traffic of small piston-driven planes has declined.

The rise in private-jet travel is being driven in part by long check-in and security lines at major
atrports. Those waits make private flying attractive to wealthy travelers, while at the same time
fractional-jet-ownership companies are making it possible for more corporations to send their
executives off in style. The developments have stoked the anger of residents here, who say jet
fumes endanger their health and jet noise threatens their sanity.

“You've got the celebrities, you've got the power players here,” said Bill Rosendahl, a city
councilman in neighboring Los Angeles. “Frankly, I say to the super-rich, go to another airport,”
because “this is an environmental issue that affects real people.”

The 227-acre airport was built in 1919, when the land for miles around was largely open fields. But
with the 1921 opening of the Douglas Aircraft Company here and then the end of World War 11
and the Korean War, a residential building boom swept the area, spurred by demand from

http: ffwwew nytimes.com/ 2007/ 11/24/us/ 24airport.himl? r=1&oref=slogin&pagewanted =print
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Douglas emplovees and returning military pilots.

In 1984, after a series of lawsuits, the City of Santa Monica, which owns the airport, signed an
agreement with the Federal Aviation Administration not to limit jet traffic there. The agreement
(which also imposed some regulations on engine noise) does not expire until 2015, but a number
of public officials, among them Mr. Rosendahl, Assemblyman Ted W. Lien and Representative

Jane Harman, are working for an early change to what they describe as a pact that has outlived its
time. They are pushing for both state and federal legislation that would limit the size and number
of jets at the airport.

Opponents of that effort say Santa Monica, one of 249 “reliever” airports across the country that
help unclog congestion at major airports nearby, must remain open to all types of jets using Los
Angeles International, five miles to the south. Indeed, any bill limiting jet operations would have
to supersede both the 1984 accord and existing law.

“Under federal law, the airport cannot restrict the type of aircraft that can land,” said Bill Dunn,
vice president for airports at the Aircraft Owners and Pilots Association. “The problem is that
people live right next to the airport because of poor local planning decisions.”

The flight paths extending from the runways of Santa Monica and Los Angeles International
Airports converge over the Pacific. That means the airports have to coordinate inbound and
outbound flights in an elaborately choreographed dance. “We shuffle our cards into their deck,”
Mr. Trimborn said.

That can lead to idling engines at Santa Monica that send exhaust out across Bundy Drive, the
four-lane thoroughfare that separates the airport from the homes of Ms. Ernst and her neighbors,
including the founder and director of Concerned Residents Against Airport Pollution, Martin
Rubin. Mr. Rubin stood on the sidewalk the other day, pointing to nearby homes and speaking of
cancer cases there that he says are tied to airport pollution.

But it is hard to link pollution to specific sources, said Philip M. Fine, manager of atmospheric
measurements for the South Coast Air Quality Management District, the air pollution control
agency for all or parts of four Southern California counties. Dr. Fine ran a recent study of air
quality around Santa Monica Airport that was financed by a federal grant to measure toxins in the
air around general aviation airports. The study, he said, found levels of lead and other toxins in
the community around the airport here “well below” federal and state limits.

That is little comfort to the Rubin family and others who fault the study for not noting levels of
acrolein, a harmful byproduct of jet fuel known to cause respiratory irritation.

“We've always had a nice westerly breeze here,” said Mr. Rubin’s wife, Joan. “But now the breeze

hitp:/ /www.nytimes.com/2007/11/24 us/ 24airport. himi?_r=1&cref=slogindpagewanied=print Page 2 of 3



brings the jet fumes in. They smell like kerosene and burn your throat.”

Marc Carrel, deputy chief of staff for Representative Harman, is also skeptical, saying too little
time passed between the boom in private-jet traffic and the study.

“It’s sick to say, but you need a long-term impact to see long-term effects,” Mr. Carrel said.

Mr. Trimborn, the airport’s manager, says he is not the bad guy. Citing the binding nature of the
1984 agreement, he said: “T try to be as open and honest as possible all the time with residents. If

I tell someone this plane’s not going to fly over your house and then it does, they’ll be angry with
me. But [ don’t tell them that. They know I can’t control it.”

He pointed to a photograph, dated 1924, on his office wall. It showed a row of five Douglas World
Cruisers, biplanes with exposed seats. Back then, neither local land-use planners nor anyone else
“saw a Gulfstream 1V flying out of Santa Monica and going to the East Coast,” he said.

“We're dealing with development over many years,” Mr. Trimborn added. “So the dynamic
between the airport and the community, that’s inescapable.”

Copyright 2007 The Mew York Times Company
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Dan Walters: Air travel congestion will worsen
By Dan Walters - dwalters@sacbee.com

Last Updated 12:47 am PST Wednesday, December 19, 2007
Story appeared in MAIN NEWS section, Page A3

If you think commerciatl flying during this heliday season is a hassle, you haven't seen anything yet. As California's
population and the demand for air travel continue to expand, the state's airports are feeling the pinch, but their
expansion pians have run into increasingly stiff resistance.

Environmentalists, nearby residents, voters and risk-averse politicians have stymied plans to expand runways and
terminals and/or build entirely new airports from San Diego to San Francisco.

The rising level of frustration is exemplified by a recent editorial in the Los Angeles Times, noting that Los Angeles
Internationat has the highest risk for collisions between aircraft on the ground and chiding local politicians for
dragging their feet on reconfiguring LAX runways to make them safer,

“The cowardice of L.A. elected officiais, who tend to caif for more studies rather than making hard choices, is
endangering lives," the editorial fumes.

The Los Angeles Chamber of Commerce and other business groups are increasing pressure to expand LAX, citing
its unsuitability to handle the new generation of super-jumbo jets that are expected to dominate international travel.

Three hundred and fifty miles to the north, as a plane flies, the state's second busiest airpert, San Francisco
International, is facing similar problems, but its plans to lengthen and separate its runways have been blocked by
environmentalists. The Federai Aviation Administration's associate administrator for airperts staged a news
conference in San Francisce in August to warn about congestion and urge local officials to act.

"We expect the number of air passengers to ramp up dramatically in the future," Kirk Shaffer warned, with SFQ's
traffic increasing by 60 percent by 2025, Qakiand International's by 80 percent and San Jose International's by 100
percent.

Down in San Diego, meanwhile, voters have rejected much-batliyhooed plans to buiid a new airport at Miramar, site
of a Marine Corps airfield. The local airport autherity is now planning to expand terminals at San Diego's Lindbergh

http://www.sacbee.com/111/story/ 377658 . htmi Page } of 2
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Field, the state’s third busiest airport. It was the latest setback in a 60-year-long quest for an alternative to
Lindbergh, located on San Diege's scenic waterfront.

Traffic through California's commercial airports reached a peak of nearly 179 million passengers in 2000, then
dipped to 167.5 million in 2001 as a recession hit the state and to 159 miflion in 2002 in the aftermath of the
September 2001 terrorist attacks. Since then, however, traffic has rebounded to near-record levels of just under 178
million in 2005 and 20086.

As major coastal airports approach capacity, more air traffic is shifting to inland facilities such as Ontario
International in Southern California and Sacramento International. The city of Los Angeles, which owns Ontario, has
been trying to reserve space at LAX for international travel by encouraging other, smalier airports to capture more of
the regional air traffic — even to the extent of favishly subsidizing flights out of Paimdale, which it also owns.

One factor in the looming airport crisis, certainly, is that the airports are owned by locai governments and managed,
directly or indirectly, by elected officials who tend, like ali politicians, to view issues on short-range bases. Another

is that as local entities, airports are under no compuision to act in concert. Their owners and managers often view
themselves as competitors rather than colleagues.

Although state governments are often involved in airport planning and construction in cther states, there's been a
hands-off attitude in Sacramento. At the very least, it would seem, the Legisiature should hold some hearings to
shine the fight of publicity on what could become a real crisis in the decades ahead.

About the writer:

e Call The Bee's Dan Walters, (816) 321-1195. Back columns, www sacbee comiwalters
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