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OBJECTION OF REGIONAL AVIATION PARTNERS OF ORDER TO SHOW CAUSE

Regional Aviation Partners objects to the Department of Transportation Order to Show Cause 2002-7-7 regarding Essential Air Service program elimination in Gallup, NM and in support thereof states as follows: 

I.  BACKGROUND

Regional Aviation Partners (RAP) was formed exclusively to represent the interests of regional airlines, airports and small communities, as an independent voice to protect, promote and support regional aviation and the businesses, they serve, who rely on rural, small community air service.  Our membership includes representatives from regional air carriers, aircraft manufacturers, airports, state governments and business organizations.  RAP represents members in twenty-six states and internationally, who have significant business interests in the United States, employing hundreds of U.S. citizens.
  
The combined population of the communities we represent is more than 13 million people, all of whom depend on reliable air service as an integral part of their continued economic success and viability.


Since our formation in April 2001, Regional Aviation Partners has aggressively supported the continuation and expansion of the Essential Air Service program, in keeping with the provisions of the Airline Deregulation Act of 1978.
  

II.  ESSENTIAL AIR SERVICE AT GALLUP, NM

A.
PROCEDURAL HISTORY 

On July 2, 2001, Gallup, New Mexico was served with Order to Show Cause, Order 2002-7-7, eliminating the community from the EAS program.  The DOT based its’ decision to terminate the subsidy on (1) the subsidy rate exceeded $200.00 per passenger and (2) the distance to the nearest medium hub at Albuquerque, NM was less than 210 miles.  
In November 1998, Mesa Airlines Inc. filed a 90 day notice to terminate service at Gallup, NM.  The DOT exercised its “hold-in authority” as it solicited proposals from other carriers to provide service to Gallup.  Following the request for proposals, the DOT issued several Orders Extending Service Obligations for Mesa Airlines extending through July 2000.  On November 28, 2001, the DOT again, extended Mesa Airline's Essential Air Service subsidy to Gallup, NM until further action.

On July 2, 2002, the DOT issued Order to Show Cause 2002-7-7, to eliminate service at Gallup, concluding that based on all bids submitted, the subsidy rate would exceed the $200 per passenger maximum.  

B.  
ESSENTIAL AIR SERVICE PROGRAM

The critical question is (1) what did Congress intend when it created the Essential Air Service Program and (2) whether or the DOT is carrying out what Congress intended within the letter and spirit of the legislation.
 “When Congress passed the Airline Deregulation Act on October 24, 1978, they simply said that any community receiving scheduled air service from a certificated carrier on that date was an eligible EAS community, and they instructed the regulatory agency (then the Civil Aeronautics Board, later the Department of Transportation) to establish procedures to determine when and how to invoke the law’s provisions on behalf of individual communities.  Over the years the Congress and the Department have worked to streamline the EAS program and increase its efficiency, mostly by eliminating service guarantees and subsidy support for communities that are within a reasonable drive of a major hub airport.

Currently, communities are not eligible to receive subsidized air service if they are within 70 driving miles of an FAA-designated Large or Medium Hub airport, or if their subsidy per passenger exceeded $200 (there is an exception from the $200.00 standard for communities that more than 210 miles from the nearest Medium or Large Hub).

The Essential Air Service (EAS) program was put into place to guarantee that small communities that were served by certificated air carriers before deregulation maintain a minimal level of scheduled air service.  The Department’s mandate is to provide the EAS communities with access to the national air transportation system.  As a general matter, this is accomplished by subsidizing two to four round trips a day with 19-seat aircraft to a major hub airport”.
  Most notably, the DOT has embarked on a pattern of community eliminations, using a very narrow and strict interpretation of the rules that we find most disturbing.  The City of Gallup is only the latest victim in what appears to be a wholesale abandonment of any efforts to maintain minimal levels of scheduled air service in small and rural communities. 

III.  ARGUMENT

 A.
SUBSIDY PER PASSENGER


The DOT determined that the bids received from all parties would exceed the $200/passenger cap.  The DOT administers the EAS program by applying the criteria set forth in P.L. 106-69.  Although the standards of community eligibility are clearly defined in P.L. 106-69, the DOT applied critical elements of the law using discretionary judgment, which the evidence clearly demonstrates is a flawed process. 


The DOT argues that the subsidy rate for Gallup, New Mexico is based on the incumbent carrier’s projection of 3,756 passengers, while the airline only carried 2,382 passengers for the year 2000, resulting in an actual subsidy of $290.00 per passenger.  The DOT further argues that based on the 1,681 total passengers using the Gallup – Albuquerque, NM service in 2001, the subsidy amounts to $411.00 per passenger.


The DOT fails to recognize several significant events which adversely impacted the passenger enplanement numbers and subsidy rates at Gallup.

1.
 SCHEDULE CHANGES/FARE INCREASES/CODE SHARING


First, when the incumbent carrier began providing Gallup service, they initially flew to the Phoenix, AZ hub.  During that period, passenger boarding totals were almost 6,000 passengers annually during 1996.  By 1997, although enplanements decreased, more than 5000 passengers still enplaned at Gallup, more than enough to keep the subsidy level within the statutory limits.


Gallup enplanements remained viable until the incumbent carrier entered into a code share agreement with a major carrier and that carrier increased fares, changed schedules and moved the hub from Phoenix to Albuquerque.  These changes clearly impacted the enplanements in this community.  As noted in the DOT order, the community is “overwhelmingly” in favor of using the PHX hub rather than ABQ, a fact that should be given deference by the DOT.  Rather than paying attention to community and business leaders who utilize these services, the DOT chose to focus on what it characterized as “suspect data” and “misreporting” of passenger numbers as justification for terminating the subsidy at Gallup.  This is an inaccurate premise to base such an important decision.

2. REGULATORY CHANGES RESULTED IN INCREASED 

OPERATING COSTS


Second, the DOT graph as depicted in the Order to Show Cause reflects the enplanement numbers at Gallup began to fall during 1997.  The DOT fails to mention that the FAA began enforcement of FAR Part 121 rules on 10-19 airliners in 1997, increasing operating costs by as much as .25 cents per seat mile on some carriers.  This effect of this rule change was a significant factor in fare increases and ultimately would prove to be the most damaging factor associated with increased subsidy rates on 19-seat airliners, the same airplane the DOT designated as “the norm” for providing essential air service to rural communities in its official correspondence.  The DOT also fails to mention their “projections” of more than $200 million was to be borne solely on the back of this one single airplane, which was woefully inaccurate.  Additional information on the 19-seat dilemma will be discussed later in this report.

3. ERRONEOUS CALCULATION AND ANALYSIS OF 

ENPLANEMENT DATA

Lastly, while the DOT spends an inordinate amount time discussing “misreported” numbers by the incumbent carrier, they alternatively fail to discuss the fact that there is no incentive for a carrier to misreport enplanement numbers.  Inaccurate enplanement numbers could result in the carrier paying higher fees to local airport authorities.  Moreover, inaccurate numbers on the high side could lessen the amount of subsidy paid to the carrier.  The DOT relies on numbers they classify as “misreported” rather than evaluating the impact on the community and looking for ways to provide a subsidy rather than eliminating another community from the EAS program.  

B.
DOT CONSIDERATIONS FOR PROVIDING SUBSIDIZED SERVICE

Congress enumerated several considerations for determining the circumstances under 

which the Secretary shall consider, among other factors.  They are: (A)  the demonstrated reliability of the applicant in providing scheduled air service; (B) the contractual and marketing arrangements the applicant has made with a larger carrier to ensure service beyond the hub airport; (C) the interline arrangements that the applicant has made with a larger carrier to allow passengers and cargo of the applicant at the hub airport to be transported by the larger carrier through one reservation, ticket, and baggage check-in; (D) the preferences of the actual and potential users of the air transportation at the eligible place, giving substantial weight to the views of the elected officials representing the users; and  . . .


It is not clear in the language of this Order To Show Cause that the Department has exercised its best efforts and judgment to administer Congress’ mandate in administering the EAS program to the benefit of those communities who were affected by the Airline Deregulation Act of 1978 (ADA).  RAP has expectations that the DOT can be more creative and look for ways to provide a subsidy to an isolated community that is very much in need.  


There are several solutions that the DOT has not considered that would allow small communities to maintain air service.  For example, if a carrier requires more than the $200 subsidy to provide air service to a community, rather than eliminating a community altogether from EAS, the DOT could still decide to provide the maximum amount of subsidy ($200).  

The community could then decide whether or not they can support air service either through additional subsidization provided by the community or by passengers paying higher airfares.  This gives the community more leverage and control to decide whether or not they can support air service.  This is a much better solution on behalf of the needs of small communities than the all or nothing approach that is currently in place.

The erroneous application of the criteria used by the DOT in the Gallup, NM Order to Show Cause demonstrates the fallacious nature of their rationale.  The sole purpose of the EAS program was to guarantee that small communities that were served by certificated air carriers before deregulation maintain a minimal level of scheduled air service.  Understandably, there are budget restraints on all government programs.  However, the arbitrary criterion that has been established, and applied inconsistently, is not a satisfactory method for the DOT to stay within their budget and still maintain the original integrity of the program.  The DOT must look to other factors in deciding whether or not they will eliminate a community from the EAS program so that small communities will not needlessly suffer the loss of their economic potential. Other factors the DOT should consider include, but are not limited to, the detrimental impact on the community, the remoteness of the community, the hub that best suits the needs of the community, the number of flights per day, and the timing of the flights.

C.
ALASKA SUBSIDIES


Congress, through the DOT, chose to make special allowances in program eligibility criteria for remote locations in the state of Alaska.  RAP has argued previously and agrees with the special allowances for the state of Alaska; however, that same rationale should be applicable in other states as well.  Gallup, NM is certainly an excellent example of how this should work.

For example, the city of Wrangell, Alaska, is located only 89 miles from the hub at Ketchikan and 155 miles from the hub at Juneau
, and yet, Wrangell receives the maximum EAS subsidy rate in Alaska.
   Similarly, the city of Petersburg, Alaska, is located 120 miles away from the nearest hubs at Juneau and Ketchikan
 and enjoys the maximum EAS subsidy rate.
  Although Alaskan communities are not subject to the criteria set forth in P.L. 106-69, there can be no better example in support of RAP’s argument that “distance” alone should not be the deciding factor in determining which communities will lose subsidies.  Instead, the DOT should consider additional elements, including but not limited to the inaccessibility or remoteness of the community. If the DOT considers these factors when calculating EAS subsidy in Alaska, they should use similar rationale when evaluating eligibility requirements for communities in the lower 48.   

D.
ECONOMIC IMPACT ON THE COMMUNITY

Gallup is a growing community of more than 20,000 people, who depend on reliable air service to the Phoenix, AZ hub.  By supplying direct service to Phoenix, residents and businesses in Gallup have a direct connection to the hub best suited to serve the interests of their community.  

Gallup is the largest Native American trading center in the Southwest.  According to the Gallup Chamber of Commerce, "an estimated 75 percent of the world's Native American arts, crafts, and silver jewelry are traded in Gallup, which owes much of its cultural and economic vitality to its positions at the crossroads of three cultures- Anglo, Hispanic, and Native American.  The diversity of Gallup's cultural attractions draws thousands of American and foreign visitors annually."  

In addition, Gallup is the ceremonial capital of Native America.  More than 210,000 people occupy the 17.5 million acres that composes the Navajo Nation and covers parts of Arizona, Southern Utah, and New Mexico north and west of Gallup.  Gallup is the major trading outlet for the Navajo Nation.  People travel from all over the world to purchase the Native American arts, crafts, and jewelry.

 The city is also the tour hub for the popular Four Corners Region, and it is the mercantile, transportation, and banking center for the entire area.  The city is an economic lifeline for the more than 200,000 people in the surrounding Four Corners communities and pueblos and is home to 42 hotels/motels, 94 restaurants, and 110 trading posts, shops, and galleries.

Business leaders, residents, and the Native American communities have expressed their continued need for small community air service.    EAS subsidies to Gallup are crucial to the economic viability of this community. Without it, the economic health of this community will be significantly impaired.  
E.
INCREASE OF SUBSIDY RATES AT GALLUP WAS A PREDICTABLE EVENT

The FAA accelerated the financial demise of 19-seat operators through regulatory changes requiring 10-19 seat airliners to meet the same stringent safety requirements of FAR Part 121 instead of FAR Part 135.  

The FAA projected the cost of this regulatory change to be $275 million over 10 years.
  Of that amount, $206.6 million dollars was projected to negatively impact 10-19 seat airliners.
  This single change more than doubled the seat mile cost to operate a 10-19 seat airliners, making it virtually impossible for any 19-seat operator carrier to operate profitably in Gallup and other small markets without a subsidy!  In spite of the good intentions of the FAA under their “One level of Safety” rule the change from FAR Part 135 to FAR Part 121 has not demonstrated a positive impact in the area of safety for aircraft in the 10-19 seat category since the rule became enforceable in 1997.  

Moreover, the FAA substantially miscalculated the costs projected for 10-19 seat operators.  This is an important observation because the DOT’s Final Order states that:

. . .To rely on carriers’ passenger forecasts to determine communities’ eligibility would be to abrogate our statutory obligations and turn over to the carriers the authority to determine which communities would remain in the program and which would be eliminated.  . . .

Even though the DOT claims they do not rely on “forecasting,” as a reliable means to determine costs, that is precisely what they did when they assessed the impact of the rule change.  The result of their forecast on the impact on 10-19 seat operators has devastated the former FAR Part 135 operators and added significant expense to the operating costs, which have trickled down to affect the overall costs of the EAS budget that was inadequate prior to September 11th .  The essence of this observation is to demonstrate that the DOT/FAA played a significant role in the increase of subsidy rates that now plague the financial integrity of the EAS program.
  

F.  
ALTERNATIVE MODES OF TRANSPORTATION

The loss of scheduled air service to Gallup would force its residents to travel approximately 139 miles one-way, by automobile, to access the nearest medium hub at Albuquerque, NM, a 2.5 hour drive from Gallup on remote highways.  This fact is alarming in that 95 percent of transportation fatalities and an even higher percentage of injuries occur in automobiles on the nation’s roadways.
  

G.
SUMMARY


In summation, RAP argues that the DOT has not completed a thorough analysis of the “enplanement projections” by the carrier, or the community.  It is clear that if a thorough analysis had taken place, compensating for other factors not mentioned in the Order to Show Cause, the DOT could not have reasonably reached this same result to eliminate the EAS subsidy at Gallup, NM.  There are clearly other alternatives that should have been evaluated more closely with the community and the interested carriers.  RAP requests that the DOT take a “proactive” approach toward continuing the subsidy at Gallup and reexamine both the numbers and the rationale used to make their determination to eliminate subsidized service at Gallup, NM.

V.  RELIEF SOUGHT

Regional Aviation Partners asks that the DOT reconsider the facts and examine its own rationale to correct this inequitable application of the rule before there is further economic damage to this community.   Summarily, we request the following:

1. We ask that the DOT reverse the decision to terminate the subsidy eligibility of Gallup, New Mexico in its’ Order to Show Cause Order 2002-7-7.  Alternatively, we ask that the DOT Stay a Final Order and reexamine all elements associated with the decision, seeking input from the carrier and the community before rendering a final decision to terminate the subsidy at  Gallup, NM.

2. We ask that the DOT select a carrier to provide service that best meets the needs of the Gallup community to the PHX hub in accordance with the guidelines set forth in 49 USCA 41733(c)(1).

3. We ask the DOT to allow the carriers bidding on this community to clearly demonstrate the soundness of their proposal rather than relying on historical and questionable data as characterized by the DOT developed “prior” to September 11th.

Submitted:  July 26, 2002
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_______________________

Maurice A. Parker,






Melissa M. Hornberg,

Executive Director






Legal Assistant 

Regional Aviation Partners





Regional Aviation Partners

CC:
The Honorable Senator Jeff Bingaman (D-NM)
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Mayor, City of Gallup


Office of the Mayor


Gallup, NM  87301


EXHIBIT A.

ACTIVE MEMBER LIST:
05/08/02

1. AIMS of America Inc., Florida 

2. Air Midwest, Wichita, Kansas

3. Alamogordo-White Sands Regional Airport, New Mexico

4. Bombardier Aerospace Regional Aircraft, Montreal, Canada

5. Bradford Regional Airport, Pennsylvania 

6. Cape Air/Nantucket Airlines, Hyannis, Massachusetts

7. CCAir, Charlotte, North Carolina

8. Cheyenne Airport, Wyoming

9. City of Naples Airport Authority, Florida

10. City of Ponce, Puerto Rico

11. City of Yuma, Arizona (Office of the Mayor)

12. Clearfield-Jefferson County Airport Authority, Pennsylvania

13. Department of Aviation, Virginia

14. Diversified Business Enterprises, Wisconsin

15. Dubuque Regional Airport, Iowa

16. Durango Mountain Resort/Destination Durango, Colorado

17. Durango Pro Focus, Texas 

18. Elite Services Group, California

19. Fly Cheyenne, Inc., Wyoming

20. Garden City Regional Airport, Kansas

21. Grand Junction Area Chamber of Commerce, Colorado

22. Great Lakes Aviation, Cheyenne, Wyoming

23. Greater Augusta Regional Chamber of Commerce, Virginia

24. Hartfield Coalition, Inc. West Virginia

25. Heli-USA Airways, Nevada

26. Hobbs Chamber of Commerce, New Mexico

27. Hot Springs Municipal Airport, Arkansas

28. Independent Airport Consultants International, Mesa, Arizona

29. International Airline Support Group, Atlanta, Georgia

30. Jackson-Madison County Airport Authority, Tennessee

31. Kachina Technical Services and Processes, Inc., Arizona

32. Kingman Airport Authority, Inc., Arizona

33. Lancaster Airport Authority, Pennsylvania

34. Lea County Regional Airport, New Mexico

35. Lebanon Municipal Airport, New Hampshire

36. Lynchburg Regional Airport, Virginia

37. Manhattan Area Chamber of Commerce, Kansas

38. Manhattan Kansas Regional Airport

39. Mesa Airlines, Phoenix, Arizona

40. Metropolitan Topeka Airport, Kansas

41. Nebraska Department of Aviation, Nebraska

42. North-South Airways, Atlanta, Georgia

43. Owensboro-Daviess County Airport, Kentucky

44. Page Municipal Airport, Arizona

45. Pagosa Management Corporation, Lubbock, Texas

46. The Perry Company, LLC, Utah

47. Pierre Regional Airport, South Dakota

48. Pueblo Memorial Airport, Colorado

49. Raytheon Aircraft, Wichita, Kansas

50. Revenue Technology Services Corporations (RTS), Dallas, Texas

51. Rio Grande Air, New Mexico

52. Salina Airport Authority, Kansas

53. Shenandoah Valley Regional Airport, Staunton, Virginia

54. Show Low Municipal Airport, AZ

55. Standard Aero, Winnipeg, Canada 

56. Venango County Airport, Oil City/Franklin, Pennsylvania

57. Venango County Commissioners, Oil City/Franklin, Pennsylvania

58. Walker Field Airport Authority, Grand Junction, Colorado

59. Watertown International Airport, New York

60. Youngstown-Warren Regional Airport, Ohio

61. Yuma Chamber of Commerce, Arizona

U.S. Territory:


1.
Puerto Rico

City of Ponce Puerto Rico (Port of Ponce Industrial & Commercial Devo), Ponce

Canada:

1.
Quebec

Bombardier Aeropsace Regional Aircraft

2.
Manitoba

Standard Aero, Winnipeg

U.S. States:

1.
Arizona


Mesa Air, Inc., Phoenix


Kingman Airport Authority, Inc., Kingman


Page Municipal Airport, Page


Show Low Municipal Airport, Show Low


Independent Airport Consultants International, Mesa Air, Inc.


Yuma Chamber of Commerce, Yuma


Marilyn Young, Mayor, City of Yuma


Kachina Technical Services and Processes, Inc., Phoenix


Melanie Grinstead-Hanak, Mayor, Lake Havasu City

2.
Arkansas

Hot Springs Municipal Airport, Hot Springs

3.
California


Elite Services Group, Walnut Creek

4.
Colorado


Pueblo Memorial Airport, Pueblo


Walker Field Airport Authority, Grand Junction


Grand Junction Area Chamber of Commerce, Grand Junction


Durango Mountain Resort/Destination Durango, Durango

5.
Florida

AIMS of America Inc.

City of Naples Airport Authority, Naples

6.
Georgia


North-South Airways, Inc., Atlanta


International Airline Support Group, Atlanta

7.
Iowa

Dubuque Regional Airport, Dubuque

8.
Kansas

Air Midwest, Wichita


Raytheon Systems, Wichita


Salina Airport Authority, Salina


Garden City Regional Airport, Garden City


Metropolitan Topeka Airport, Topeka


Manhattan (KS) Area Chamber of Commerce, Manhattan


Manhattan Regional Airport, Manhattan

9.
Kentucky


Owensboro-Daviess County Airport, Owensboro


10.
Massachusetts
Cape Air Nantucket Airlines, Hyannis
11.
Nebraska


Nebraska Department of Aeronautics, Lincoln

12.
Nevada 


Heli USA Airways, Las Vegas

13.
New Hampshire

Lebanon Municipal Airport, West Lebanon

14.
New Mexico

Alamogordo-White Sands Regional Airport, Alamogordo 


Hobbs Chamber of Commerce, Hobbs


Lea County Regional Airport, Hobbs


Rio Grande Air, El Prado

15.
New York


Watertown International Airport, Watertown

16.
North Carolina

CCAir, Charlotte

17.
Ohio

Youngstown-Warren Regional Airport/Western Reserve Port Authority, Vienna

18.
Pennsylvania


Bradford Regional Airport, Lewis Run

Clearfield-Jefferson County Airport Authority, Falls Creek


Lancaster Airport Authority, Lancaster


Venago County Airport, Franklin


Venango County Commissioners, Franklin

19.
South Dakota
Pierre Regional Airport, Pierre

20.
Tennessee


Jackson-Madison County Airport Authority, Jackson

21.
Texas

Durango Pro Focus, Midland

Pagosa Management Corporation, Lubbock


Revenue Technology Services Corporation, Irving

22.
Utah

The Perry Company, LLC, Park City

23.
Virginia


Lynchburg Regional Airport, Lynchburg


Shenandoah Valley Regional Airport, Weyers Cave


Greater Augusta Regional Chamber of Commerce, Fisherville


Virginia Department of Aviation, Richmond

24.
West Virginia


Hart Field Coalition, Inc., Morgantown

25.
Wisconsin

Diversified Business Enterprises, Milwaukee

26.
Wyoming


Great Lakes Aviation, Cheyenne


Cheyenne Airport, Cheyenne


Fly Cheyenne, In

Houston Office										Phoenix Office


P.O. Box 924826									410 No. 44th St., Suite 700


Houston, TX  77092									           Phoenix, AZ  85008


� HYPERLINK "mailto:rap.exdir@mindspring.com" �rap.exdir@mindspring.com�								                  (602) 685-4112








Maurice A. Parker


Executive Director








�  A current member list is attached as part of this petition.  Attached as “Exhibit A”


� .  P.L. 95-504; 49 U.S.C. Subchapter II


� Source: Office of the Assistant Secretary for Aviation and International Affairs.


� 49 USCA §41733(C)(1)


� .  � HYPERLINK "http://www.dced.state.ak.us" ��http://www.dced.state.ak.us�: Select “Wrangell” 


� .  � HYPERLINK "http://ostpxweb.dot.gov/aviation/rural" ��http://ostpxweb.dot.gov/aviation/rural� “Alaska Subsidized Essential Air Service Report – January 1, 2002”.


� .  � HYPERLINK "http://www.dced.state.ak.us" ��http://www.dced.state.ak.us�: Select “Petersburg” 


� .  Supra, n.15.


�   60 FR 16230/16266


� . 60 FR 16230/16266: The FAA projected the total estimated costs of the transition from FAR Part 135 to FAR Part 121 for 10-19 seat operators as $206.6 million:  


Area                10-19 seats    20-30 seats   Total cost  Present value �-------------------------------------------------------------------------- �Operations ...........  $141.8 .......  $58.5 .....  $200.3 ......  $141.2 �Maintenance .............. 0.1 .......... 0.0 ......... 0.1 .......... 0.1 �Cabin Safety ............ 11.7 .......... 8.8 ........ 20.5 ......... 15.2 �Part 119 ................. 1.6 .......... 0.4 ......... 2.0 .......... 1.7 �Certification ........... 51.4 .......... 0.7 ........ 52.1 ......... 41.0 �Total .................206.6 .........68.4 ......275.0 .......199.2 �


� .   The EAS budget is not in jeopardy for FY2002.  Further, the President’s FY2003 budget again asks for $113 million in funding, enough to support Gallup, New Mexico and all other communities currently being subsidized under the program.  Thus, there is no budgetary shortage that would require the DOT to eliminate Gallup for either budgetary or statutory reasons.


� .  Bureau of Transportation Statistics, 2001 Pocket Guide to Transportation, (2000)
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