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Committee on Finance

HOUSE FINANCE COMMITTEE
Letter of Intent

HB

This appropriation is necessitated by recent, rapid and
unprecedented increases in the rate of interest charged for
municipal bonds. This increase has been caused by federal
monetary policy designed to shrink the national debt market.

As a result or this policy, the Bond Buyer Index, which shows
the average rate charged for municipal bonds on a weekly basis,
has increased from 7.71 per cent on February 14 to 8.94 per cenh
on March 6.

This 1increase has rendered seven A)aska municipalities
(Anchorage, Sitka, the BristoJ Bay Borough, the Kenai Peninsula
Borough, Seward, the Ketchikan Gateway Borough and the Kodiak
Island Borough) 1incapable of issuing bonds for projects slated
to begin this construction season.

These municipalities are legally barred from issuing these
bonds because their bond authorizations have Mcaps"™ —-— voter
approved limits on the rate of interest they can pay on thoir
bonds. In all cases, these ™"caps"™ are 8 per cent or below. At
the time 1in late February that three of these municipalities
(Anchorage, Sitka and the Bristol Bay Borough) attempted to
issue bonds, they received no bids acceptable under their "caps".
Given current market conditions, it is a virtual certainty that

the other four municipalities will likewise receive no acceptable
bids.

IT it weren ™ for the necessity of capturing this construc—
tion season, the affected municipalities could raise their "caps"”
through the election process. But, so that the projects could
go to bid and help stimulate the state"s sagging economy, the
committee decided not to wait for these nunicipalities to go
through that process.

Legal constraints prevented the committee from making this
appropriation in the form of a loan to the affected municipalities.
Had this been possible, the consensus of the committee was that
it would be done.
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CHAIRMAN; 601 WEST FIFTH AVENUE

NORMANJ LEVESQUE SUITE 325
ANCHORAGE. ALASKA 99501
BOARD MEMBERS: (907) 274-7366
THOMAS K WILLIAMS
LEE MCANERNEY EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR:

LANCE ANOERSON

CARROLL FADER OAVIO A ROSE

ALASKA MUNICIPAL BOND BANK AUTHORITY

March r., 1980

Senator hob Mulcahy

Senate Strte Affairs Committee
Pouch V

luneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Senator Mulcahy:

The Board of Directors has asked me to request that you and the
Committee calendar debate and action on HB 950 as soon as possible.

This Bill will assist the cities of Anchorage, Kodiak, Ketchikan,
Seward, Sitka, Bristol Bay Borough, and the Kenai Peninsula Borough
in the marketing of bonds. These seven municipalities all have bond
sales scheduled in order to secure funds for use during the sum-
mer construction season.

As you know the bond market is in major disarray and interest costs
are mcreasmg on a daily basis. Some of these cities cannot sell
bonds above the &% Interest level (Anchorage and Sitka), another
(Seward) cannot sell above the 7j% level. The others do not have
voter mandated restrictions. Wien HB 950 becomes oppcrative It will
sorve to provide a subsidy bet.een the market rate of bonds and the
mandated cap. For those cities that do not have caps, an &% cap will
be assumed for equity purposes.

If you or the Committee have any questions please do not hesitate to
contact me. Please exPedHe action as much as possible as certain
bond sales are scheduled for March 25th on the assumption that the
Eii“ will pass both State Affairs and Finance in the form it left the
ouse.

Sincerely, }

David A. Rose
Executive Director



CHAfRWAN 601 WEST FIFTH AVENUE
* NORMAN J LEVESQUE SUITE 325
ANCHORAGE. AL ASK&99501
BOARD MEMBERS (907) 274-7.1
THOMAS K WILLIAMS
LEE MCANERNE* EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
LANCE ANDERS'JN DAVID A ROSE

CARROLL FADER

ALASKA MUNICIPAL BOND BANK AUTHORITY

FACTS:

Federal monetary policy directed at contraction of the national money
supply has had an adverse effect on the bond market.

The 20 Bond Index, the national standard which indicates the interest
rate level of bonds purchased, 1is presently 8.46. This 1is the highest
level in the history of the country.

Al.iska credits are rated by national bond rating services (Moody"r
and Standard & Poor"s) at "A" or below. Many municipalities are un-—
rated. With these ratings interest rates will approximate the 20
Bond Index or will exceed it.

ftost Alaskan municipalities, as part of the voter approval process, set
a limit on the interest rates thev are willing to pay on bonds 1issued.
Some cities set a "capper™ of 7 1/2 percent while sone others have a
"capper”™ of 8.0 percent.

PROBLEM :

Alaskan cities cannot issue their debt because the current market price
of bonds exceeds the "capper™ limit3.

The Alaskan summer construction season depends on raising funds now.
Without sufficient ™. Is, we will lo.se the season.

Communities affected TODAY:

Anchorage 19.0 mm
Sitka 5.6 mm
Bristol Bay Borough 4.0 mm
TOTAL: 2B.6 mm

Communities affected in APRILt

Kenai Peninsula Borough 6.7 mm
Coward 1.7mm
Ketchikan Gateway Borough -4mm
Kodiak Island Borough 10-28 mm
TOTAL: IB.8mm

TOTAL KNOWN BOND ISSUES: 47.4 mm



ASSUMPT' ON:

The State wishes to assist its municipalities and avoid loss of the
Statewide construction season as it pertains to locally funded cap—

ital projects.

ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS:

1. Fund all projects directly out of the General Fund as grants.
(Cost: $47,400,000).

2. State purchase of bonds issued by the Bond Bank or a municipality
at the 7 1/2 - 8 percent level. Hold the bonds in the State portfolio
for resale when the market improves. (Cost: $47,400,000).

3. Direct the Bond Bank to sell its bonds at market and have the

Bond Bank purchase municipal debt at the 7 1/2 - 8 percent level.
Appropriate the differential to the Bond Bank along with necessary
reserve Tfunds to leverage the unexpected increase in bonds sold this

fiscal yes... (Cost: $6,000,000).-

DISCUSSION:

1. Alternate i is rejected as too costly to the State. Municipalities
have the debt capacity and their citizens have indicated a willingness to
bear the debt burden.

2. Alternate 2 is rejected as a poor investment of State funds. Emer—
gency subsidy can be provided without either temporary or long-term use
of $47,400,000.

3. Alternate 3 is preferred as it uses the least amount of State funds
and fully solves the problem. The Bond Bank would utilize approximately
$2,765,000 to increase its leveraging reserves to handle the unanticipated
increase in bond sale volume. Approximately $3,235,000 would be utilized
to provide tho full subsidy required for the life of the bonds.

4. Funds not utilized for subsidy (dependent on market improvement)
would be available to use as leveraging reserves in FY 81.

5. Municipal Bonds would be purchased at the "capper"™ rate previously
approved by municipal voters 1in each respective political subdivision.

In cases where a '"capper" has not been prescribed, the 8 percent figure
will be used.

6. Action in this matter, in a timely manner, 1is essential as the
inability to raise funds for construction will delay projects and re—
sult in futther inflated costs. The sagging construction industry
cannot afford a further decline in activity. While bonded costs are
$47,400,000, total construction 1is much higher as other State and
Federal funds are being used - contingent on the availability of
local funds.



“RECOMMENDATION :

1. That the sum of $6,000,000 be added to the Bond Bank Statutory
Reserve Fund through supplemental appropriation.

2. That the Bond Bank sell its bonds at prevailing market rates.
That proceeds be used to purchase municipal bonds in the approximate
amount of $47,400,000;and the above appropriation be utilized for
leverage reserves and subsidy.

3. That the sale of bonds on behalf of Anchorage, Bristol Bay
Borough and Sitka, take place on or about March 12, 1980, dependent
upon date of passage of supplemental funding. Sale of bonds on behalf
of the other cities will take place in late April as presently sch—
eduled or at another date as specified by the cities involved.

L "Cr-T<L
Z/1 (./tic






ALASKA MUNICIPAL BOND BANK
NOTICE OF MEETING

TIME: 9:00 A.M. Alaska Standard Time
DATE: Tuesda%, February 25, 1980
PLACE: Bond Bank Offices
601 West 5th Avenue, Suite 325
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

PURPOSE: Approval of a General Bond Reso-
lution-Special Issue

Approval of a Series Resolution
prowdmg for the issuance of
$10,080,000 Alaska Municipal
Bond Bank, General Obligation
Bonds, 1980 First SReC[aI Issue
(Bristol Bay Borougn-City and
Borough of Sitka).

Consideration of amended loan
agreements for the Sitka and
Bristol Bay Boroughs.

Consideration of Underwriting
Agreement, Contract of Purchase,
a?proval and release of Official
Statement.

Consideration of a resolution aut-
horizing pregaratmn, execution, and
delivery of bonds.

Consideration of a Resolution appoin-
ting paying agents.

Actions regarding loans to Kenai Penin-
sula Borough (6.7 million) and City of
Seward (1.7 million).

Approval of loan application from Ket-
chikan Gateway Borough. ( $400,000 )

Other general business of the Authority

Note: Certain items on the agenda will be
considered dependent upon passage of Tegi-
slation pertaining to State subsidization

of local government debt interest costs.

If legislation has not been passed, the
meeting may stand in recess pending enactment.
The recessed meeting nay be reconvened with-
out further public notice. Those persons pre-
sent at this meeting will be given notice of
the time and place of the reconvening of the
meeting.

fal David A. Rose
Executive Director



February 25, 1980

What municipal bond market? _.._.......... Just when we thought things couldn®"t get worse, the
bottom fell out. The Bond Buyer®s Municipal Bond Index went off the scale with an unprece—
dented jump of 71 basis points In one week, to stand at 8.46%.

The chaotic money market situation is a result of the failure of the Carter Administration to
recognize the problem, let alone the solutions. The current annualized inflation rate of 20%
is a result of continuing federal deficits and the very rapid rise in petroleum prices. These
problems aren"t going to be solved by high interest rates; in fact, the record high interes
rates of today are in themselves inflationary.

Unless the government takes immediate, decisive action to come to grips with the problem, it
will get worse before it gets better. High interest rates may be with us through the balance
of this year, and as long as inflation continues at the present rate, we will simply have to
get used to tax-exempt bond rates at current high levels. Expect to see tax-exempt revenue
bond interest rates in excess of 10%. Buyers will be interested mostly in higher quality bonds
and in staying with shorter term maturities. It may be difficult or impossible to find a
market for some of the lesser quality issues that only a few months ago would have been well
received by the market.

It is a time for careful planning of capital improvement financing.

BOND BUYER'S INDEX OF MUNICIPAL INTEREST RATES

TIT

WEEKLY BASIS

An Informational Bullatm o« our MUNICIPAL FINANCE DEPARTMENT ~  R. 0. Yeaning, Senior Vca Praiident
epan of our full range of municipal financing tarvicn. Municipal Finance Department

calt 1% U U N F[Lum« INTIT M [h[M| At VaiCiUlkd« (3]



John Nuveen & Co. Incorporated 127 North Franklin Street. Suite 222. Juneau. Alaska 99801

March 13 1980
nator Ropert Mulcah
éﬁalaman tate Aﬁal?/s
Aa% a State Leg|sature
Juneau Alaska 99801
Re: House B ill 950
Dear Bob:
Time. is.of the essence concernm House B il The bon?l nerket
ontmum? to det engrate W|thou stron de action,  In this
% on er WI|| cost In %gbns]drl(et

(ol
%Lr;tc é)rrg(“\/vanmg for tt#?seﬁ ['to pg oo are eady 1o g0

| would a Pbrema e it if gou could schedule this bill at your
earliest possible convenienc

Thank you for your consideration.

Yours truly

JOHN NUVREN f, CO. INCORPORATED

Vico President

SO Jw

OONO HNKEMIONALS HikCf Id'li  OMI< 1 & or 'age= N(» iOMa am) fftifcriPM OT)f,

(907)586-1636

(907) 586-1708



Dave Rose of the Alaska Municipal Bond Bank called 3/13/80.

They have scheduled a bond sale for March 25, 1980 and would like
to get this bill enacted as soon as possible, and he stressed the
need to catch the summer construction season.

He said that seven cities have been caught short because of th»
rate increase. They are:

CITY AMOUNT OP BONDS PURPOSE
Ketchikan $ 400,000 Airports
Kodiak 12,100,000 Schools

AAnchorage 19,000,000 Sewer, Roads
Library
+Seward 1.700.000 Electrical
Dist. Lines
*Sitka 5.600.000 Hospital
Bristol Bay Borough 4,000,000 Ochools
Kenai Peninsula Borough 6.700.000 Hospital

*Mandatea Cap which cant exceed 87,

+Mandated Cap which cant exceed 771

Mr. Rose said the letter of intent from the house is in error in that

it statei that all seven cities have a mandated cap of 8% or below.

He said that they were not called to testify 1in house finance who

got confused and didnt understand that only three of the cities have

a mandated cap. However, they are treating all seven cities as if

they did have a cap of 8%. She*-four othtvr cLtritfS*hovo Vw
time to call a special election and still catch the construction season.
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IRECTORS URGES IHfIEDIATE AND FAVORABLE ACTIO

| THE BOKO BARK BOARD O pttlES FLEASE CALEN
0 SAVE THE COHSTRUCTIOH SEASOH IK ALASKAN

AS SOON AS POSSIABLEe.
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Fundingi Information Introduced: 3/10/80
General Fund  $6,000,000 Referred: Rules
Uvher Funds -0-
$6,000,000
IN THE HOUSE BY THE FINANCE COMMITTEE

HOUME BILL NO. 950 am
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
ELEVENTH LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION
A BILL
For an Act entitled: "An Act making special appropriations to the Department
of Revenue to provide partial interest payments on
municipal bonds as a general fund subsidy to local
government; and providing for an effective date."
BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF T.  TATE OF ALASKA:

* Section 1. The sum of $4,500,000 is appropriated from the general fund
to the Department of Revenue, Alaska Municipal Bond Bank Authority, for the
purpose of debt service and bond reserves.

* Tec. 2. The sum of $1,500,000 is appropriated from the general fund to
the Department of Revenue to pay to the initial purchasers of honds issued by
the Municipality oi Anchorage t-he difference between the price at which bonds
of the municipality hearing Interest at the rate of eight percent a year arc
purchased nnd the initial reoffering price, including the underwriting ftj,
as certified by the municipality. [If the Municipality of Anchorage certifies
to the commissioner of revenue that it has determined to sail -1s bonds to
the Alaska Municipal Bond Bank, then the commissioner of revenue shall pay
the amount appropriated by this section to the Alaska Municipal Bond Bank for
debt service and bond reserves.

* Sec. 3. This Act takes effect immediately in accordance with AS 01.10.-

070(c).

PftaStb WoOac 3/n/%0
. Tref «p zfxiL*r
610 Maot*. foofn*1

-1- HB 950 am
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Introduced: 1/26/79
Referred; State Affairs
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IN THE HOUSE
HOUSE JOINT t~SOLUTION NO. 12
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
ELEVENTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION
Relating to tht tax exemption granted
to federal employees in Alaska and in
other locations outside the contig-
uous 48 states.
BE IT RESOLVED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE U~ ALASKA:
WHEREAS federal employees in Alaska and in other locations outside e'he
corciguour 48 states receive, in addition to their basic salaries, a cost-
of "living allowance of up to 25 per cent of their basic salary (5 U.S.C. sec.
5941); and
WHEREAS  he cost-of-Livl nr allowance received by rhpm» federal i-mluvoos
Is exempt from federal Income tax (26 U.S.C. sec. 912)» and
WHEREAS this constitutes discrimination against nnnfederal employees in
Alaska and in other locations v .?re federal employees receive tux free cost-
of-living allowances since nonfederul employees are subject to tie name high

v cost of .'ving but do not roceive the tax relief to offset its effects;

21

22

23

24

3

78

2L

BE IT RESOLVED by the Alaska State Legislature that the Alaska delega-
tion in Congress introduce and urge the passage of legislation tha- would
exempt from the federal Income tax a percentage of the eases and warar 1eh
paid to resldentH of Alanki and In »t .or InmUnni thar tn ..mal to Llie tax
free cost-of-living allowaitf paid to federal employees in Alaska and In
other locations; and be it

FURTHER RESOLVED that Congress is urged to enact this legislation at the
earllest possible time.

COPIES of this resolution shall be sent to the Honorable Ted Stevens and
the Honorable Mike Gravel, U. S. Senators, and the Honorable Don Young, 1. S

-1- HIR 12



1 Representative,

2

D o B~ w

members of the Alaska delegation

in Congress.

>V o ot<

HIJR 12

~y~*0W o SulLsrpjr



Ropreanntatlve, member* of the Alaak* delegation In Co”grea*.
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STATE AFFAIRS COMMITTEE
March 28 1979

HIR 12 Iatlng to the tax ex«i tion 8r anted to
ederal”e mdp gees IH aska and In _other
ocat|ons utside the contiguous 48 states

By Randolph et. al.

SUMMARY

This resolution directs the Alaska delegation in
Congress to introduce and urge passage of legislation that
would exempt from federal income tax a percentage of the
wages and salaries paid to residents in Alaska and other
locations that is equal to the tax free cost-of-living
allowance paid to federal workers in Alaska and other
locations.

FISCAL NOTE
None



Backup-HJR 12

TAXABLE TAX FP.EE
JOB TITLE SALARY INCOME COLA &=/
Accountant |1 $1551.00 $1241 $ 310
GS-7 1446 1157 289
Accounting Clerk 11 1122 898 224
GS-4 978 782 19<*
Admin. Assistant |11 1798 1438 360
GS-9 1658 1326 332
Civil Engineer 2243 1794 449
GS-11 2007 1606 401
Clerk Typist 11 995 796 199
GS-2 816 653 163
Correctional O fficer | 1447 1158 289
GS-7 1356 1085 271
Data Process. Equip. Op. 1358 1086 272
GS-4 978 782 196
Highway Engineer | 2243 1794 449
GS-11 2007 1606 401
Library Assistant 11 1447 1158 289
GS-5 1099 875 219
Meat. Health Clinician |I11 2598 2078 520
GS-12 2405 1924 481
Nurse | 1358 1086 272
GS-7 1446 1157 289
Personnel Technician 11 1551 1241 310
GS-6 1220 976 244
Purchasing Agent IT 2082 1666 416
GS-9 1658 1326 332
Right-of-way Agent | 1798 1438 360
GS-9 1658 1326 332
Secretary | 1194 955 239
GS-5 1131 905 226
Social Worker 111 1798 1438 360
GS-9 1658 1326 332
Switchboard Operator 995 796 199
GS-3 871 697 174

Taxable income and cost-of-living allowances were calculated by
dividing the salary by 1.25 as the federal salaries listed had

been multiplied by 1.25 to calculate COLA. | did the same with
the comparable 3tate salaries for comparative purposes.



ALASKA MINIMUM PAY SCALES

Monthly
Position Title
and federal
equivalent (GS) STATE FEDER
Accountant Il (GS-7) $1551.00 $1446
Accounting Clerk Il (GS-4) 1122 978
Administrative Assistant 1l (GS-9) 1798 1658
Civil Engineer (GS-11) 2243 °007
Clerk Typist Il (GS-2) 995 816
Correctional O fficer | (GS-7) 1447 1356
Data Processing Equip. Operator (GS-4)1358 978
Highway Engineer | (GS-11) 2243 2007
Library Assistant Il (GS-5) 1447 1094
Mental Health Clinician 11l (GS-12) 2598 2405
Nurse | (GS-7) 1358 1446
Personnel Technician 1l (GS-6) 1551 1220
Purchasing Agent Il (GS-9) 2082 1658
Right-of-Way Agent | (GS-9) 1798 1658
Secretary | (GS-5) 1194 1131
Social Worker 111 (GS-9) 1798 1658
Switchboard Operator (GS-3) 995 871
These figui are taken from the STATE OF ALASKA. SURVEY OF SALARIES

AND BENEFITS, December 1978. From Di.ision of Personnel and Tabor
Relations

These are starting salaries for these positions.

*Cost-of-living allowance is figured in.



House of ftcprcsenUitiucs

Tho Hon. Bob Mulcahy
Alaska State Legislature
Pouch V

Juneau, Ak. 99801

Dear Bob:

What is the status of HJR 127 In view of the time crunch we"re
under, 1°d sincerely appreciate any effort to expedite.

Thanks for your consideration.

Fre~rde”i is,Jihe-"gsue

Dick Randolph
Alaska State Legislature



STATE AFFAIRS COMMITTEE

March 28, 1979

The meeting was broughc to order by the Chairman, Bob Mulcahy.

Rick Lauber of the Pacific Seafood Processors testified first on
HB 207. He said the bill does what "we"™ think the original act
would do.

"We have no objection to the bill whatsoever, it seems it does
only what it should do anyway."

Zieg? -r asked if anyone had received the letter from the Univer—
sity. He pointed out that the question hal been raised that the
university does not want to pay for return trips.

Lauber said that processors had had similarsitutations where
someone did not want to complete their contracts Lut that was covered

by the department of labor. He said the only exceptions would be if
the contract was really unreasonable.

Kelly said the president wants to bexcludod from the bill.
As there were questions and Sen. Ziegler®s office was looking for
a copy of the letterto share with the committee the chairman addressed

the next bill on the agenda.

Jay Hogan, Director of Legislative Finance testified on behalf of

HB 45.

Hogan passed out a document compiled by Budget & Auc"it. The first
page contained the act passed in 1977. The second page contained the
Governor®"s vetoe message. The bill was vetoed then overruled by a

unanimous vote of the legislature and put on t e books.

The Attorney General®"s office advised that governor that the act
was unconstitutional and the Governor failed to comply with the act.

In January the Governor ceased making transfers but at that time
the value of the transfers was about $2.5 million.

The up shoot is that Budget & Audit found themselves washing to
have no transfers or to have them in accordance to the law passed by

the legislature. The legislature went to court knowing they had no
power to sue. Without the power to sue the legislature has no power at
all during the interim. If the legislature came in after Budget and

Audit had filed « suit and said go ahead made Budget & Audit feel that
the legal problems on power had been f >lved.

The committee realized the goverior was ignoring the law in
August and tried to get a private suit or former legislator but without
success. Finally Ramona Kelly sued as a private citizen.



Kelly wanted to know how the legislature gees about suing - if it
must be done during the session.

Hogan said there are limited rights. He said the legislature was
trying to enforce the law and Budget & Audit was trying to get the law
adhered to. It appears that a legislative resolve is necessary to
continue the suit. The only other vehicle the legislature would have
would be to anticipate problems ahead of time and instruct Budget &

Audit what to do before they adjourn and that would be nearly impossible
to do.

Rodger Pegues from the Attorney General®"s office testified uext. He
said that the AG"s itfl.ee opposes the legislation but does not oppose
legislation on the suoject. Congress resorts to resolution of the
house or both house and gets counsol to present their feelings. The
U.S. Attorney General ruled it unconstitutional to bring actions to

court. The United States Supreme Court ruled 9-0 that it was un—
constitutional.

Surely the legislature could have representation when there is no
legal interest at stake. Having house counsol with standing authority
would bring in another body of expertise. I don"t see a reason for
both bodies to have counsol since most issues would be based on consti—
tutional law. He said the bill brobably violates the constitution
since ours is not that different from the United States Constitution.

He al 10 said that the law that the Governor is not complying with is
not the transfer law. He described contests where this had been tested.

He said this program w~ld allow Fry suit. "I think it is a bad
idea - | would rather get issues resolved before committees like this.
There is more sophistication than in the Supreme Court. 1 think the
bill 1is an invitation to trouble."”

Billy Berrier, Director of Legal Services testified next.
He again passed out copies of the Governor®"s vetoe.

He said that it is true that many of the questions that would be
involved in this bill such as questions of ballot propositions, ques—
tions on a mandate to spend, etc. arc resolved in other way3.

The ballot proposition for the constitutional amendment was
worded such that the legislature felt it would change the outcome of
the election. After the legislature adjourned they didn"t want a
special session to so the Legislative Council brought a suit. THo
judge did not decide the constitutionality question. In Pennsylvania
the legislature does have the power. The Attorney General has asked
for the decision tc be dismissed but there hasn"t been a decision yet.
Borrior said he hudn®"t attended the Budget and Audit meeting but both
bodies felt it was an important piece o" legislation.

Rodoy said it was a complex legal problem. The question 1is when ho
Governor refuses to comply with the law who will carry it out - the
legislature or the public.. Because of the checks and balances set up
within our government he feels the legislature should. To require a

private citizen seemB undesirable.The Legislature bcing able to sue
carries out the intent of the constitution.



Most cases wuld deal with constitutional issues and the court is
the proper place to deal with constitutional issues.

Berrier said the type of questions that come up are constitutional,
not dealing with something easy that can be solved politically.

Ziegler said he has great reservations but is inclined to vote
"do pass™.

Kelly wanted to know if the legislature could sue during session.
Berrier said if a resolution is passed.

There was discussion on the reapportionment case.

Ziegler received the letter from the University and said the

statutes state that the University is exempt so that should solve
his question.

Hogan requested an alternative membership to call on to make

up a quorum during the interim for meetings and explained past prob—
lems .

Ziegler said it was a worthwhile amendment.

Bradley made a motion it be accepted.

Rodey made a motion the bill be moved out of commitee.

Representative Randolph testified on HJR 12. He said it was a
very simple resolution making a i.quest on Congress. He said it would

be hard to pass in Washington but he felt it was worthwhile for the

people of Alaska to ask. Ho said it would have no affect on the state
income tax.

Mulcahy aBj.ed for a motion to move the bill out of committee.
Bradley made the motion.

Mulcahy asked if SB 207 was resolved to everyonos satisfaction.
Kelly made a motion cO move the bill with individual recommendations.

Mulcahy said as a matter of housekeeping ho would ask for acceptance
of the substitute for HB 147.

Kelly made a motion to accept the substitute.

Vern Roberts from the Dept, of Motor Vehicles was present to answer
questions.

Ziegler asked if the $20.00 fee was reasonable.

Roberts said the fee was best to be left in the hards of the
legislaturc.

Rodey said the cost of plates today is $60.00 -he wasn"t ad-—

vocating an increase but said down the road the costcould create
a problem.



Rodey sais he didn"t know if we should try to make money with
the plates since there was other sources of state revenue.

Roberts said it didn"t matter to him that it doesn"t cost
anymore to try to collect $50 or $150. he said the cost for
plates hadn t risen for a number of years.

Mulcahy said an increase would touch most families these d~ys
1

two or three times.
Rodey said OPEC touches them a lot more.
MOre discussion arose concerning legislative license plates.
The chairman asked for a motion to move the bill.

Rodey moved that it be passed out for individual recommendation.



1JR 12 Relating to the. tax exemption granted to Randolph,
federal employees in Alaska and in other
locations outside the contiguous 48 states.

SUMMARY

This resolution directs the Alaska delegation in congress to
introduce and urge pas age of legislation that would exempt

from federal income tax a percentage of the wages and salaries
paid to residents 1in Alaska and other locations that is equal

to the tax free cost-of-living allowance paid to federal workers
in Alaska and other locations. This constitutes discrimination
as non-federal employees in Alaska are subject to the same high

cost-of-living but do not receive a tax relief to offset its
effects.

SUPPORTING INFORMATION

Nothing from Randolph (prime sponsor) or House State Affairs.
Randolph did testify at the House Committee Meeting but |1
would have to listen to the tapes to find out what he said.
The committee passed it out with all members signing DO PASS.

This oill is sponsored by 37 of the 40 house members.

Sec attached salary comparison

FISCAL NOTE: None

RELATED LEGISLATION: None

INTERESTED PARTIES: Department of Administration

RANDOLPH/ANDERSON,BARNES ,BEIRNK,
BETTISWORTH ,BRANSON ,BROWN ,CARNEY,
GOTTEN,DUNCAN,ELIASON,FREEMAN .FULLER,
C"ARDINER ,GUY .HALFORD ,HAUGEN ,HAYES.
HURLBERT .MCKINNON ,MALONE ,MART IN,
KEEK INS ,METCALFE ,MILES ,MILI .E«.,
MONTGOMERY .MOSS ,MUNSON, 0 TONNELL
OSTERUACK,PARKER,PARR,PHILLTPS,
ROGERS S? *HI AND 2HAKOFF

VOTING: House vote 32-yes, 1-no.

etc



HJR 12 Relating to the tax exemption granted to Randolph,
federal employees in Alaska and in other
locations outside the contiguous 48 states.

SUMMARY

This resolution directs the Alaska delegation in congress to
introduce and urge passage of legislation that would exempt
from the federal income tax a percentage of the wages and
salaries paid to residents _in Alaska and other locations

that 1is equal to the tax-free c”st-of-1living gjlowance

paid to federal workers in Alaska and other locations. This
constitutes discrimination as non federal employees 1in Alaska
are subiectto the same high cost-of-living but do not receive

a tax relief to offset its effects.

SUPPORTING INFORMATION

Will contact House State Affairs on Monday, March 3 1979.
0 \[JA-d yvv U5

FISCAL NOTfj_ None

RELATED LEGISLATION: None

INTERESTED PARTIET:
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Mr. President:

The Committee on

n r 1°

SENA ~

FURTHER: Judiciary

Date: V N \ 2"2tH GO

has_ had -

Proposing an amendment to the Constitution of the State OFf Alaska relating
to appointment and confirmation of members of state boards and commissions

under consideration and (a majority of the committee) (the committee)
reports it back with the following recommendations:
[ 1 do pass I ] do not pass
[ 1 do pass with attachedamendments(s)
] same title
[ 1 vreplace with CS for A ] new title
and recommends
C ) AND attaches a "Letter of Intent” [ 1 New Fiscal Note
C 1 reports it back without recommendation

C 1 referred to the

MEMBERS SIGNING
DO PASS

m> <" *A

Committee

MEMBERS HAVING
OTHER RECOMMENDATIONS:
] i

t i \C iv-g"c .



Supervision

Department
Heads

Boards and
Commis! :ons

Recess
Appointments

Judicial
Power and
Jurisdiction

in joint session, these orders hecome effective at a
date thereafter to be designated by the governor.

SECTION 24. Each principal department shall
be under the supervision of the governor.

SECTION 25. The head of each principal depart-
ment shall be a single executive unless otherwise
provided by law. lie shall be appointed by the gov-
ernor, subject to confirmation by a majority of the
members of the legislature in joint session, and
shall serve at the pleasure of the governor, except
as otherwise Prowded in this article with respect to
the lieutenant governor. The heads of all principal
departments shall be citizens of the United States.

(Thr to this section wn upptovi'tl bv the voters
ol the ttnte AuguM 26. 1970 anti liecunn- effective October 10.
1970. The worth "frcrrlarv of tu 1r* were chunm-d to "lirtiirn*nt
Rovernor" |

SECTION 26. When aboard or commission is at
the head of a principal department or a re?ulatory
or_quasréudmal agency, its members shall' be ap-
Bomted Dby the governor, subject to confirmation
by a majority of the members of the legislature in
10|nt session, and may be removed as provided hy
aw, They shall be citizens of the Tnitod States.
The board or commission may appr nt a principal
executive officer when authorized by law, but the
nppoinlmeiu shall he subject to the approval of the
governor.

SECTION 27. The governor may make appoint-
ments to fill vacancies occurring during a recess of
the legislature, in offices requiring confirmation by
the legislature, The duration of such appointments
shall In* prescribed by Inw.

ANTICLE IV
THE JUDICIARY
SECTION 1 The judicial power of the Stale

vested m a supreme court, a superior court and the
courts established by the legislature. The junsdic-

IX

Supreme
Court

Superior
Court

Qualifications
of Justices
and Judges

Nomination
and
Appointment

Approval or
Rejection

tion of courts shall be prescribed br law. The
courts shall constitute a unified judicial system for
operation and administration. Judicial districts
shall be established by law.

_SECTION 2. (aLThe supreme coui. hall be the
highest court of the State, with final appellate ju-
risdiction. It shall consist of three justices, one of
whom is chief justice. The number of justices may

be increased by law upon the request of the su-

preme court. . .
(b)  The chief justice shall be selected from

mong the justices of the supreme court by a major-
ity vote of the justices. His term of office as
chief justice iR three years. A justice may serve
more than one term as chief justice but be may not

Se%eﬁ”%ﬁ%”“%e ‘jrﬁ”ﬁrr‘&ﬁha.? O 4t monl
bel]rr(!rorﬁg)u(/\%%&ﬁ and irraint HPHIVY O rtobir ¥8 97%

SECTION 3. The superior court shall he the trial
court of general jurisdiction and shall consist of
five judges. The number of judges nay.he changed

by luw.
SECTION 4. Supreme court justices and superior

court %udﬁes shall be citizens of the United States
and of the State, license 1In practice law in tha
State, and possessing any additional qualifications
prescribed by law. Judges of other courts shall be
selected in a manner, for terms, and with qualifica-

tions proscribed by law.

~ SECTION 5. The governor shall fill any vacancyl
in an office of supreme court justice or superior
court judge by appomt_lng_o_ne of two or more per-
sons nominated by the judicial council.

SECTION 6. Each supreme court justice and
superior court g)udge shall, in the manner provided
by law, he subject to approval or rejection on u

nonpartisan ballot at tin* tirst general election held

Y



CSHJR 20 am - Proposing an amendment to the Constitution
of the State of Alaska relating to the
appointment and confirmation of members of
state boards and commissions.

Article 111, Section 26 now reads that when a board or commission
is at the head of a principal department or regulatory or quasi—
judicial agency, its members shall be appointed by the governor
and confirmed by the legislature and may be removed as provided
by law. They shall be U.S. citizens. The board or commission
may appoint a principal executive officer whan authorized by.

law, but the appointment shall be subject to the approval of

the governor.

CSHIJR 20 repeals and re-enacts Section 26 to provide that the
governor shall appoint the members of all state boards and
commissions unless otherwise provided by law and they may be
removed as provided by law. Unless confirmation 1is otherwise
provided in this article, the legislature shall determine which
board and commission members are subject to confirmation by the
legislature.

The resolution provides that this amendment be put before the vot
at the next general election.






HIJR 32 Requesting the establishment of an Arctic Buchholdt
Circumpolar Cultural and Technical Inter—
change Center.

SIMMARY

Resolves that the legislature urges congress to authorize a
program for the establishment and operation in Alaska of an
institution concerned with Arctic circumpola- cultural and
economic research,development and the exchange of ideas and
views through arrangements with public educational or other
non-profit institutions; grants, fellowships and other aid

to outstanding scholars and authorities from circumpolar nations
and making the facilities of the institution available for study

to other qualified persons on a reasonable basis.

SUPPORTING INFORMATION

This Dbill was reported back from House HESS on March 15 with a
majority recommending DO PASS. Buchholdt introduced an amendment

which was adopted March 19 and the resolution passed the House
38-0.

Mrs. Buchholdt is preparing a memo to our committee which we
will get on Monday April 2, 1979. She will also be present to
testify at the committee meeting.

RELATED LEGISLATION; None
FISCAL NOTE: None
INTERESTED PARTIES: Buchholdt (She has been notified of the meeting

and she will take car*, of notifying
other interested parties.)



April 2, 1979

To Senator Bob Mulcahy,
Chairman
Senate State Affairs Committee

From Rep. Thelma Buchholdt

Subject HJR 32 am Arctic Circumpolar Center

There have been several attempts at creating a unified circumpolar
community during the past few years. Very little success has been
seen out of these various endeavors. It*s time that we try some—
thing that works, and | propose to copy the East-West Center in

Hawaii as a model for our Arctic community development embodied 1in
HJR 32.

Although recent activities indicate that we are coming into better
communications with other Arctic nations, | feel the need to get

the cooperation of the federal government with our state in a way
never done before. The establishment of an Arctic Cicumpolar Center
would be an answer. The East-West Center in Hawaii has proven to

be an effective forum for the federal/state and Asian nations in

the expression of human relations, education, and other ventures.

I urge the favorable action of your committee in considering
HIJR 32 am today.

Thank you.






COMMITTEE REPORT
SENATE

FURTHER: Nono

3/6/80
Date:
Mr. President:
The Committee on STATE AFFAIRS has had HJR 70

operations at bush airports in Alaska

under consideration and (a majority of the committee) (the committee)
reports it back with the following recommendations:

do pass [ 1 do not pass
t i do pass with attached amendments(s)
[ 1 same title
( i replace with CS for [ J new title

and recommends

( i AND attaches a "Letter of Intent"” ( ] New Fiscal Note
[ ) eports 1t back without recommendation
( i referred to the Committee
MEMBERS SIGNING MEMBERS HAVING
DO PASS OTHER RECOMMENDATIONS:

T

. >»0
CHAIRMAN

S 60 (Rev. 12/78)



Official Bunin*

Al as k a jjftaie legislature

Senate

committee ON state Affairs Pouch V

State Ca

Juneau, Alas
March 11, 1980

HJR 70 - Relating to operations at bush airports
in Alaska.

BY: Representative Hurlbert, et al.

The resolution states that numerous small communities
in Alaska are dependent on aviation for virtually all
aspects of their existance. The vast majority of these
communities have small, predominately unimproved air—
strips ranging from 1400 to 2500 feet in length.

In th past few years, remarkable advances have been
made 1in the development of short takeoff and landing
(STOL) aircraft. However, federal regulations adopted
in 1952 have not been revised to reflect the latest
STOL technology and capabilities. These regulations,
which establish an arbitrary maximum gross weight of
12,500 pounds for operations on Alaskan bush airstrips,
largely prohibit STOL aircraft from operation on the
very airfields for which they were designed.

The operation of STOL aircrafts on bush airstrips would
greatly enhance service to Alaskan rural communities,
especially by improving the delivery of cargo too large
or heavy to be fitted into aircraft now used. This would
greatly help the 38 communities suffering energy short—
ages this winter because of the inability of smaller
aircraft to efficiently transport oil.

The Governor has already recommended to the Administrator
i'f Federal Aviation Administration (see attached letter)
that he consider requests for exemptions from these reg-—
ulations (14 C.F.R. section 135.385 (b) and (c), attached)
so that STOL aircraft may serve the remote areas of the
state. Other F.A_A. regulations (14.C.F.R. sections 11.25
() (@) and 11.27, attached) provide for expedited consid—
eration of such requests.

Therefore, the resolution urges the F_.A.A. to give prompt
and favorable consideration to the requests for exemption
from restricting regulations, so that TOL aircraft may

be licensed for use at remote airstrips r.nd so that service
may begin as soon as possible.

For further details regarding this problem, please see the
lettT to Representative Hurlbert from Air Logistics of
Alaska, 1Inc., attached.

E
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Introduced: 2/18/80
Referred: Commerce

BY HURLBERT,HALFORD.ANDERSON,
BARNES ,BROWN.FREEMAN,FULLER,

HAUGEN ,HAYES ,MCKINNON ,MALONE,
MARTIN ,MILES ,MILLER,MONTGOMERY,
MOSS ,MUNSON,0OSTERBACK ,RANDOLPH,
TN THE HOUSE ROGERS,ZHAROFF AND GARDINER
HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 70
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
ELEVENTH LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION
Relating to operations at bush air—
ports in Alaska.
BE IT RESOLVED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKa:
WHEREAS the State of Alaska is the largest and most sparsely populated
state in the Union, with numerous small communities broadly dispersed) and
WHEREAS these communities typically have no roads or other surface
access to neighboring communities or to regional population centers for their
basic needs; and
WHEREAS these communities are necessarily dependent on aviation for all
aspects of their existence as well as for their communications with the
outside worldi and

WHEREAS the vast majority of these communities depend on aviation ser-

,.|vices provided from sm , predominately unimproved airstrips ranging from

18
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1400 to 2500 foet in length; and

WHEREAS remarkable advances in aviation technology, especially in short
takeoff and landing (STOL) equipment have been nvn in the past few yearsi
and

WHEREAS certain regulations of the Federal Aviation Administration
adopted in 1952 have not been revised to take into consideration current STOL
technology and capabilities; and

WHEREAS these regulations establish an irbltrary gross aircraft weight
of 12,500 pounds for operations on bush airstrips in Alaska; and

WHEREAS the regulations largely prohibit STOL aircraft from operation on
the very airfields for which they were designed; and

WHEREAS the permission to utilise STOL equipment on bush airstrips in

-1- HIJR 70
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Alaska would greatly enhance service to the rural communities by providing
for the more regular and professional delivery of cargo too large or too
heavy to be fitted into the aircraft presently used; and

WHEREAS the increased efficiency and capability of the use of STOL
aircraft would achieve, among other things, a substantial, and a substan—
tially needed, increase tn the quality of life for the residents of the
remote Native villages of Alaska; and

WHEREAS the use of STOL aircraft would help the 38 communities in Alaska
that are presently suffering a substantial 1loss in the capability to generate
electricity and heat because of difficulty in obtaining oil 1into the communi—
ties during the winter because of the inability of smaller aircraft to effi—
ciently transport oil; and

WHEREAS the Governor of Alaska ha recommended to the Administrator of
the Federal * iation Administration by letter of January 24, 1980, that
consideration be given to requests 1ior exemptions from the regulations to
resolve the matter and to provide assistance to the rural Alaskan communi —
ties i and

WHEREAS exemption from regulation 14 C.F.R. section 135.385(b) and (c)
of the Federal Aviation Administration would enable opei t n of such air—
craft as the CARIBOU, CASA 212, and similar aircraft to serve the remote
areas of the Btate; and

WHEREAS favorable consideration by the Administrator of the Federal
Aviation Administration to n request for expedited consideration of the
request under 14 C.F.R. sections 11.25(b)(1) and 11.27 would enable service
to begin earlier than might otherwise be possible;

BE IT RESOLVED by the Alaska State Legislature that the Administrator of

the Federal Aviation Administration is urged to give prompt and favorable
action to the requests that STOL aircraft ;» licensed for use at remote

Alaskan airstrips. n

-2- HJR 70
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COPIES of this resolution shall be sent to the Honorable Jimmy Carter,
President of the United States; to the Honorable Langhorne M. Bond, Adminis—
trator of the Federal Aviation Administration, and to the Honorable Ted
Stevens and the Honorable Mike Gravel, U. S. Senators and the Honorable Don

Young, U. S. Representative, members of the Alaska delegation in Congress.

.3- HIF )
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(a) This subpart apnhes to substan-
tive rules, other than hose relating to
arrs§acr assignment and U\

0,3 /8
1-11738 FR 346

._\._\r\.)

(b) Unless the Administrator, for
?oo cause, finds that notice Is imprac-
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The Honorable Vernon L. Hurlbert
Alaska State Representative
State Capitol Building

Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Representative Hurlburt:

Thank you so much for your interest and the opportunity to
visit with you on the phone last night.

Per our discussion, 1 am forwarding you a copy of the letter
we sent to Senator Ted Stevens just last week which gives a good,
concise breakdown of what the problem is and where we are trying
to go with 1it.

Additionally, here 1is the information 1 gav'® vyou at the
end of the phone call on the two specific FAA Sections:

Section 135.385 (b) & (c) of the Federal

Air REgulations 1is the part that “%®lls us

how to calculate how long a field needs to

be 1in order for any aircraft which weighs

more than 12,500 on it"s certification papers,
to land. With our present charts, it works out
to ,,Jme 3,500 feet under most conditions.

(we cannot make a landing at Sleetmute, technically)

Section 11.25b (1) says that they will noiuc 7ly
want us to send in such requests some 120

days before we want it to become effective.
Since we started this on 13 Sept. 1979, we

feel we""? complied and do not need another
delay.

Section 11.27(J) says that there are various
requirements to publish the request in the
Federal Register for a month or so in advance,
and since our original one last fall was
published, we are requesting that we not

be required to go through that again.

The plan now 1is for Dick Castner and I to leave for
D.C. on Monday night and hit our attorney, all three Federal
Legislators and a special assistant to President Carter
as well as spending some work sessions with our counterparts
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Honoragle Vernon L. Hurlpbert
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in the FAA. When we come home at the end of the week, we
should have it all lined out and ready for final typing.
Also, we should have a memo or letter of support from Gravel,
Stevens & Young and perhaps one from the White House to

go along with the Governor®s letter on 24 January 1980.

When we have it all typed ana bound, we®"ll be certain
to mail you an advance copy, and then our boss will fly to
Washington D.C. for what we hope 1is a personal appointment
with Administrator Langhom Bond, where he will file the
request. Hopefully we will have done our homework so well,
that i1t will be approved in short order and we can begin
planning for bush school construction, fuel hauls and other
requirements in the short strips.

Our boss 1is in the States now trying to talk the parent
company 1into looking into putting additional CASA 212s up here
to go along with the one that has been such a great workhorse.
We have high hopes, and will keep you posted. We look forward
to seeing your resolution, and attaching a copy as additional
support to our package in a week or two.

Thank you again!

Sincerely,

Special Projects
KLW/gg

Enel: cy Sen Stevens®™ letter
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February 11, 1980

The Honorable Ted Stevens

United

States Senate

Washington, D. C.

Dear Ted,

have been retained on a contract to assist AIR LOGISTICS

in a project upon which, 1 am told, you have received some
information from time to time. I refer to the request for
exemption to section 135.835(b) and (c) of the FAR"s.

Here 1is a very brief history of events to date:

Air Log"s attorneys filed the original request for
for exemption in D.C. on 13 September 1979.

Additional 1information was provided to the original
filing in the form of Supplement Number 1 on 2 November

1979.

The request for exemption was denied as "not being 1in
the public interest".

Our time runs out for request for reconsideration on
or about the 14th of this month.

Our attorney will file a very short request momentarily
to tie to that time limit.

We are in draft for Supplement to that request now, and
will submit it in D.C. to complete the request.

Here 1is a very short background on the nature of the FAA regu—

lation

and our request and rationale:

There 1is a magic TFfigure in FAA regulations for our type
operations, a gross aircraft weight of 12,500 pounds.
Other aircraft such as th=* twin otter and the sky van
are certified just under this limit in the U.S. in order
to operate under certain conditions which are of great
importance 1in Alaska though they are certified at
higher weights outside of the U.S. where the limit is
meaningless.

NCM «< ASKA K*J0 = <007)277 1437 < ifc! 09 *



- Our aircraft, the Spanish CASA 212, is certified for
operations in STOL conditions at a gross weight of
14,332 Ibs. and a landing weight of 13,781 Ibs.

- The FAR provides a formula to be applied to the approach
speed of the aircraft, rollout with no reverse and the
like, and the results for our aircraft means we are
restricted to fields of =+£3,500 feet or more....in spite
of the fact that the aircraft was designed for and
operates well into fields down to half that figure!

Simply stated, we desired an exemption to that small portion of
the FAR"s in order that we could compute per the formula with a
height over the fence of ?0" instead of 50", and a percentage
figure of the useful airfield length of 80% instead of 60%.

This would result in our operations into fields of approximately
1600 feet.

v.8 have put together quite a bit of material to show UBLIC
NEED AND NECESSITY and to show that considerable higher quality
service would be available to the =70 fields in the state to
which we are now denied. 1"11 not load ihis dovn with a lot of
attachments and justifications; they go to the FAA. Suffice it
to say that we have a 750 gallon tank modification for hauling
fuel oil and nobody else has anything like 1it. We have hauled
building beams 38" 1long into short dirt strips, and with school
construction, Village Sate Water programs and other Public Works
projects in the mill, we do not feel that the state 1is properly
prepared for even seasonal work, let alone the long haul coming
in the next five () to ten (10) years!

Our General Manager is, at this writing, meeting with the
parent company President and the Spanish manufacturer®s repre—
sentative to make arrangements for adding two (2) additional
CASA"c to the Alaskan operations. The first is available
immediately, the second at breakup. The future appears even
more exciting for fixed wing and helicopter operations as well.

Our chief fixed wing pilot, Richard R. Castner (a fellow
Air Guard pilot) anJ I will be in D.C. 1H-22 February time-
period, and would propose to visit with you for about ten
minutes, to show you the draft of the work we have prepared,
and obtain any comments you may feel are appropriate. This
trip is a working trip with our legal firm and several
specialists at the FAA, preparing the draft for final sub-—
mittal at the end of February or beginning of March.

Wc feel certain that your o" 1ice is a focal point for
compiai..-and problems concerning ell nature of co”nunicntions
and transp -tation for villages, towns and cities 1, Alaska,
and that you will have a continuing 1interest in our effort.
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Our purpose in visiting with you is two-fold. First, we
would very much appreciate any input that you or your staff may
have. Secondly, we would appreciate some sort of indication of

support of the effort, such as a memo or letter expressing your
feelings on the appropriateness of our request for exemption 1in
order to serve these areas. We will have all the backup docu—
ments with us, including charts and letters, and would have
them available to ansv er any specific questions.

We do not request any sort of intervention on our behalf
at the FAA, as we feel that our approach 1is correct, and that
we have got it together the way they will want it submitted.
We are requesting exemption to the criteria for computing
landing distance for specific fields and with self-imposed
weight restrictions for the more critical ones; not a blanket
approval.

In discussions with your Anchorage office this date, we
ncte that your Thursday-Sunday tour this direction next week
will be one of your typical back-breakers, and we would not
presume to interfere with Iit. T spoke with Kristan this morn—
ing, and she was to call me back tomorrow cn the prospect of a
few minutes with you either Tuesday afternoon the 18th, or
sometime during the day of the 19th. I wanted to get this
letter off to you in order that you and your staff in both
offices have the material 1in advance, so it signed and
mailed without that return call.

I look forward to visiting with you; haven"t done it in
D.C. for over five years! Thank you very much in *dvanco for
your interest.

Sincerely

AIR LOGISTICS OF ALASKA, INC.

Kent Lee Woodman
Special Projects

KLWrd

Enel: 1. Gov. Hammond®s Itr of 24 Jan 80
2. Executive Summary: Walt Parker Study
3. Work Sheet on Village I1"ucl shortage problem.
(SB 12S-Geo Hohman)
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problem in context. The 12,500 pound arbitrary dividing line
between "small"™ and "large"™ airplanes was established on

9 Ap”Mil 1953 by the CAB. Small aircraft in general use at

the time were ranging up to a high of nearly 9000 pounds (the
D-18 Twin Beechcraft). Larger airplanes started at about 28,000
pounds, (the Douglas DC-3). There was really nothing 1in between.
It seemed that some line of distinction needed to be drawn to
define small and large aircraft for certification and operational

rule purposes. As a man who took part in the 1953 rule making
said recently, "it seemed like a good number at the time". He
then added, "and it still does™. The rule did not have any real
economical 1impact in 1953. W. ile subsequent airframe and power
plant design advanced the rule stagnated and petrified. It is
now viewed upon as if it had been written upon a stone tablet
in ancient Hebrew and started out "Thou shall not...__". It is

now an inflexible rule that is two decades behind the world aviation
industry and the requirements of the people in this country.

The 12,500 pound rule has been economically stifling to the
aviation industry in the whole free world. No manufacturer 1in
the U.S. would consider making an airplane over 12,500 pounds
unless i1t was a genuine large transport airplane, simply because
he couldn®"t sell it. He could certify the airplane under Part 25,
buL he couldn"t sell it because no air taxi or small commercial
operator could operate the aircraft under the severe operating

rules. Foreign manufacturers all faced the same problems because
their best market for selling thr.ir airplanes as in the United
States. Therefore, airplanes for civil U3e were not manufactured
between 12,500 pounds and roughly 30,000 pounds. It is numbing

to think of the line airplanes that would be providing public
service in this country if the 12,500 pound iron curtain had
not lasted so long.

When the Spanish originally conceived the CASA 212 they did
not consider the 12,500 pound barrier. The Spanish Air Force
was Droviding support to their domestic and African operations
with antiquated Douglas DC-3 (C-47) and left over German JU-52s
(similar to the Ford Tri-Motor). |In the 1960s they looked at the
world airplane market and could not locate a suitable replacement.
They saw the U.S. C-123a and C-130 Hercules and with those as
the basic idea, produced a small version. They designed and are
manufacturing the airframe and a few components. The engine,
propellers, instruments, radios and almost everything else is
of U.S. manufacture. The engines, as an example, are the very
fine and well proven Garrett TPE-331 turbo-propeller power plants
made in Phconix. The Spaniards had no requirements to consider
the 12,500 pound rule. It was sold to their own, the Portugese,
and many South American governments for military use. The airplane
first became operational 1in 1971. There are now over 180 flying
in Spain, Portugal, Africa, South America, the Middle East,
Indonesia, and Thailand to name a few areas of operation. To
date, there has never been a fatal accident in a CASA-212. The
a“"rplane received U.S. certification in February,1977. Since it
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December 13, 1379

Representative Vern Hurlburt
Sleetrute, Alaska 99668
Dear Representative Hurlburt:

I wisv to thank you for your interest in the pro-
blems confronting the aviation industry in Alaska, and
hope this summary of our conversation w ill clarify
the points | was trying to make, and perhaps give you some
suitable posture to assume, should you deem it worth-

w hile .

There are three enclosures to this which more
or less specify the position we've taken at this time.
The petition and supplement to the petition are wordy,
so w ill take a bit of patience on your part. The other
enclosure is a sample of a letter which we've sent to
various members of the U.S. House and Senate requesting
aid or consideration. The letters went to Senators Stevens,
Gravel, Glenn, Goldwater, and Cannon, and to Representative
Young. Thus far we are not aware of much action one way
or the other, though we have gotten letters expressing
interest or sympathy.

Briefly, the situation we are dealing with is
thus:

Aircraft are certificated under two sets of rules
(FAR 23 or FAR 25) depending on gross weight, 12,500
pounds being the dividing line. When an aircraft is
certified under FAR 23 and operates under 12,500 gross
weight it is free to operate into and out of virtually
any situation as long as the flight manual on the aircraft
shows it can be done. If an aircraft is certified under
FAR 25 certification rules it must take its Ilanding data
and compute it to comply with FAR 135.385 which briefly
means you compute your required runway length from 50
feet above the end of the runway to the end of the landing
roll using brakes only and this must fall within 607.
of the available field length. This rule applies to

\Y
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Boeing 747s right down to aircraft weighing 12,501
pounds.

As | told you, the 12,500 pound dividing line
was arrived at in 1953 by arbitrary means. At the time
of the decision, aircraft did fall into two relatively
distinct catagories and the 12,500 pound line was safely
between the two. Since that time aircraft weights have
been slowly creeping up and you now find numerous aircraft
which are certificated to operate at 12,500 pounds, and
not a pound more. The penalty paid for one extra pound
is enormous.

Recently the FAA recognized the creeping aircra ft
weights and advances in technology, to some extent, by
releasing a Special Federal Air Regulation 41, which
allows operators to recertify aircraft which were formerly
certified under 12,500 to increase maximum operating weights
above that. Paradoxically they ruled that when the aircraft
weighs more than 12,500 it must comply with the more strin -
gent rule, but if on one leg of the day you should operate
that same aircraft under 12,500 you may ignore it. As
anyone can see, this is a situation begging for cheating.
Who, for instance, would ever land an aircraft weighing
over 12,500 ponds unless it was convenient to do so.
Anyone associated with aviation recognizes the fact that
much of the weight and balance computation done in the
field 1is done by educated guess, and it is Just as eas/
to guess light if it is convenient to do so.

Now then, the specifics of our situation ate thus.
We have an aircraft which is perfectly able to operuee
into 997. of the small bush strips in the state of Alaska,
and capable of doing so safely— withess the number of
operations on page 3 of the supplement to the P etition.
However, despite this demonstrated capability, administra-
tive fiat has declared this off limits for us because we
are on the far side of the 12,500 pound line. The FAA
has declared that it is perfectly acceptable for us to go
into the same strips if we are employed in public service;
tax money pays the b ill. It thus makes it appear that if
safety is the primary concern, it is acceptable to be
unsafe while working for the Government, but not so while
engaged in free enterprise. This self same situation
exists for the Caribou and several other aircraft which
fall into what is soon to be known as the "Light Transport"
category. This arbitrary rule does not impose a hardship,
with few exceptions, anywhere but in Alaska. In Alaska,
as you well know, we deal in distances unknown in any
other state, and we support literally hundred* of communities
by air alone.



December 19, 1979 \
-Page 3-

As was pointed out time after time in the ’''Parker
Associates" Study, the citizenry in the Bush is paying
heavily for the lack of fle xibility imposed on them by
inadequate runways, lack of options in aircraft kinds,
insufficient numbers of aircraft in the hands of the opera-
tors, and general lack of interest created by the absence
of competition in the industry. This self same absence
of competition is likely to continue, for, under the
present circumstances, the only real choices in
equipment are the Skyvan and the Twin O tter. Any real
advances made in either load carrying capability or
economy of operation offered by alternative equipment
available on the market do not accrue to the bush communities,
because of the lack of fle xibility imposed by inadequate
airports, and/or the 12,500 rule.

One of the suggestions made in the "Parker" study
is the upgrading of airports in the state to allow the
tush communities to enjoy the benefits of more economical

airlift. That, most certainly, is a val*d suggestion.

It is, however, costly, and it is a process which is likely
to take twenty years or more. There are, after all, more
than two hundred airports which fall into that category.

We o ffer, by way of alternative, the suggestion,
the State of Alaska make every effort to secure exception
to the operating rules which disallow the use of aircraft

such as ours in the strips which already exist. Such excep-
tions w ill be granted by the FAA, have been in the past
specifically for the State of Alaska (ref. FAR 91.38), if it
can be shown it w ill serve the public interest, and that

an equivalent level of safety can be achieved. We can
demonstrate the safety aspects, and believe there is an
irrefutable case which can be made for the public interest
aspect.

We have applied for an exception to the operating
rules which would scop us from operating our airplane into
the bush communities. We believe it is in the best interest
of the citizens of the State of Alaska that the State of
Alaska join us in this endeavor via whatever means is avail-
able to it.

As a beginning we would suggest that both houses
pass a resolution enjoining the Governor to use his good
office to petition the FAA for favorable consideration of
our P etition for Exemption.

We further believe it is in the best interest of the
citizens of the Sta»-« of Alaska that Che Governor further
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urge the FAA to consider the unique needs of the State
of Alaska if, in the future, other operators should

apply for similar exceptions with other equipment which
would fall in this newly created Light Transport Category.

Sincerely,

AIR LOGISTICS OF ALASKA,INC.

/
Jack Wilson

Manager

JW/gg



January 24, 1980

Mr. Langhorn Bond

Administrator

Federal Aviation Administration
800 Independence Avenue, G.H.
Washington, D.C. 20591

Dear Mr. Bond:

I would like to express ray support of the petition oi Air
Logistics of Alaska, Inc. for exemption to the operating

rules inposed on their CASA 212 aircraft, reference your

docket number 19498.

Alaska has many communities whoso only practical access for
many months of the year is air transportation. Any foodstuffs
or fuel transported to those communities at these times would
indeed be considered public service operations.

VJe are presently facing in Alaska, the need to supply at
least 30 villages with additional fuel to heat their hones.
The only method of delivering thi3 fuel B by aircraft. The
availability of aircraft such as the CASA 212 aircraft or
the Caribou, would indeed serve the public interest, now and
in the future. I would ask that when considering Petitions
for Exemption from the provisiono of Section 135.385(b) and
(c) of the Federal Aviation Regultions, that Alaska“"s
particular circumstances bo riven every consideration.

The State of Alaska in no way suggests that the FAA con-
promise its safety standards, but only make provisions for
advances in aircraft technology.

We appreciate your consideration of this matter.

Sincerely,

Jay S. Hammond
Governor

bcc: Charles R. Webber
Clarissa Quinlan

Air Logistics
1812 East 5th
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December 19, 1979

Representative Vem Hurlburt
Sleetmute, Alaska 99668
Dear Representative Hurlburt:

| wish to thank you for your interest in the pro-
blems confronting the aviation industry in Alaska, and

hope this summary of our conversation w ill clarify

the points | was trying to make, and perhaps give you some
suitable posture to assum' should you deem it worth-

w hile .

There are three enclosures to this which more
or less specify the position we've taken at this time.
The petition and supplement to the petition are wordy,
so w ill take a bit of patience on your part. The other
enclosure is a sample of a letter which we've sent to
various members of tuc U.S. House and Senate requesting
a:'d or consideration. The letters went to Senators Stevens,
G-avel, Glenn, Goldwater, and Cannon, and to Representative
Young. Thus far we are not aware of much action one way
or the other, though we have gotten letters expressing
interest or sympathy.

Briefly, the situation we arc dealing with is
thus:

Alircraft are certificated under two sets of rules
(FAR 23 or FAR 25) depending on gross weight, 12,500
pounds being the dividing line. When an aircraft is
certified under FAR 23 and operates under 12,500 gross
weight it is free to operate into and out of virtually
any situation as long as the flight manual on the aircraft
shows it can be done. If an aircraft is certified under
FAR 25 certification rules it must take its landing data
and compute it to comply with FAR 135.385 which briefly
means you compute your required runway length from 50
feet above the end of the runway to tne end of the landing
roll using brakes only and this must fall within 607.
of the available field length. This rule applies to

\
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Boeing 747s right down to aircraft weighing 12,501
pounds.

As | told you, the 12,500 pound dividing line
was arrived at in 1953 by arbitrary means. At the time
of the decision, aircraft did fall into two relatively
distinct catagories and the 12,500 pound line was safely
between the two. Since that time aircraft weigh ? have
been slowly creeping up and you now find numero* aircra ft
which are certificated to operate at 12,500 poui , and
not a pound more. The penalty paid for one extr_ pound
is enormous.

Recently the FAA recognized the creeping aircraft
weights and advances in technology, to some extent, by
releasing a Special Federal Air Regulation 41, which
allows operators to recertify aircraft which were formerly
certified under 12,500 to increase maximum operating weights
above that. Paradoxically they ruled that »lien the aircra ft
weighs more than 12,500 it must comply wif i the more strin -
gent rule, but if on one leg of the day you should operate
that same aircraft under 12,500 you may ignore it. As
anyone can see, this is a situation begging for cheating.
Who, for instance, would ever land an aircraft weighing
over 1.2,500 pounds unless it was convenient to do so.
Anyone associated with aviation recognizes the fact that
much of the weight and balance computation done in the
field is done by educated guess, and it is just as easy
to guess light if it is convenient to do so.

Now then, the specifics of our situation are thus.
We have an aircraft which is perfectly able to operate
into 991 of the small bush strips in the state of Alaska,
and capable of doing so safely witness the number of
operations on page 3 of the supplement to the P etition.
However, despite this demonstrated capability, administra-
tive fiat has declared this off limits for us because we
are on the far side of the 12,500 pound line. The FAA
has declared that it is perfectly acceptable for us to go
into the same strips if we are employed in public service;
tax money pays the b ill. It thus makes it appear that if
safety is the primary concern, it is acceptable to be
unsafe while working for the Government, but not so while
engag d in free enterprise. This self same situation
exists for the Caribou and several other aircraft which

fall into what is soon to be known as the "Light Transport”
category. This arbitrary rule does not impose a hardship,
with few exceptions, anywhere but in Alaska. In Alaska,

as you well know, we deal in distances unknown in any
other state, and we support literally hundreds of communities
by air alone.
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As was pointed out time after time in the "Parker
Associates" Study, the citizenry in the Bush is paying
heavily for the lack of fle xibility imposed on them by
inadequate runways, lack of options in aircraft kinds,
insufficient numbers of aircraft in the hands of the opera-
tors, and general lack of interest created by the absence
of competition in the industry. This self same absence
of competition is likely to continue, for, under the
present circumstances, the only real choicer in
equipment are the Skyvan and the Twin O tter. Any real
advances made in either load carrying capability or
economy of operation offered by alternative equipment
available on the narket do not accrue to the bush communities,
because of the lack of fle xibility imposed by inadequate
airports, and/or the 12,500 rule.

One of the suggestions made in the "Parker" study
is the upgrading of airports in the state to allow the
bush communities to enjoy the benefits of more economical

airlift. That, most certainly, is a valid suggestion.

It is, however, costly, and it is a process which is likely
to take twenty years or more. There are, after all, more
than two hundred airports which fall into that category.

We o ffer, by way of alternative, the suggestion,
the State of Alaska make every effort to secure exception
to the operating rules which disallow the use of aircraft

such as ours in the strips which already exist. Such excep-
tions w ill be granted by the FAA, have been in the past
specifically for the State of Alaska (ref. FAR 91.38), if it
can be shown it w ill serve the public interest, and that

an equivalent level of safety can be achieved. We can
demonstrate the safety aspects, and believe there is an
irrefutable case which can be made for the public interest
aspect.

We have applied for an exception to the operating
rules which would stop us from operating our airplane into
the bush communities. We believe it is in the best ~»terest
of the citizens of the State of Alaska that the State of
Alaska join us in this endeavor via whatever means is avail-
able to it.

As a beginning we would suggest that both houses
pass a resolution enjoining the Governor to use his good
office to petition the FAA for favorable consideration of
our Petition for Exemption.

We further believe it is in the best interest of the
citizens of the State of Alaska that the Governor further
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urge the FAA to consider the unique needs of the State

of Alaska if, in the future, other operators should

apply for similar exceptions with other equipment which

would fa ll in this newly created Light Transport Category.
Sincerely,

AIR LOGISTICS OF ALASKA,INC

Jack Wilson
Manager

JW/gg



Senator Howard Cannon
United States Senate
Washington D. C. 20510

Dear Senator Cannon:

I am writing toyou to solicityour aid in an aviation
matter. I write toyou because ofycur position as Chairman
of the Senate Aviation Subcommittee and at the suggestion
of an old friend and comrade, Lt. General Thomas H. Miller
USMC(retired) . Tom told me of your deep interest in aviation
matters. We realize that you are a very busy man, but if
you could devote some of your timeto this problem, it would be
greatly appreciated and would help to rectify an inherent wrong
in the Federal Aviation regulations (FARs). Please excuse
the length of this letter. We feel that it is necessarily long
in order to thoroughly explain the problem.

Air Logistics of Alaska is introducing a new airplane to
Alaska and indeed ™ North America. This airplane is the Spanish
built CASA-212. (There is a photograph of the CASA along
with other data enclosed.) The CASA (Construcciones Aeronauticas,
S.A.) has a maximum certified take-off weight of 14,332 pounds
which, being over 12,500 pounds, places it in the "Large Transport
Category". Landing restrictions imposed by the FARs upon this
small, simple, and impressive little airplane are the same as
those applicable to the behemoths such as the Boeing 747, etc.

Air Logistics feels that these operational Ilimitations are

wholly unrealistic and has therefore applied for an exemption

in order to be allowed to operate this aircraft in a more
competative manner. These landing restrictions denrive

Alaska, and particularly the Alaskan bush of the services of

this very fine airplane. In our numerous discussions with FAA
representatives, we have found an astonishing lack of flexability
ir. tneir thinking in the matter. They seem to be able to dis—
tinguish only two colors, black and white. This lack of realistic
thinking 1is imposed upon the FAA personnel by the long standing,
out of date, and economically stifling 12,500 pound rule. This
is the basis of our problem.

A copy of our petition, filed with TAA as docket Humber

19498, 1is attached. This petition explains the situation
fairly well, however, there are some othur aspects to be
considered. In doing so it is necessary to place the whole
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problem in context. The 12,500 pound arbitrary dividing line
between "smail" and "large" airplanes was established on

9 April 1953 by the CAB. Small aircraft in general use at

the time were ranging up to a high of nearly so000 pounds (the
D-18 Twin Beechcraft). Larger airplanes started at about 28,000
pounds, (the Douglas DC-3). There was really nothing in between.
It seemed that some line of distinction needed to be drawn to
define small and large aircraft for certification and operational
rule purposes. As a man who took part in the 1953 rule making
said recently, "it seemed like a good number at the time". He
then added, ™"and it still does". The rule did not have any real
economical 1impact in 1953. While subsequent airframe and power
plant design advanced, the rule stagnated and petrified. It is
now viewed upon as if it had been written upon a stone tablet

in ancient Hebrew and started out "Thou shall not...._.". It is
now an inflexible rule that is two decades behind the world aviation
industry and the requirements of the people in this country.

The 12,500 pound rule has been economically stifling to the
aviation industry in the whole free world. No manufacturer 1in
the U.S. would consider making an airplane over 12,500 pounds
unless it was a genuine large transport airplane, simply because
he couldn®"t sell it. He could certify the airplane under Part 25,
but he couldn"t sell it because no air taxi or small commercial
operator could operate the aircraft under the severe operating

rules. Foreign mai ufacturers all faced the same problems because
their best market for selling their airplanes was in the United
States. Therefore, airplanes for civil use were not manufactured
between 12,500 pounds and roughly 30,000 pound.. It is numbing

to think of the fine airplanes that would be providing public
service in this country if the 12,500 pound iron curtain had
not lasted so long.

When the Spanish originally conceived the CASA 212 they did
not consider the 12,500 pound barrier. The Spanish Air Force
was providing support to their domestic and African operations
with antiquated Douglas DC-3 (C-47) and left over German JU-52s
(similar to the Ford Tri-Motor). In the 1960s they looked at the
world airplane market and could not locate a suitable replacement.
They saw the U.S. C-123s and C-130 Hercules and with those as
the basic idea, produced a small version. They designed and are
manufacturing the .._irframe and a few components. The engine,
propellers, instruments, radios and almost everything else is
of U.S. manufacture. The engines, as an example, are the very
fine and well proven Garrett TPE-331 turbo-propeller power plants
made 1in Pheonix. The Spaniards had no requirements to consider
the 12,500 pound rule. It was sold to their own, the Portugese,
and many South American governments for military use. The airplane
first became operational in 1971. There are now over 180 flying
in Spain, Portugal, Africa, South America, the Middle East,
Indonesia, and Thailand to nam a few atcas of operation. To
date, there has never been a fatal accident 1in a CASA-212. The
airplane received U.S. certification in February,1977. Since it



It slightly over 12,500 pounds (1832 pounds) the aircraft was
certified under the very stringent rules outlined in FAR 25

as a "Large Tranport Category Airplane.” Thus it meets the

same structural and design safety criteria as the behemoths,
whereas 1its main competitors such as the Short SC-7 Sky Van
(manufactured in the United Kingdom) and the Canadian De-Haviland
Twin Otter are certified under the much less restrictive measures
of SFAR-3 and Part 23 respectively. These very slightly lighter
airplanes are allowed to operate under different landing rules.
FAR 135.385(b) outlines rules for turbine engine powered Large
Transport Catagory Airplanes. This rule requires the destination
airport to be of sufficient length for the aircraft to come to

a full stop landing within 60% of the effective length of the
runway after passing over the landing end at an altitude of

50 feet. If the approved Airplane Flight Manual (AFM) for a

Sky Van, Twin Otter, or any other airplane 12,500 pounds or less
indicated a requireJ runway of 1600 feet from over 50 feet, they
cculd legally land on a runway 1600 feet in length. Whereas

the CASA pilot would have to factor his 1600 feet with the

60% effective runway rule and would therefore require 2666

feet of runway to legally land his airplane. It has been said

by some FAA inspectors that to allow the CASA to operate under

the same rules as a Van or Otter would be "unsafe"™ even though

he knows very well that the landing performance data for the CASA
is comparable to that of the other two aircraft. He also knows
that, due to the certification rules met by the CASA and not

the other two aircraft, that the CASA is in fact a safer airplane.
The 1832 pounds creates t»e problem for him and he cannot or will
not look over the 12,500 pound waii. On 21 December 1978, the
FAA Administrator signed an announcement of a regulatory review
of a new proposal Part 24. Part 24 1is not applicable here,

but a statement that he made in that announcement 1is. He let

it be known that one of his goals is "To implement the President"s
policy on improving government regulations, agencies must consider
alternative ways to deal with a problem at.d an analysis of the
economic consequences of each alternativc."” FAA personnel that
we have encountered do not seem to be takiu the Administrator”"s
nor the Presidentgoal very scriomly.

Air Logistics has applied for an exemption from the require—
ments of FAR 135.385(b) and (c). This p tition, FAA Docket 119498

attached, goes much further into all th .amifications. Our
problem is immediate and becomes more ptcssingevery day. We

are desirous of providing much needed services this winter in the
further development of the National Petroleum Reserve. In

addition, wc need some relief from this unrealistic landing
restriction in order to provide mu h better and more versatile
service to the Alaskan bush communities. The granting of relief
from these staid old rules will not adversely effect aviation
safety, and is very dcfinately in the public interest. If we
fail in this matter it is felt that a very fine airplane will

be relagated to oblivion in North America. Any asistance that
you can provide will be greatly appreciated.



If you or your staff should have further questions,
your disposal.

I am at
In addition, we are represented in this matter
by Mr. Edward W. Sauer of Squire, Sanders & Dempsey, 21 Dupont
Circle N.W., Washington D.C., telephone 862-7050.
is well

Mr. Sauer

versed on the subject, is at your disposal.

and
Sincerely,

AIR LOGISTICS OF ALASKA, INC.

Leslie W. Bays

Director of Operations
LWB/gg



OF ALASKA. INC. A DIVISION OF OFFSHORE LOGISTICS. INC

AIR LOGISTICS

AND

THE CASA 212

Air Logistics is the Aviation Division of Offshore
Logistics, Inc. with headquarters in Lafayette, La. The
parent company operates over 120 supply, tow, and crew
vessels in support of the oil industry worldwide.

Air Logistics operates 110 helicopters and aircraft
from various bases in the United States and in a number of
overseas countries. The airlift capability is rapidly ex—
panding, with more than 50 new helicopters on or”er and
additional fixed wing aircraft backlogged to fi.x the
logistics support role worldwide.

As the first U.S. operator of the CASA-212 aircraft.
Air Logistics of Alaska, Inc. 1is in a unique position to
inform the aviation public of the capabilities of this
versatile aircraft. To this end, we have made a comparison
study of the CASA 212 and two other aircraft which might
be generally considered as its closest competition, namely
the DHC-6-300 Twin Otter and the Shorts SC-7 Skyvan. A con—
siderable amount is known about these two aircraft, while the
CASA 212 is so new to the market that some general comments
on 1its background are appropriate. The airplane is manufactured
by C.A.S.A. (Construcciones Aeronauticas, Sociedad Animas).
It is fabricated in four plants in Spain and assembled in
their Seville facilities. In the 1960s the Spanish Air Force
investigated the world market for an airplane to replace
their antiquated C-47 and Junkers 52 (German version of Ford
Tri-Motor) airplanes. Because there was nothing available
on the market that suited their purposes, tway elected to
build their own, and the result was an aircraft that appears
to bear the blood lines of the U.S. C-123, but on a smaller
scale. The airframe is manufactured 1in Spain but nearly every—
thing else has other origins. The engines, propellers, instru—
ments, radios, navigation equipment, electrical components,
battories, and other principal 1items, are of U.S. manufacture.
The airframe, which 1is very solidly constructed, was designed
and built by CASA, who wero producing quality airplanes
prior to and during World War 1I, including such aircraft
as the ME-109.

CASA is a partner in the European Airbus Industrie,

collaborates in Euro ean and Spanish space programs and
does major overhaul »nd repair work on tactical aircraft
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of the U.S. Navy > 6th Fleet and the U.S. Air Forces, Europe.
In addition, they manufactured approximately 70 F5 Freedonm
Fighters under license from Northrop. They have designed

and are beginning manufacture on the CASA 101 which is

a jet trainer similar in configuration to, and 1is programmed

to replace, their aging U.S. T-33s. More than 130 CASA-212
airplanes have been built since 1971 and are operating largely
in Europe, the Mid-East, Indonesia, Africa and South America.
The airplane is powered by two AirResearch Garrett TPE 331-5-
251C engines capable of 840 SHP and flat rated to 750 SHP.

The TPE 331 engine has been used very successfully on a world—
wide basis on numerous types and models of military and civil
aircraft and has been quite effectively operated here in the
Far North for more than a decade on Volpar, Skyvan, Swearingen
and Mitsubishi airplanes.

It is not our intention to belittle competitive aircraft
or engines, but simply to state the facts as we see them.
The attached chart and explanatory notes clearly reflect the
basic differences between the three aircraft as presently
operated in Alaska and it is our firm conviction that the
CASA 212 offers a combination of versatality, operational
efficiency, and practical economy that has not been available
in an aircraft of this type.

Air Logistics is proud of the part it has played
in introducing this fine aircraft to the U.S. and we are con-—
fident that it is going to have a long term impact on the
aviation industry in this country.

If further information 1is required either on Air Logistics
or the CASA 212, please do not hesitate to contact us.

Sincerely

A :S OF ALASKA, INC

Jack Wilson
Manager

JV;/g9



NO.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

Description

Max. Gross Takeoff
Weight

Useful Load

Passenger Capacity

True Airspeed

(Cruise at Max.
Weight)

Fuel Capacity

Fuel Consumption

Max Range

(45 Min. Res)

Takeoff Distance
Over 50" Obstacle

Landing Distance
Over 50* Obstacle

Cabin Volume

Cargo Door

Hydraulic Ramp

De-IlIcing
Leading Edges

Windsh. -*Id

Propeller

Engine Intake
Single Engine
Service Ceiling

Rate
(Alaska)

Charter
-Wet

Payload Anchorage-
Fairbanks
(222 nautical
Cost/Lb.
Cost/Naut. Mi.

mi.)

CASA 212

14,332 1Ibs.

5,532 Ibs.

19

188 knots

3,538 1Ibs.
600 Ibs/hr

1,050 Stat Mi.
1,700 feet
1,750 feet

840 cu.ft.

Rear

Ht. 5"11"

Wide 5°7"

yes

Pneumatic
Boots

Electric

Electric
Bleed Air

Heat
13,800 ft.
$660/Hr.

4386 Ibs.

$.18/1b.
53.5VNM

300 Series Otter

12,500 |Ibs.

4,760 |Ibs.

19

145 knots

2,550 *bs.
600 Ibs/hr

505 Stat Mi.

1,500 feet

1,940 feet

384 cu. ft.
Side

Ht. 4*2"
Wide 4°8"

Side Door Only

Pneumatic Boots

Electric or
Alcohol
Electric

No Heat but Snow

Baffles

11,500 ft.

$560/Hr.

3404 1Ibs.

$.25/71b.
53.86/NM

Skyvan

12,500 Ibs.

4,160 Ibs.

Refer
Comments

140 knots

2,340 1Ibs.
600 Ibs/hr

515 Stat Mi.

1,590 feet.

1,480 feet

780 cu. ft.
Rear

Ht. 6*5"
Wide 5*9"

No

Alcohol or None

Alcohol or None
riectric
bleed Air Heat
8,000 ft.

$500/Hr.

2780 1Ibs.

$.29/1b.
$3.58/NM



EXPLANATION OF COMPARISON CHART

Item 2. Useful Load (Payload + Fuel) Useful 1load is computed
herein by adding the aircraft Basic Empty Weight (BEW),
a two-man crew at 170 Ibs/man, and 100 pounds for
survival equipment/incidentals to reach the Basic
Operating Weight (BOW). The computations are as

follows:
CASA 212-5 300 Series Otter Skyvan
BEW 8300 7300 7900
Survival/lIncidentals 100 100 100
Crew *400 340 340
BOW 8800 7740 8340
MGTOW 14,332 12,500 12,500
Useful Load 5,532 lIbs. 4,760 1Ibs. 4,1601bs

eAircraft weighing over 12,500 Ibs. are
required by the new FAR 135.2 (e) (1
(ii)(A) to compute each crewmenber at
200 pounds.

Item 3. Passenger Capacity The Skyvan 1is not certified for the
carriage of passengers without the installation of side
doors wh;th adds a considerable amount to the basic weight
of the a rcraft.

Item 4. True Airspeed The CASA 212 speeds are based upon a
nearly 10,000 mile flight from Spain to Anchorage and
over 400 additional flight hours. The Skyvan figures are
based upon over 2000 hours of recent personal flight
experience in the Skyvan by one of our supervisory pilots.
The 300 Series Twin Otter speeds are based upon flight*
experiences of numerous Twin Otter pilots and published
reference material.

Item 6. Fuel Consumption The fuel consumption of the three air-
cr ft is almost 1identical. However, because of its
extra speed, the CASA will use less fuel to go the same
distance and 1 . fact, savings in fuel costs of over 30
per cent can be expected compared with the two other
aircraft.

ltems 849 . Take-Off/Landlng Distance This data is taken from
the respective flight manuals of the three aircraft and
is based upon clearing a 50 foot obstacle both on take—
off and landing. Operational experience nas shown that
the Spanish manufacturer has been very corservative 1in
the preparation of the performance charts since the
aircraft performance exceeds the published data significantly.



Item 11.

Iltem 13.

ltem 14.

Item 15.

\

Cargo Door The CASA and Skyvan both have rear loading
doors of similar size. The CASA has a hydraulically
operated lower loading ramp identical in concept to

the C-130 Hercules that is 57" x 5"5". This ramp will
hold 3600 pounds during loading and affords a 660 pound
capacity cargo or luggage compartment. This ramp allows
small vehicles (American sub-compacts & Datsun/Toyota
size cars and trucks) to be driven on and off the air—
craft without any external equipment. The Skyvan

does not have such a ramp and the Twin Otter has only

a side loading cargo/passenger door.

Anti and De-lIcing The CASA 212 and the Skyvan both

have engine 1intake heat while the Twin Otter is equipped
with engine intake vanes to deflect excessive snow or
rain. The CASA and the Twin Otter have pneumatic

boots on all leading edge surfaces while the Alas).a
based Skyvans vary from a very ineffective alcohol spray
system to no anti or de-icing equipment on the surfaces
at all. All three aircraft have electrically heated
propellers. The CASA has electric windshield heat as

do some of the Twin Otters (others have only alcohol).
Some Skyvans do not have any windshield anti or de-icing
at all and others have alcohol.

Single Engine Service Ceiling The single engine -orvice
ceiling of the CASA exceeds that of the Otter by 30%

and the Skyvan by over 701 which means that the customer
has that much greater safety margin when the aircraft

is operating in mountainous areas.

Charter Rate These are the rates (including fuel)
currently being charged 1in Alaska.

In summary, the CASA has the following major advantages
over the Twin Otter and the Skyvan:

1. A thirty per cent higher cruise speed which
results in reduced costs to the customer.

2. A greater cubic cargo capacity than that of
the Skyvan and more than twice the cabin volume
of the Twin Otter.

3. A passenger capability exceeding the Skyvan and
similar to the Otter, but with extra room and airline
type seats.

4. A rear cargo door superior to the Skyvan and with
a configuration similar to the Hercules C-130. The
Twin Otter has a smaller sidt door.



6. A range nearly double that of the Twin Otter
and more than double that of the skyvan.



To the Administrator, Federal Aviation Administration
. . |i

Pursuant to the provisions of Section 11.25 of the
Federal Aviation Regulations, Air Logistics of Alaska, Inc.
(7\ir Logistics) , hereby petitions the Administrator of the
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) for an exemption fronm
the provisions of Section 135.305(b) and (¢) of the Federal
Aviation Regulations to the extent necessary to permit Air
Logistics to land its present and future CASA 212 aircraft
with due regard only to the limitations imposed by 1its
Aircraft Flight Manual. Air Logistics requests expedited
processing of this petition pursuant to FAR 11.27(j), and
submits that good cause for this expedited processing, as
well as for Air Logistics®" Tfailure to submit this petition
within the 120-day period normally provided by FAR 11.25(b)(1)
is clearly established by the information set forth below.
Air Logistics also requests that its Operations Specifications
be revised accordingly. In support of this petition, Air
Logistics states as Tfollows:

1. Petitioner, Air Logistics of Alaska, Inc., 1is a
corporation established in Alaska approximately two years
ago as a subsidiary of the Louisiana-based Offshore Logis—
tics, Inc. Offshore Logistics is currently the second
largest helicopter carrier.in the United States and has
amassed the finest hclicoptor safety recgrd in the
indurtry. Since 1its inception, Air Logistics has provided

transportation services throughout the State of Alaska



primarily through the use of helicopters. In the process,
I

Air Logistics has made a substantial commitment to safety
and believes it has compiled a very strong safety record.
In 1973, Air Logistics determined that market demand
justified the addition of fixed wing equipment to its fleet.
Accordingly, on May 11, 1978, Air Logistxcs took delivery
of a CASA 212 STOL aircraft from its Spanish manufacturer,
Construcciones Aeronauticas, S.A. The CASA 2?12 is a twin
engine turbopropeller powered fixed wing aircraft with a
maximum certificated take-off weight of 14,332 and a landing
weight of 13,781 pounds. Its highly sophisticated design
characteristics giv- it outstanding STOL capabilities as
shown in the attached landing performarce charts taken from j
its approved flight manual (Attachment A).

2. Air Logistics purchased its CAS% 112 equipment with
a view toward operations into and from the Alaskan bush. At
the £ .sent time, approximately 55t of Alaska"s population
is concentrated at the major centers of Anchorage, Fairbanks,
and Juneau. The remaining population is scattered throughout
outlying areas and concentrated primarily a.ound relatively
small airfields. These smaller communities are highly
dependent upon air service for basic necessities. In parti —
cular, construction supplies frequently have to be flown 1in
from central areas, and these shipments typically require

high payload capac ”y, the ability to handle outsized loads
and short field capacities. The CASA 212°"s 5,532-pound

usaful 1load and its spacious cargo hold and exceptional



performance characteristics make it ideally suited }or sup-
porting Alaskan requirements.

3. Most of the runways at these outlying areas arc
relatively short. A recent Alaska Supplement of the U. S.
Flight Information Publication shows that there are 71 bush
airfields between 1500 and 2,000 feet in length, an additional
79 such strips between 2,000 and 2300 feet, and 31 more
between 2500 and 3,000 feet. The CASA 212 is wull-suitcd
for operation at most of these airfields under appropriate
weather conditions, a fact which is readily demonstrated by
the manual provisions set forth in Attachment A.

4. Air Logistics recently was advised by the FAA that,
once this aircraft is placed in civil aircraft operations,
landings will be permitted only at air?*-rips sufficiently
long to permit a landing from 50 feet over the obstruction
clearance plane within 604 of the usable runway space at the
primary airport, and 704 at the alternate. This will relegate
the C/SA 212 when fully loaded to airstrips of approximately
3500 foet or more which, as a practical matter, will destroy
its economic viability. Air Logistics submits that the
extremely wide margin that these operating limitations
provide is totally unnecessary in order to assuro the highest
degree of safety in operation of this aircraft.

5. FAR 135 draws several distinctions among the aircraft
that may be operated by air taxi and commercial operators,
such as Air Logistics. ThegCASA 212, wi;h a maximum certi—

ficated take-off weight of 14,332 pounds, technically falls



within the large transport category and thus, pursuant to
Section 135.385(b) 1is required under normal circumstances to
operate only to primary airports at which it could land
within G0% of the effective length of each runway from a
threshold 50 feet above the intersection of the obstruction
clearance plane and the runway. FAR 135.385(c) requires
that only 70% of the available space at alternate airports
be utilized, also subject to the 50-foot rule. In contrast,
however, a number of aircraft with which the CASA 212 1is
capable of directly competing in the Alaskan bush markets -
the SC-7 Sky Van and the DHC-6 Twin Otter, for example -
arc permitted to operate under the far less restrictive
provisions of FAR 135.399 which do not impose this type of
landing requirement upon thorn as an absolute rule.

The distinction drawn in the P gulations between the
CASA 212 and 1its potential competitor aircratt is based
primarily upon the fact that the CASA 212%"s maximum certifi—
cated takeoff weight exceeds 12,500 pounds, thj- bringing it
into the large aircraft category. The 12,500-pound dividing
line was established on April 9, 1953 by the Civil Aeronautics
Board and was based on the Doard"s determination that then-
current st idics showed that Part 3 of the Civil Air Regulations,
us then 1in existence, "would not result in an acceptable
Ics/el of safety for future designs of relatively large
airplanes irrespective of their use.” The Board went on to

' '

not* that this demarcation was consistent with provisions of

its economic regulations and other parts of the Civil Air



Regulations.

There can be no question that aircraft technology has
undergone enormous advances since this 1953 CAB dccis..cn.
In particular, no aircraft comparable to the CASA 217 \ *
even in the”design stage at that tine and indeed none could
have been since this aircraft represents state-of-the-
art STOL technology at the present time. The studies upon
which the CAB based its decision in 1953 thus could not have
taken 1into account aircraft with the operating characteristics
of the CASA 212. Indeed, to the extent that the 12,500-
pound limitation was chosen in order to achieve harmony with
the CAB"s economic regulations, this limitation was not
strictly based upon Sdfety considerations 1in the * Zfrst
place.

Air Logistics docs not maintain that the 12,500 demarca—
tion should be totally abolished. Instead, 1its contention
is that in the case of the CASA 212, the rigid application
of 12,500-pound rule operates to place the aircraft into a
class of equipment which, at least as far as landing character
istics arc concerned, 1is not appropriate. The CASA 212 is
only marginally over the 12,500-pound demarcation and yet
pays a heavy penalty for this s"ight excess. Because of
1032 pounds of additional take-off weight (120.1. pounds of
landing weight), the CASA 212 finds itself classified with
the very largjst of lircraft which air taxis and commercial
operators are permitted to utilize, and indeed, with regard

to landing limitations, it is treated parallel to even the



most monstrous of widcbodicd equipment. The fact of the
matter is that, notwithstanding its 1U00 pounds of additional
weight, the ASA 212°"s performance actually compares much
more closely with the smaller aircraft which are operated
under Part 135 without the limitation of Part 135.385(hb)

and (c¢) than with larger transport category equipment, a

fact which 1is readily apparent from an examination of the
pertinent operational data as set forth in Attachment B.

Accordingly, Air Logistics submits that the 12,500-
pound limitation 1is arbitrary when applied to the landing
characteristics of the CASA 212, and thus that an exemption
from the landing limitations of Part 135.385(b) and (c)
should be granted in this case. It is important to understand
chat Air Logistics does not maintain that the 12,500-pound
distinction should be totally discarded since it has in the
past served a useful guideline in safety regulation. Instead,
it in Air Logistics"™ belief that in this unique case the
extraordinary STOL capacity of the CASA 212 aircraft justifies
excepting it from one of the rules normally applicable to
the large aircraft category.

6. The CASA 212°s unique STOL performance 1is achieved
directly by tho design of the aircraft under normal operating
procedure. Unlike many other aircraft, the CASA 212 does
not utilize special STOL flap settings to achieve its
optimum landing and takeoff performance. Instead, take-off
and landing procedures and flap settings on short airfields

arc exactly the same as those appl cable to longer runv.ays.



At all pointy during takeoff and landing, the appropriate
V speeds arc observed. Thus, the dangers inherent "in the
special configurations and low speeds which characterize
STOL operation of other aircraft arc not present in the case
of the CASA 212.

7. Tor all of the reasons cited, Air Logistics submits
that safety in aviation would not be adversely affected
by permitting the operation of the CASA 212 as c¢ civil
aircraft, without application of Part 135.305(b) and (c)-
This would also have the effect of placing the CASA 212 under
landing procedures similar to the Twin Otter ana the Skyvan
aircraft with wuich it will be in competition and with which
its performance in landing most nearly compares. Indeed,
besides weight, the only other distinction drawn between
these aircraft in FAR 135 appears based on the earlier date
of their type certifications. Air Logistics submits that
this represents an unjustifiable penalty to the more recent
technological developments which the CASA 212 incorporates.
Air Logistics 1is not requesting unlimited authority to land
the CASA 212 at any airport that it chooses under any con-—
ceivable set of weather conditions. Instead, it is requestsig
simply that it be permitted to oporato its aircraft with due
regard for flight manual Ilimitations. The manual provisions,
of course, contain allowances and adjustments for differing
meteorological conditions and, in this connection, Air
Logistics would intend to apply appropriate adjustment

factors in the caso of unpaved, wet, or slippery runways in



accordance with established practice. These procedures all
contain built-in allowances for safety under varying conditions
and thus would in no respect adversely affect safety. In

point of fact, the liberal allowances provided by Part
135.385(b) "and (c) are simply unnecessary in the case of an
aircraft with t.he CASA 212°"s capabilities.

B. Under Section 601(c) of the Federal Aviation Act,
the Administrator may grant exemptions of the type requested
in this petition if he finds that such action would be in
the public interest. The publ-c interest is def: 1 for
this purpose by Section 103 of the Act to include:

(a) The regulation of air commerce 1in
such manner as to best promote its
development and safety and fulfill the

requirements of the national defense;

(b) The promotion, encouragement, and
development of civil aeronautics;

Air Logistics submits that it is clear that, its request for
exemption iw justified under these statutory standards.
That safety would not adversely be affected by the granting
of the exemption requested herein has been demonstrated
above. At this point, the public interest in the promotion,
encourage and development of civil aeronautics should also
bo consiucrcd.

The CASA 212 1is a unique aircraft. Its characteristics
permit it to utilize very short a rfioHs for bush operations
while at the same time affording a relatively largo usable

load bcth in terms of weight and space. <The CASA Casa 212



this, aircraft to runways of more than 3500 foot, the FAA

would be effectively limiting it to markets in which it

cannot hope to successfully compete under ."rdinary circumstances.

If the exemption requested herein is not promptly granted,
an unnecessary restriction would thus destroy the economic
usefulness of the CASA 212 and require Air Logistics to give
serious consideration to disposing of this aircraft. The
end result would again be the unnecessary deprivation cf the
best possible air serv e to the people of the Alaskan bush
country, and the consingment to oblivion of a very fine air—
craft.

9. Air Logistics submits that good cause exists for
its failure to file this petition within the 120-day period
normally required by FAR 11.25"j)(1) and similarly that
expedited processing under FAR 11.27(J) 1is called for in
this case. Initial discussions with officials of the minu-
facturcr and local FAA personnel at tho time the aircraft
was purchased left Air Logistics with the impression that
the strict rules of FAR 135.385(b) and (c¢) would not be
applied to this equipment. When 7\ir Logistics first learned
in August of 1979 that FAR 135.385(b) and (c) would be
applied to civil operations by this aircraft, it promptly
requested deviation authorization from the Alaska regional
FAA cffice. This request was denied on August 29, 1979, and
this petition has been submitted as promptly as possible
thereafter. In these circumstances, Air Logistics submits

that good cause exists for its failure to submit this appliwa

ion



within the 120-day period normally provided by FAR 111.25(b)(1)
and similarly that Air Logistics acted in a timely manner 1in
filing this exemption petition within the meaning of FAR

11.27 () ) (iii) .

The remaining requirements for expedited processing
under FAR 11.27(jJ)(3) are also present here. As noted
above, the CASA 212 is a unique commercial aircraft, and Air
Logistics owns the on”y such aircraft presently flying 1in
North America. The granting of an exemption designed to
give it greater flexibility in landing would accordingly not
seem to create a precedent of wide applicability in other
cases. Grant of this exemption to Air Logistics would at
most establish the principle that in an extraordinary case
where an aircraft is only minimally above the 12,500-pound
demarcation and yet performs comparably to aircraft below
that line which are not subject to the full FAR 135.385(hb)
rules, the FAA would be willing to consider the granting of
an exemption permitting greater landing flexibility where
safety would clearly not be adversely affected. Air Logistics
is unaware of ar.y other aircraft existing at the present
time whose operating situation parallels the CASA 212 and
thus wojld not expect the grant of this exemption to provide
on immediate precedent for any existing aircraft.

It is clear that the delay in acting upon this petition
for exemption which would result from the use of standard
publication procedures would®"be seriously detrimental to Air

Logistics, as well as to the public interest. Air Logistics”



