












































agreement with Singapore Airlines would not be possible if US Airways could not serve
LAX, but instead had to serve an alternate airport in the L.A. region.17 A policy that
would undermine the international competitiveness of major U.S. carriers in a global
marketplace is inconsistent with the Administration’s focus on expanding opportunities
for U.S. carriers.

2. The Department’s Proposal to Force “Upgauging” — Which Is Already

Occurring Through Market Forces — Would Threaten Small Community
Service and Worsen Congestion.

The third stated goal of DOT’s proposed rates and charges revamp is to promote
the use of larger aircraft through “upgauging”. Like the effort to force re-timing or to
prompt use of secondary airports, this upgauging goal ignores the real world - in
particular, the fact that only smaller aircraft — typically, regional jets — can economically
connect many smaller markets to large, congested hubs. Serving smaller communities

18
As aresult,

with larger mainline aircraft is simply not an economically viable option.
forcing carriers to fly larger aircraft (e.g., in order to retain their ability to operate at

congested airports) could actually exacerbate congestion, since basic economics dictates

that larger aircraft will be flown only to larger market destinations — precisely those

markets whose airports are most likely to already be congested.

In any event, market forces and technological innovation are already resulting in
upgauging of regional aircraft, without the need for congestion-related pricing or penalty
fee “incentives”. In just the last two decades, the average size of these aircraft in U.S.

carrier fleets has grown dramatically, as the industry evolved from the original 19-seat

17 US Airways serves many regional airports, including nearly all of the reliever airports in major
metropolitan areas, but these services, and the aircraft used, reflect the demand at the particular airport, not
the overall demand of the larger metropolitan area which includes these airpotts.

18 I addition, many small community airports cannot accommodate larger mainline aircraft.
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commuters of the 1970s, to the 37-seat regional aircraft that predominated in the 1980s,
to the 50-seat jets that were the 1990s state-of-the-art, when technology enabled turbofan
engines on smaller aircraft.

Today, in response to customer demand and cost-efficiency goals, 50-seat aircraft
are giving way to 70-90+ seat aircraft.'”® According to FAA’s forecast last year, “All of
the growth in regional jets over the forecast period [2007-2020] occurs in the larger 70
and 90 seat aircraft.” (FAA 2007 Forecast, p. 39.) Indeed, FAA projects that more than
1000 of the smallest regional aircraft (50 seats or less) will be removed from the nation’s
fleets by 2025. (FAA 2008 Forecast, p.39.) The effect of these shifts in aircraft size has
been pronounced: Average seats per aircraft for U.S. regional carriers grew more than

30% since 2000. (See FAA Forecast 2008, Table 23.)

C. The Department’s Proposal To Allow Airports To Include Charges For
Unfinished Airport Expansion Is Unnecessary.

In addition to proposing a “two-part landing fee,” the NPRM also proposes to
allow congested airports to front-load a portion of the costs of airport projects under
construction but not yet completed. Regulation in this area, however, is unnecessary
because airports and airlines can simply agree to such a proposal today, where it is
mutually beneficial. The Department’s proposal merely inserts the hand of the DOT
regulator into the on-going discussions between airports and airlines regarding airport
(re)development proposals. Such intrusion is unnecessary and risks unfairly tilting the

negotiating positions of the parties.

'8 US Airways was the U.S. launch customer for the Embraer 170. US Airways and/or its Express partners
also operate Embraer 175/190 aircraft, as well as CRJ-700 and CRJ-900 series aircraft, all of which have
between 70 and 100 seats.
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D. Conclusion

The Department’s proposal to address the serious problem of congestion through
major revision of its longstanding rates and charges policy raises a series of important
and unanswered questions. Aside from the lack of justification for the pronounced policy
shift, the proposal reflects little understanding of the complex realities of network airline
operations and the potential impact of proposed congestion-related fees on carriers and
passengers. Furthermore, there is no basis to believe that the congestion-related fees that
form the core of the proposal can actually be effective.

Given the myriad deficiencies of the proposal, and for the reasons stated
elsewhere in these comments and those of the Air Transport Association, US Airways
respectfully urges the Department to reconsider and revise or withdraw its Proposal

Regarding Airport Rates and Charges.

Respectfully submitted,
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Howard Kass
Managing Director and
Associate General Counsel

Benjamin T. Slocum
Director and Assistant General Counsel
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