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Carroll County Regional Airport 
Questions and Answers from the Sept. 1 Public Session 
 

• The Commissioners want to see copies of the regulations that would 
force the airport to be a CIII class airport if a CIII class aircraft were to 
be based here. 

 
David W. Jones (Delta Airport Consultants) - The regulations are not black and white related to 
this question, but the FAA has adequate control to affect the Airport Owner’s decision making. 
In accordance with FAA Advisory Circular 150/5300-13, Airport Design, under Chapter 1., Section 
1. (the highlighted document that I gave you the other day), the first two paragraphs state the 
following: “Section 103 of the Federal Aviation  Act of 1958 states in part, “In the exercise and 
performance of his power and duties under this Act, the Secretary of Transportation shall 
consider the following, among other things, as being in the public interest: (a) The regulation of 
air commerce in such a manner as to best promote its development and safety and fulfill the 
requirements of defense; (b) the promotion, encouragement, and development of civil 
aeronautics…..” This public charge, in effect, requires the development and maintenance of a 
national system of safe, delay-free, and cost-effective airports. The use of standards and 
recommendations contained in this publication (150/5300-13) in the design of supports this 
public charge. These standards and recommendations, however, do not limit or regulate the 
operations of the aircraft.” Under Chapter 1, Section 5., Paragraph a. it states: “All airport 
development carried out at Federally obligated airports must be done in accordance with an 
FAA-approved Airport Layout Plan (ALP). The FAA-approved ALP, to the extent practical, should 
conform to the FAA airport design standards existing at the time of its approval. Due to unique 
site, environmental, or other constraints, the FAA may approve an ALP not fully complying with 
design standards. Such approval requires an FAA study and finding that the proposed 
modification is safe for the specific site and conditions. When the FAA upgrades a standard, 
airport owners should, to the extent practical,  include the upgrade in the ALP before starting 
future development.”  Under Chapter 1, Section 6  it states: “Modification to standards means 
any change to FAA design standards other than dimensional standards for runway safety areas. 
Unique local conditions may require modification to airport design standards for a specific 
airport. A modification to an airport design standard related to new construction, 
reconstruction, expansion, or upgrade on an airport which received Federal aid requires FAA 
approval. The request for modification should show that the modification will provide an 
acceptable level of safety, economy, durability, and workmanship.” 
 
Although this is long and somewhat convoluted, it is basically saying that it you want FAA money 
for projects, the FAA has the right to approve funding for projects which meet their design 
standards based on the design aircraft, and not approve funding for projects which do not, and 
an airport must use their available funds to meet standards before doing other types of 
development. Although they have the out with the modification to standards, this is strictly 
limited to deviations which truly have no potential adverse affect on the safety of operations. In 
my 23 years of experience, modification to standards are only issued for very minor items 
(developing an airport up to a specific size aircraft within a group because they don’t have 
anything larger operating there -i.e., not for all Group III aircraft), never to allow an airport not 
to develop to the standards for their design aircraft. Additionally, with the national push on SMS 
(Safety Management Systems), all modification to standards are required to go through a very 
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formal review process within FAA to determine that they do not adversely affect safety, and this 
will have the effect of minimizing the number of modification to standards. 
 
Carroll County will not be able to avoid meeting new standards if a larger aircraft is to base and 
operate there. This will be considered a safety compromise which will not pass the test. 
Therefore, the FAA’s hammer will be the County will meet current standards if you want their 
money, or you will do your projects entirely at your own cost. This would include rehabilitating 
(overlaying) the existing runway when it became necessary. Therefore, it is in the County’s best 
interest to take this money and proceed with the planned improvements while it is being 
offered. Otherwise, the County will be required to redo the Master Plan and EA throwing away 
the money which has already been spent, and then if a larger aircraft does base and operate 
there, redo these things again potentially solely at your own cost since they were already 
completed and paid for with Federal money. However, both documents have shelf lives and will 
not be able to be used after a few years. 
 
You can look for something more solid than that if you like, but it comes down to whether you 
want their money or not, and if you do, meeting their requirements, because they have 
numerous other airports that want their money and are willing to meet their standards, so they 
will go to those airports first. I hope that this is clear and understandable. This decision 
significantly affects the future of Carroll County and how much future projects will cost the 
County. And being that you must remain a public use Airport to remain in compliance with your 
current grant assurances, you cannot restrict an aircraft from basing or operating at your 
airport. Even special fees must be deemed fair and reasonable across the users, and the users 
can appeal potentially unreasonable fees to the FAA for review. If the County elects not to 
remain in compliance with your grant assurance, the FAA can mandate that the County pays 
back to the FAA all federal monies that have been received for projects (land projects for 
eternity, and development for 20 years). This currently will amount to tens of millions of dollars. 
 
• A question was raised whether the National Transportation Board 

could force the airport to add other services such as a commuter 
service. 

 
David W. Jones – The National Transportation Board cannot force the airport to add commercial 
or commuter service. It is implausible that there would be any need or desire for airline or 
commuter service at Carroll County with BWI so close. Most commuter service airports are no 
longer able to make it due to the high costs of airfares through those facilities, and although the 
federal government currently subsidizes many of these operations, they will likely not last much 
longer as the few enplanements that they are serving don’t justify the cost. 
 
• The Commissioners expressed their desire that we explore the 

possibility and ramifications of selling the airport to a private entity. 
 
David W. Jones – Selling the airport to a private entity would have the same ramification of the 
County not remaining in compliance with the grant assurances. The grant assurances which you 
have accepted require that the County maintain the airport as an airport for eternity once you 
accepted Federal funding for land (which you have) and for 20 years from the completion of any 
development project. If you do not remain in compliance with these assurances, then the funds 
which have been used are required to be returned, which amounts to tens of millions of dollars. 



Page 3 of 7 

• They spoke of trying to identify the market limitation of having a 
shorter runway.  To that end, the question was raised as to what is 
the maximum cruising range for CII vs. CIII class aircraft taking off 
from our airport? 

 
David W. Jones – This is another question that is not easily answered. There are numerous 
aircraft and they all have different capabilities (range, load, performance, etc.). In general, 
aircraft operating at the airport today and desiring to go to the west coast must make an interim 
stop, and oversees requires going to another larger airport (BWI or other larger corporate 
facility) first. Aircraft are expensive, so companies buy the aircraft that best meets their mission 
needs. If they want to get to the west coast non-stop for convenience, they will buy that aircraft 
and locate where it can be used to its full capability, not have to be relocated to another airport 
first. Therefore, the County will not be able to benefit from the jobs that could be generated and 
the induced economic benefits that may provide. So the limitation is the County will not 
compete for companies that have a need to get to the west coast non-stop, oversees, or any 
other similar distance destinations.  This may not seem like a big deal, but these aircraft buy 
extensive amounts of fuel and can make an airport be self sufficient. The smaller the aircraft 
that you are serving, the less likely that you can be self sustaining. They don’t buy enough fuel 
and require the same amount of services. 
 
• Delta clarified for the Commissioners that an Instrument Landing 

System could be installed at our airport even should it revert to a CII 
class airport.  They were then trying to ascertain the cost of putting in 
an Instrument Landing System.  Joe told them $2M.  Dave said that 
was just the components but that the total cost would be much 
higher.  We need to have an accurate idea of the cost and whether 
FAA participation could be expected. 

 
David W. Jones – To get an ILS to Runway 16, the County needs a localizer (horizontal guidance), 
glide slope (vertical Guidance), and MALSR lighting system (visual guidance). The equipment, 
installation, and FAA costs alone are likely to be more than $5 million. There are additional costs 
including land acquisition and grading operations which cannot be quantified at this time since 
this option has not been looked at. But suffice it to say that it is likely several more million 
dollars. If the County is not willing to meet the FAA design standards, then the FAA will not 
participate in this funding. 
 
• Regarding the total outlay needed to extend the runway, they 

commented that there’s no Return on Investment for the $74M 
expected to be spent. 

  
David W. Jones - It is important to realize that the County’s share of this project is $1,850,000, 
not $74 million. Although I understand that the Commissioners’ feel that even the State and 
Federal dollars are taxes, albeit airline taxes, they will be collected whether the County accepts 
the FAA and State money or not, so the taxes will be paid by the tax payers, and the money will 
go to a desiring airport. Not taking this funding will not lower taxes, as the airport system is a 
critical component of our national transportation system, which would not be where it is today 
if not funded by the Federal and State governments. These systems do not generate sufficient 
money in and of themselves to be totally self-sufficient, hence why there has been an assistance 
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funding system in place for many years.  It’s better for this possibly required project to cost the 
County $1,850,000 rather than $74 million. 
 
• Here’s a personal thought – If they want to shelve the plan so future 

Commissioners can make the decision whether to extend the runway, 
would it be better to at least buy the land and easements now so that 
nothing in the future can interfere with a decision to proceed? 

 
David W. Jones – The FAA will not allocate funding to proceed with the land purchase unless 
there is a project that needs it and the County is pursuing it. Therefore, if they decide to scrap 
the plan, then there would be no need and they would not be pursuing it. 
 
• A comment was made that we don’t have enough understanding of 

the economic halo effect attributable to the runway extension. 
 
Jeff Topper – No guarantee of economic benefit as a result of extending the runway can be 
made.  Both the Martin and Sage Studies anticipate and project economic benefits; comparable 
airports that have extended their runways to a similar length can point, in some cases, to 
economic benefits that were gained; and Skytech, the Fixed Base Operator, brought thirty-three 
jobs when they came to the airport with the expectation that the runway would be extended.  
Surdex, a current resident business at the airport, is also exploring whether to consolidate their 
operations here.  Should that happen, another forty-five jobs would result.  It is not possible, 
however, to guarantee economic benefits. 
 
• Focusing on the corporate hangars, they questioned whether they are 

paying for themselves. 
 
Jeff Topper – According to draft financial numbers for FY 11, revenue received from the 
corporate hangars totals just over $450,000 while associated debt service is about $300,000.  All 
corporate hangar utility costs are borne by the tenants. 
 
• Staff has been checking all along with other airports to glean relevant 

information.  We just learned that Ocean City Municipal Airport is in 
a position similar to us – they had a master plan and environmental 
study completed and then it was decided to shelve the plan.  Needing 
to do another master plan, they applied to the Federal Aviation 
Administration for funding participation.  The FAA refused to 
participate in funding either the new master plan or the 
environmental assessment. 
We then posed this question to Delta Airport Consultants, Mr. Dave 
Jones - how much should we anticipate having to pay for a new 
master plan and environmental assessment and can some of the work 
done on the current studies be used for these new studies as a way of 
holding down costs? 
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David W. Jones – Master Plan – There is a new Master Planning advisory circular (150/5070-6B) 
at this time which the FAA could require a whole new Master Plan be completed. However the 
options are as follows: 
 

- Complete an ALP update with narrative (if FAA allows) - $150,000 (estimated) 
- New Master Plan according to new standards - $500,000 (estimated) 

 
Environmental Assessment – It is impossible to estimate what this might cost as it would 
completely depend on the projects that were planned and the level of effort that would be 
required to environmentally assess those projects. There is no way to presuppose what those 
projects might be and what the level of effort would be. It is likely, however, that we would be 
able to use information from the current EA. 
 
I know that the EA response doesn’t really answer your question, but this really would be 
impossible to answer without much additional information. 
 
Jeff Topper – In the presentation by Public Works on September 1, Federal Aviation 
Administration participation was assumed if a new master plan and new environmental 
assessment had to be done, $20,000 and $25,000, respectively.  With FAA participation no 
longer likely, as Mr. Dave Jones says above, these costs would be much higher.  To provide 
context, the total cost of the current master plan was $430,000 and the environmental 
assessment cost was $1,044,000. 
 
 
• The Commissioners requested a more detailed look at what makes up 

the airport’s operating expenses. 
Attached. 
 
• The Commissioners requested copies of the airport’s financial 

statements. 
Attached. 
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