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Dear Colleague:

Over the years, the need for landing facilities has been a
perennial concern of the rotorcraft industry. For this
industry to prosper and grow, an expanding number of public-
use landing facilities is needed. A number of heliports have
been built and operated successfully. Other heliports have
closed when they failed to achieve success. Recently, the
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) has studied this issue,
attempting to understand why some facilities are

successful and others are not. A copy of this document, Six
Heliport Case Studies, FAA report number FAA/ND-97/1, is
enclosed.

This report documents six case studies of actual heliports
throughout the country. These facilities include both
successes and failures. Such studies can help heliport
developers achieve a greater success rate in the future by
developing a better understanding of what is critical to the
success of such projects.

This report is one of several dozens that have been published
by the FAA on issues dealing with heliport/vertiport planning
and design. (The majority of these documents are discussed
in a bibliography entitled Safe Heliports Through Design and
Planning - A Summary of FAA Research and Development, FAA
report number FAA/RD-93/37). The rotorcraft industry does
much to assist the nation in satisfying its transportation
requirements. By publishing these various documents, the FAA
hopes to continue fostering an increase in the benefits
provided to the nation by this unique mode of transportation.

Sincerely,

-~
s A
v

o by e —

Acting Manager, General Aviation and
Vertical Flight Program Office
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1.0 BACKGROUND

For many years, heliport development has been a key concern of the rotorcraft industry. Even a
limited investigation of the subject reveals that most proposed heliports are never built, and that
even when a heliport has achieved community approval for construction, or is in full operation, it
still can not be regarded as a permanent facility. Many elements can, and do, affect its future in
the community. Even firmly established heliports can be threatened by various circumstance
ranging from difficulties within the heliport operation, to changing community priorities.

Furthermore, it is a waste of taxpayer funds for the Federal government to spend millions of
dollars to construct and otherwise support a heliport or vertiport only to have the facility fail
within a few years. Both the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) and the industry need to
understand the technical, economic, and social forces determining successful heliport/vertiport
development. This study is a continuation of earlier FAA efforts to meet this challenge.

1.1  INTRODUCTION

The FAA has published two prior heliport case studies: “Four Urban Heliport Case Studies,”
(reference 1), and “Heliport/Vertiport Implementation Process - Case Studies” (reference 2),
completed in 1988 and 1996 respectively. The first study endeavored to understand what causes
a heliport to succeed or fail. The second investigated why heliports succeed or fail in the local
implementation process and recommended ways to improve the success rate. The primary
purpose of this study, and these case studies in particular, is to identify trends and characteristics
common to public-use heliports throughout the country, particularly those facilities that have
been in operation and relatively successful for a number of years. These trends and .
characteristics, in turn, may serve to provide guidance for the successful development and
operation of future public-use heliports in other parts of the country.

This task focuses on the cause-effect relationships between how a heliport is developed and
managed and whether it is still in existence. The analysis consists of evaluating specific facilities
that have either succeeded or failed for various reasons. It also investigates the nature of success.
What is it about certain heliports that make them successful when other heliports are not? Is
there a commonality among the heliports? Can successful elements be transferred from one
facility to another? However, in recommending application of successful methodologies, it must
be remembered that what makes a heliport successful in New York City may not translate to a
different location. In other words, we can replicate a marketing approach, but not a marketing
feature such as the skyline in New York, which may be what created some of the demand for
helicopter use in New York.

As a starting point, let us restate the key conclusion first presented in “Four Urban Heliport Case
_ Studies” (reference 1):

o that the local government’s acceptance or rejection of the facility appears to be the single
most significant factor in determining the success or failure of a heliport.




This means that no matter how successful a heliport is, if in the local government’s opinion there
is a better use for that location, then eventually, the heliport will be closed. Keep this hypothesis
in mind as we evaluate the success or failure of these heliports, watch and see if it holds up as a
significant factor, and look beyond it for additional contributory elements.

1.2 METHODOLOGY

Six heliports, including both successes and failures, were selected from around the United States
in order to examine the factors leading to their current status. The heliports selected and their
operational status are listed in table 1.

TABLE 1 STUDY LOCATIONS

Location Status
Houston Heliport - Houston, Texas Open
E.34th Street Heliport - New York, New York Open
Garland Heliport - Garland, Texas Open
Annapolis Heliport - Annapolis, Maryland Closed
Boston City Heliport - Boston, Massachusetts Open
Cobo Hall Heliport - Detroit, Michigan Open

?

1.3 DATA COLLECTION

The specific factors to be investigated in these case studies were defined prior to data collection
to improve comparability among the individual analyses. These include:

the history of the heliport,

who owns and operates it,

its size,

what types of helicopters can use it,

how it is supported financially,

who uses it,

market area,

what the users think of the heliport,

ease of air and ground access,

surrounding land use compatibility,

public and government attitudes concerning the heliport,
how the management markets the facility, and
expected future use of the facility.

These factors were selected to portray a picture of the heliport starting with its development and

" leading to its current status. Where is the facility? When was it established? How does it relate
to its surroundings? What were the critical steps in its development? What is its status in the
community? Using these factors as a road map, the next six chapters present the analysis of the
selected heliports. '




2.0 HOUSTON CENTRAL BUSINESS DISTRICT HELIPORT, HOUSTON, TEXAS

2.1. BACKGROUND AND LOCATION FEATURES - HOUSTON CENTRAL BUSINESS
DISTRICT HELIPORT

2.1.1 Background

In the late 1970s and early 1980s, the Houston, Texas helicopter activity was tied to the then
booming oil industry. The lack of a zoning ordinance or any oversight resulted in a proliferation
of unlicensed or permitted landing sites that generated numerous complaints. The city responded
by drafting an extremely restrictive heliport ordinance. By 1983, the Department of Public
Works (DPW) and Department of Aviation initiated a study of helicopter activity to be
completed in two phases. The helicopter operators saw these studies as a way to resolve the very
public and bitter debate that had been generated by the unrestricted helicopter activity.

Phase one was a “Heliport System Phase.” Phase two was a “Master Plan, Site Selection and
Environmental Assessment” for a public-use heliport within the central business district (CBD).
The system plan documented existing helicopter activity and helipad facilities throughout the
Metropolitan area, projected helicopter activity through 1995; identified the demand for public
use heliports in certain areas of the city; classified the recommended heliports by role and design
category; presented a priority for development of the recommended facilities; and identified
heliport management alternatives and system plan implementation strategies (reference 3).

Phase two identified potential sites, evaluated the sites, and presented a recommended preferred
site. It also developed a suggested heliport layout plan based on projections of demand
developed in the system plan; prepared an initial environmental assessment to document what
impacts, if any, would result from the construction and operation of a heliport; and prepared a
financial analysis that included cost estimates for construction, recommended a fee structure, and
projected revenues. The site recommended in this effort was on the rooftop of the center
building of the George R. Brown Convention Center that was expected to be completed in July
1987 (reference 3).

This report projected that by 1995 the Houston metropolitan area would support 536 based
helicopters, performing 228,000 annual operations, of which 10,200 would be instrument flight
rules (IFR), and accommodating 513,000 passengers (reference 3). The system plan
recommended a number of public-use heliports to be constructed throughout the Houston greater
metropolitan area. The roof of the George R. Brown Convention Center (phase II expansion)
was the recommended site for a permanent public-use heliport.

However, by the mid-1980s the “o0il boom” had turned into an “oil bust” and helicopter activity
. severely declined. Nevertheless, the city did build the Houston CBD Heliport across the street
from the Convention Center. It opened August 21, 1986, but was moved in 1990 to what is
considered the permanent location, re-opening in March 1992. The current heliport is shown in
figure 1. It is an excellent facility and can be deemed successful considering it has been in
existence since 1986 and is expected to remain open for the foreseeable future. There are no
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FIGURE 1 THE HOUSTON CBD HELIPORT




problems with land use or the surrounding community. Today, however, even in the helicopter
industry, few people know that it is there. It is an under-used facility supporting very few
operations.

2.1.2 Heliport Location

The original temporary facility had been built right across the street from the Houston Convention
Center on land belonging to the Park Hotel Corporation. Prior to the construction of the
convention center this section of Houston had been a derelictarea. At that time there was a great
deal of private helicopter activity, particularly from the oil business in the Gulf of Mexico. A plan
also existed to build a major hotel near the convention center. It was expected that this market
would use, and appreciate, the upscale hotel with a heliport. After the petroleum industry activity
in the Gulf slowed, the hotel was never built. The heliport was moved and re-opened in March
1992 (section 2.1.1) to 800 Convention Center Blvd., Houston, Texas as shown in figure 2.

2.1.3 Classification and Function in the Aviation System
The Houston CBD Heliport is a public-use heliport, i.e., any rated pilot can use it without prior

permission. The only limits are the heliport’s hours of operation and its ability to accommodate
aircraft over a specific size. The heliport is considered a part of the Houston airport system.

2.14 Developer and Owner

- The city of Houston Aviation Department owns and operates the heliport and provides itasa
service, since it does not generate any revenue itself.

2.2  HOUSTON CENTRAL BUSINESS DISTRICT HELIPORT - PHYSICAL FEATURES

2.2.1 Size, Orientation, and Physical Layout

The Houston CBD Heliport was designed to the 1977 FAA Advisory Circular (AC) “Heliport
Design Guide” 150/5390-1B. It is large enough to accommodate a Bell 212/412-class helicopter
(12,000 pounds gross weight with a 48-foot rotor diameter). It will accept larger aircraft with prior
permission. This is possible because the entire surface of the facility can be used as a landing area
if other aircraft are not allowed to park in the aircraft parking spaces adjacent to the touchdown and
liftoff surface (TLOF). The TLOF is a 44-foot by 44-foot square within a 88-foot by 88-foot final
approach and takeoff area (FATO). There are two aircraft parking positions, one 12 feet by 12 feet,
and the other 22 feet by 22 feet. The TLOF surface is asphalt.

The overhead wires near the heliport are marked with red balls. There are four automobile parking
. positions located on heliport property strictly for official use by the Department of Aviation or
heliport staff. There is a public parking lot adjacent to the facility. Figure 3 presents a layout of the
facility.
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2.2.2 On-Site Facilities and Services

The terminal building is a large trailer. At one end, it has a restroom and a small waiting room that
can be used as a conference area on one end. The other end is an operations room where the
UNICOM (universal communication) radio and weather information equipment are located.

The terminal building and grounds are guarded by an electronic security service. This was
necessary because there have been break-ins. To gain entry, one must push a button on the outside
gate to notify the person staffing the facility. This is one of the reasons that prior notice is
recommended to use the heliport after normal operating hours. There is also a button to push to let
people out if a helicopter lands during times that staff are not on duty. It is now staffed by three
“aide” level employees of Hobby Airport Operations. These personnel spend 2 weeks at the
heliport then rotate for 1 week to the airport.

2.2.3 Acquisition and Construction Costs

No information was available on acquisition and construction costs.

2.3  HOUSTON HELIPORT - OPERATIONAL ASPECTS

2.3.1 Market and Service Area

The market area can be classified as very local, inciuding traffic from the city of Houston and to
and from the two major airports, Intercontinental and Hobby (see section 2.3.2). There is some

activity with transient traffic and helicopters from the Gulf Coast oil interests.

2.3.2 Heliport Facility Users

One of the primary users of the heliport are the local news services that pickup and drop-off their
reporters. It is sometimes used to fly blood to the University of Texas after a blood drive. The
police use the facility, but base their helicopters at Hobby Airport. Some people using the heliport
are petroleum companies from as far away as the oil producing regions of southern Louisiana.
Also, local attorneys, corporate executives, and other VIPs who can afford to own their own
helicopters use the facilities.

There is currently no small package delivery service that uses the heliport, although it appears to be
an excellent potential collection point for pickup/delivery of packages to the downtown area.
During the major floods and oil fire emergency in 1995, there were about 34 operations per day as
the heliport was used as a staging location for emergency and rescue operations.

_ For 6 months during 1987 and 1988, a helicopter shuttle operated from the CBD Heliport to

Intercontinental, Hobby, and Hull Field Airports. However, the aircraft for this service were based
at Intercontinental Airport. There were more operations between the Houston CBD Heliport and
Intercontinental Airport than Hobby Airport. Hobby is only 20 minutes away from downtown
Houston by automobile while Intercontinentalis 30-50 minutes away.



2.3.3 Operational Characteristics of the Facility

The heliport is open and staffed from 8:30 a.m. to 5:30 p.m. and can be used at other times by
special request. The department of Public Works does the inspections, and it is operated through
Hobby Airport. There are rules for aircraft operations on the facility. A helicopter can only spend
5 minutes on the TLOF, and only 15 minutes parking. However, these rules are not strictly
enforced because the heliport is not busy. The rules exist in case they are required.

2.3.4 Revenue Sources for Financing the Operations

There are no landing fees, maintenance, fuel, hangars, or any other revenue generating services at
the Houston CBD Heliport. It is supported solely by the Houston Aviation Department as a public
service. The Aviation Department operates as an Enterprise Funds System so it is funded solely by
internally generated revenues. The Department operates three public-use airports and generates an
operating profit from these facilities.

2.3.5 Types of Based Rotorcraft

There are no aircraft based at the Houston CBD Heliport.

2.3.6 Activity Levels

The Houston CBD Heliport is not a busy heliport. It has about 45 to 50 operations per month,
which translates to about 570 annual operations. An operation equals one takeoff or one landing.

24  HOUSTON HELIPORT - RELATIONSHIP TO THE SURROUNDINGS

2.4.1 Access - Airside and Instrument Operations

There are no instrument operations to or from the Houston CBD Heliport. It is strictly operated
under visual flight rules (VFR). It is located in an open area and there are no obstacles that
interfere with approaches and departures. The Houston CBD Heliport can accommodate
departures within an arc of 135 to 315 degrees from the TLOF. However, the published approach is
from U.S. 59, with the approach/departureroutes being northeast/southwest. There are high-rise
buildings in the downtown area, but these are far enough away that they do not interfere with
heliport operations. The Houston Convention Center is approximately nine stories high.

242 Access - Landside

The Houston CBD Heliport is easily reached by automobile. The heliport is only 20 minutes by
car from Hobby Airport and 30 to 50 minutes from Intercontinental Airport. It is less than

5 minutes from the heliport to most locations in downtown by car or taxi. There are underground
tunnels in the city of Houston with retail and fast food shops so that people can move around out of
the heat. People can walk between the downtown, the convention center, and the heliport using
these tunnels.




There is a public telephone at the heliport to call taxi or limousine services and a public bus stops
next to the convention center.

2.43 Neighboring Land Uses. Zoning. and Economic Base: Compatibility and Obstacles

The closest heliport neighbor is the Houston Convention Center about a block away. In the
opposite direction there are several blocks of open land. Beyond this is the high-rise area of
central Houston. The rest of the surrounding area is a scattering of older, low income residential
homes and some light industrial and business buildings. '

There are no obstacles to hinder the heliport’s operation. The few wires near the street behind
the terminal building are marked. The high-rise buildings in the CBD are a few blocks away and
do not interfere with the main approach from the freeway.

2.4.4 Operator, User, and Public Attitudes Regarding the Heliport Facility

There has been no public oppositionto the heliport. The approach/departureis over the freeway
and it is located in an area with few or no residences.

2.4.5 Government Agency Attitudes and Support

This heliport was constructed and is operated by a local government agency, the city of Houston
Department of Aviation. There is no opposition from other city agencies.

2.5 HOUSTON HELIPORT - PAST AND CURRENT PLANNING

2.5.1 Marketing of the Heliport to the Community. Users. and Operators

There is no marketing for Houston CBD Heliport except for a Houston Airports video that has a
section on the heliport. It was unknown whether the convention center does anything to market the
heliport. Unlike other Texas heliports (i.e., the Dallas Vertiport and the Garland Heliport

(section 4.0)), there has been no promotion, or even notice, in helicopter industry publications.

In fact, the key to the continuation of this heliport is the willingness of the Houston Aviation
Department to fund and operate it. If it was aggressively marketed, it would most likely be used
more by both the convention center users and close-by major corporations in the downtown.

There had been another Houston Heliport in the downtown area, built by Houston Public Works in
conjunction with some helicopter operators then based at Hobby Airport. This heliportis now

_ closed and few rememberit. There have been discussions of building another heliport in the
Galleria area (about 10 miles west of downtown) as was also recommended in the system plan
(reference 3) but funds for its development do not currently exist.

10




2.5.2 Expected Future of the Houston Heliport

Since Houston’s economic situation is improving, it is possible that the originally planned large
hotel near the convention center could be built, but that is not certain. This would result in the city
of Houston, heliport users, and the convention center having to make decisions about a new
heliport. The fact that Dallas has a rooftop convention center heliport should be considered an
important factor in any future decision because it allows for the possibility of a helicopter
transportation system.

2.6 HOUSTON HELIPORT - CONCLUSIONS

The Houston Heliport can be considered a success in that it has been in existence for over 10
years and is expected to remain where it is indefinitely. However, it is seriously under-used. It
is highly likely that if it were aggressively marketed, it could expect a significant increase in
activity. Its location, near the convention center and within a few blocks of the CBD high-rise
buildings of Houston, is ideal. The most obvious markeéting effort would be to coordinate
activities with the convention center.

11




3.0 E.34TH STREET HELIPORT, NEW YORK, NEW YORK

3.1 BACKGROUND AND LOCATION FEATURES - EAST 34TH STREET HELIPORT

3.1.1 Background

Although, the East 34th Street Heliport (E.34th) once could have been considered a definite
success, it is now at risk due to community problems. It is one of the four public-use heliports
serving the Island of Manhattan, the central Borough of New York City. The other three are,
Wall Street Heliport (Manhattan Downtown, one of the FAA Prototype Heliports), East 60th
Street (Pan Am Metroport), and West 30th Street. The E.34th Street heliport is located at the
East River near E.34th Street, which is close to the “midtown” area of Manhattan (figure 4).
E.34th Street is currently the busiest of the New York City heliports. Nearly 40 percent of the
total helicopter flights arriving or departing Manhattan use it. With a 1995 level of activity of
about 54,000 annual operations, it is believed to be the busiest public-use heliport in the world.

There is a long and complex history associated with the siting of heliports in New York City
particularly public-use heliports. The concept of public helicopter service was the subject of a
conference held in 1944. The first American Helicopter Conference was sponsored by a local
business-oriented association, the Sixth Avenue Association, and involved various city officials.
Among the topics discussed at the conference were the relative merits of waterfront and rooftop
heliport sites.

The first actual heliport operations were initiated in the 1950s by the Police Department and by
the Port of New York Authority, which is now named the Port Authority of New York and New
Jersey (PANYNJ).

The first public-use heliport was opened in 1956 at W.30th Street alongside the Hudson River.
This site is still in operation. Figure 5 identifies the general location of all four of the Manhattan
heliports. There are two other public-use heliports in New York City, one at Kennedy Airport
and the other at LaGuardia Airport. In 1988, there were eight private-use heliports within the
city. Outside the city, in just the New York State part of the metropolitan region, there were

4 other public-use heliports and 42 private-use heliports. In addition, there are numerous
heliports within 200 to 250 miles of Manhattan, the normal helicopter travel distance, in New
Jersey, Connecticut, and eastern Pennsylvania.

3.1.2 Heliport Location

Significant to the location and operation of the Manhattan heliports is the unique geographic
setting. The natural physical geography of Manhattan Island is a relatively long and narrow
island, with wide rivers on each side. However, man-made features also create a sort-of

" geography—best characterized by the image of the world famous New York City skyline—that
is also an important factor to helicopter operations. Figure 6 presents the spectacle of this man-
made geography. These factors in combination with the intensity and economic value of human

13




FIGURE 4 E.34TH STREET HELIPORT
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FIGURE 6 THE NEW YORK SKYLINE-MANHATTAN’S MAN-MADE GEOGRAPHY

activity and the general tourist appeal and attraction of the City, have long been among key
factors affecting location and function of heliports serving New York City.

The specific location of the E.34th Street Heliport is between the pier-head line of the East River
and the north-bound service road of Franklin D. Roosevelt Drive (FDR Drive), just to the south
of E.34th Street. It is located about three quarters of a mile east of the Empire State Building at
34th Street and Fifth Avenue. The United Nations (UN) headquarters building is located about
one half mile to the north along the East River, while New York University, Bellevue, and the
Veteran’s Administration Medical Centers are located to the south between 34th and 23rd

Streets.

The general area of Manhattan to the west of the heliport 1% often referred to as the Murray Hill
area. Another name used for the area is “Kips Bay,” after the person who settled the area in the
mid 1600s. The heliport is about 11 miles air-distance from the northwest end of the runways at

Kennedy International Airport. o

. 3.1.3 (lassification and Function in the Aviation System

The E.34th Street Heliport is classified as a commercial, public-use facility. No prior permission
is required to use the heliport. When it opened in 1973, the E.34th Street Heliport became the
fourth public-use heliports serving Manhattan. The older Wall Street Heliport (Manhattan
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Downtown) originally opened in 1960. However, it was renovated as an FAA prototype heliport
between 1983 and 1986 when it was reopened with great fanfare. The operational mix at E.34th
includes corporate/executive, charter, and sightseeing. In addition, there are a very small number
of medical related flights for the nearby medical centers that do not have their own heliports.
Throughout most of the 1980s and up to 1994, scheduled helicopter passenger service was
provided between the E.34th Street heliport and the air carrier airports of the region.

In the late 1970s and early 1980s, the prime function of the E.34th Street Heliport evolved into
serving as the main point of departure for helicopter sightseeing tours of the world-famous New
York City skyline. This was the result of private market choices. However, in recent years, as a
matter of public policy by the City of New York, an effort was begun to manage the relative
proportions of different types of operations that occur among the four heliports (see sections
3.4.4). The patterns of helicopter activity for the primary missions tend to occur at different
times of the day, on different days of the week, and during different times of the year. In order to
reduce noise impacts on nearby residential communities, the City has recently attempted to use
its various local powers to regulate private market operations and shift certain types of operations
among the four heliports.

Although the authority for regulation of airspace belongs to the FAA, the City attempted to use
its contract management powers to stipulate the routing of some flights and the frequency of
sightseeing operations. The issue of shifting some of the sightseeing functions that have been
occurring at E.34th Street, over to the W.30th Street Heliport, as well as to the Downtown
Manhattan Heliport (Wall Street), was one of the points of contention in the recent renewal of the
special permit for the E.34th Street heliport (see section 3.1.4 and 3.4.4).

3.1.4 Developer and Owner

The land on which the heliport is located is owned by the City of New York. The current
responsibility for its management rests with the Economic Development Corporation (EDC) of
the City. Among its several missions, EDC oversees leases and ensures the competitive
operation of the city’s aviation facilities, including the heliports.

Operations at the heliport began in 1973. The operation of the E.34th Street Heliport itself was
leased to a private company to serve as the fixed-base operator (FBO). This was accomplished
via a contract arrangement with Island Helicopters Corporation, whose parent company is
National Helicopter Corporation of America. The lease was for a 10 year term, with a 10 year
renewal option. National Helicopter renewed its lease in 1986. The lease expired in October
1995 and is currently being extended by EDC on a month-to-month basis.

The initial “special permit” to operate the heliport was a five year permit and it expired in 1977.
In 1985, as part of a rent dispute with the City of New York, National Helicopters agreed to
apply for a renewal of the permit. By early 1993, National had commenced work on an
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) required in connection with its application for the special
permit. However, the City was not satisfied with National’s progress. Accordingly, in
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connection with another rent dispute between the parties, the City - through the EDC - assumed
responsibility for completing the EIS. National committed to reimburse the City for its costs.

A new application was filed with the City Planning Commission in June 1995 by the Department
of Business Services and the EDC. That application was to allow the continued operation of the
E.34th Street Heliport for a 10 year period under the “special permit” provisions of the Zoning
Ordinance of the New York City. This application received final approval March 6, 1996 in an
amended form prescribing. When the New York City’s City Council approved issuance of a
special permit imposing several conditions upon future operations (Resolution 1558).

These conditions were as follows:

e Restrict weekday hours of operation to between 8:00 a.m. and 8:00 p.m.,
e aminimum 47 percent reduction in operation,

e Saturday and Sunday tourist operations restricted to between 10:00 a.m. and
6:00 p.m., and ultimately phased out entirely,

e restrict tourist flight from flying over Second Avenue, and north-south sightseeing
flights restricted to the East and Hudson rivers,

e prohibit Sikorsky S-58T, or helicopters of similar size from using the heliport, and
e mark helicopters so that the markings would be visible at 1,400 feet.

The City’s intent was to reduce the level of helicopter noise in the vicinity of the E.34th Street
heliport by restricting it and forcing many of the operations to move to one or more of the other
Manbhattan heliports.

The EDC incorporated these conditions into a Request for Proposals seeking a new heliport
operator (FBO) to operate the E.34th Street Heliport. National Helicopter Corporation of
America, the parent company of the current FBO, Island Helicopters, then sought injunctive
relief against the City of New York, the City Council, the City Planning Commission, and the
EDC, from enforcing Resolution 1558. The plaintiff stated that these conditions would cause
National Helicopter to “suffer significant financial harm” that “would result in depleted good
will between National and its customers,” and that National would lose $6 million annually and
would be forced to layoff 200 workers. Furthermore, the plaintiff stated that Resolution 1558
was passed in violation of the Supremacy Clause of the U.S. Constitution, Art. VI, cl. 2, and in
violation of laws of the City of New York. Due to this law suit, all action on the RFP was stayed
. pending the decision of the court. On January 3, 1997 the request for a permanent injunction was
partially granted and partially denied (reference 4). The decision is discussed in section 3.4.4.
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3.2  EAST 34TH STREET HELIPORT - Physical Features
3.2.1 Size, Orientation, and Physical Layout

The E.34th Street Heliport is very small. The total land area, exclusive of underwater leasehold
property, is about 40,400 square feet, slightly less than 1-acre. Of that total amount, about
26,400 square feet is used for helicopter operations. A land-use layout of the heliport is
presented in figure 7.

The TLOFs are located in the operations area on the pier-head along side the East River. The
heliport can provide parking for up to seven Jet Ranger (Bell 206) size helicopters, but the actual
ramp capacity varies based upon helicopter size. When larger helicopters are used for
sightseeing tours, the two northerly aircraft parking spaces are used. The remaining parking
areas can accommodate only two smaller Jet-Ranger-sized helicopters. In addition to the
TLOFs, there are two other aircraft parking places on the site that can be used if the helicopters
are dollied, not taxied, into position. On the street side of the terminal buildings, there are
several automobile parking spaces that are used by heliport personnel and delivery vehicles.

3.22 On-Site Facilities and Services

Two large mobile-home-type trailer structures serve as the heliport terminal buildings and are
located on the west side of the site. The northern temporary building and most of the southern
building are located underneath an elevated section of FDR Drive. The highway predates the
heliport. The use of the ground space below part of the highway represents an efficient use of the
land. However, regulations related to the highway prohibit the placement of permanent
structures underneath the highway.

The southern terminal building serves the sightseeing passengers. Inside there is a ticket counter,
‘a general waiting area, some private office space, as well as a gift shop and snack service. Once
the passengers’ tickets are collected for a particular flight, there is a separate waiting/holding area
for them where they view a safety video and receive other instructions prior to going out to the
helicopter. In addition, there is a control room in the building that overlooks the operations area
of the site. The control room is where communications are maintained with the different
helicopters preparing to land or takeoff, as well as those conducting their sight seeing tours
nearby. The northern building accommodates passengers that are arriving, departing charter
flights, and serves as the main heliport office and pilot’s lounge.

The heliport has fuel available but there are no maintenance facilities on site. The heliport has
perimeter lighting and flood lights that illuminate the terminal buildings. The heliport has no
visual aids but is equipped with a UNICOM.

While the heliport does not provide automobile parking for passengers, there is an adjacent

parking lot that holds about 200 automobiles. This space is available for a fee to heliport
passengers, as well as the general public.
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FIGURE 7 SCHEMATIC DIAGRAM OF THE E. 34TH STREET HELIPORT
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Charter services that operate from the heliport have a promotional package in conjunction with a
restaurant located just to the south of the heliport. The promotion provides for a dinner and
sightseeing flight combination.

3.2.3 Acquisition and Construction Costs

Cost figures were not available for this facility.

3.3 EAST 34TH STREET HELIPORT - OPERATIONAL ASPECTS
3.3.1 Market and Service Area

Research on the market area for the New York City heliports is documented in the “Downstate
Heliport System Study” (reference 5) conducted in the late 1980s. This research showed that the
E.34th Street heliport is a major destination for operations occurring in the region. Almost all of
these were flights that originated within the metropolitan area, and many were the sightseeing
flights that also originate at E.34th Street.

There have been some consistent differences over the years in the amount of relative usage
among the four New York City heliports. Figure 8 shows the trend in total annual operations
among the four public-use heliports. Available data for the Wall Street Heliport extends back to
when it opened in 1960. The available annual operations for the others go back to 1983 and the
totals go back to 1977. Where specific data are not available, the three lines shown are
approximations of the trends for the different heliports during the times prior to 1984. They tie
back to the year of opening for each of the heliports, noted on the x-axis in figure 8.

This measure of heliport activity indicates that until the mid to late 1980s there was significant
annual growth in total helicopter operations. That growth appears to have peaked during the late
1980s, declined into the very early 1990s, and seems to have increased moderately in the past
few years. These changes, shown in figure 8, probably reflect the:

e general downturn in the economy and the adverse effect that it had on corporate and
charter uses of helicopters by major businesses, and

e discontinuation of two shuttle services between Kennedy Airport and the E.34th
Street and E.60th Street Heliports, which took place in the late 1980s.

Figure 9 presents the trend in percent share ih annual helicopter operations among Manhattan’s
four public-use heliports using the data for annual operations since 1983 (for each of the

. heliports). From these data it can be seen that the:

o [E.34th Street Heliport has maintained a relatively constant share of operations during
this time at about 40 percent, plus or minus a few percentage points;
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e W.30th Street Heliport had an increasing share of operations, with about 11 percent in
1983 and increasing to about 32 percent in 1994; and

e E.60th Street and the Downtown Manhattan Heliports both had a declining share of
the operations, decreasing to about 30 percent of the total operations in 1994, from a
level of about 50 percent of the operations in 1983 and 1984.

3.3.2 Heliport Facility Users

The local service areas of the four Manhattan heliports do not tend to overlap and relate primarily
to those areas that are closest to the nearest heliport. For example, surveys conducted in 1990 for
the “E.60th Street Heliport Master Plan” showed that the demand, for corporate/executive and
charter flights was concentrated primarily north of 42nd Street, and east of Broadway. By
inference, the E.34th Street heliport serves the demand associated with users coming primarily
from below 42nd Street and east of the mid-point of the island, which is approximately Sixth

Avenue.

Since many of the helicopter users, other than sightseers, are using helicopter transportation to
save time, they will use the nearest heliport. This is particularly true of corporate/executive and
charter users. Thus, given the differences in the economic activities and land use character of
different areas around Manhattan, it would be expected that each of the heliports would tend to
serve a unique market mix that reflects the predominant activities within the local service area.
These differences tend to result in the following markets.

e Since the Wall Street (Downtown Manhattan Heliport) is located close to the Wall
Street Financial District, it provides the services related to the movement of high-
valued papers associated with the stock and bond markets.

o The E.60th Street Heliport is closer to the center of activity of the large corporate
conglomerates located in the upper Park Avenue area and therefore serves primarily

corporate/executive flights.

e The E.34th Street Heliport is closer than the other heliports to the international
community associated with the nearby offices of the UN and is also more convenient
to tourists who stay near the theater district and hotels. This explains why this
heliport became the prime sightseeing, tourist-oriented heliport, particularly for
international tourists.

Figures 10 and 11 present the relative percent shares of operations, by the purpose of the
operations, or mission, for each of the four public-use heliports. The information is presented for
. two different time periods, 1986 to 1987, and for 1993. This information, when combined with
the earlier trends in figures 8 and 9, indicates that the overall decline in operations during the past
decade has resulted in a higher proportion of the helicopter market serving sightseeing purposes
and a lower proportion serving corporate and charter uses. It is estimated that in 1993
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sightseeing increased to about 47 percent, up from the approximate 27 percent in the 1986 to
1987 period. Corporate use declined from about 33 percent in the 1986 to 1987 period to about
30 percent in 1993. Charter use declined from about 21 percent in 1986 to 1987 to about

16 percent in 1993.

3.3.3 Operational Characteristics of the Facility

The E.34th Street Heliport is open 7 days per week, year round, except for Christmas and New
Year’s Day. The hours of operations have varied somewhat throughout the years. Before the
law suit was settled the heliport operated from 7:00 a.m. to 11:00 p.m. Only emergency
operations were allowed between 11:00 p.m. and 7:00 p.m. The sightseeing service

advertised hours of operation of 9:00 a.m. to 9:00 p.m. Operators who use the facility beyond
the hours set for the sightseeing operations, are charged an extra “late operations” fee. Based on
the court decision (section 3.4.4) it can be expected that operations will be restricted to weekdays
to between 8:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. and on weekends between 10:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m.

In releasing a request for proposal (RFP) for a new FBO, the EDC intended to restrict operations,
and particularly sightseeing operations, at the E.34th Street Heliport. EDC anticipated that the
unmet demand for sightseeing tours would result in an increase of such operations at the W.30th
Street and the Downtown Manhattan (Wall Street) Heliports.

The “Downstate New York Helicopter System Plan” estimated that the operational capacity of
the E.34th Street heliport was about 42 operations per hour given the mix of helicopters using the
heliport at the time. A different mix at a different time may mean more or less capacity. If
separate approach and departure routes could be established, it might further increase the
capacity.

The passengers using E.34th Street board and exit the helicopters when the helicopters are still
on the TLOFs. This helps to shorten the turn-around time and allows more operations within a
specified period of time. For example, after one of the sightseeing helicopters has landed, the
passengers are unloaded and the next group is loaded. Once the passengers are safely inside
either the helicopter or the terminal building, and while the pilot of that helicopter is preparing to
takeoff, a second helicopter can land. The passengers from those helicopters are not allowed to
leave the aircraft until after the first helicopter has departed. This operational routine is then
repeated many times over.

¥

3.3.4 Revenue Sources for Financing the Operations

There are several revenue sources that contribute to financing the operation of the E.34th Street
Heliport. These sources include:

e Passenger fees for sightseeing,

e merchandise sales,
e snack service,
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charter fees,
landing fees,
parking fees, and
fuel fees.

The helicopters used for sightseeing are owned and operated by the FBO, Island Helicopters.
Fees are charged based on the type of tour that is selected. The prices range from $44 to $129
per person. In addition, there is revenue from the sale of merchandise, that includes the usual
tourist items, such as photographic publications and video tape tours. Island Helicopters also
provides charter service from the heliport and the associated fees are a source of revenue.

In addition to the Island’s own operations, the heliport is a public-use facility. Island charges
various fees to the operators of these helicopters. These include, a landing fee that varies with
the size of the helicopter, parking charges for keeping the helicopter on the site beyond a set
minimum amount of time provided for in the landing fees, and fuel sales.

3.3.5 Types of Based Rotorcraft

There are no helicopters based at the E.34th Street Heliport. None of the four public-use
heliports serving Manhattan have based helicopters, although there is some hangar space at the
E.60th Street Heliport. The fleet of helicopters used for sightseeing that fly out of E.34th Street
are based at Republic Field on Long Island, at Island Helicopters’ facilities. The TLOFs at
E.34th Street can accommodate the larger 15-passenger helicopters that are used for some of the
sightseeing tours. These helicopters were also used for some of the scheduled service operations
that were flown out of E.34th Street during the 1980s.

3.3.6 Activity Levels

As already noted, activity levels at E.34th Street have made it the busiest public-use heliport in
the New York Area, in terms of annual operations. It is also now reported to be the most active
of any pubic-use heliport in the world.

As shown in figure 12, there were about 54,000 total annual operations in 1995 at E.34th Street.
That has been the approximate level of activity since 1983. In 1985, the activity peaked at
62,230 annual operations. At that time, operations from the Downtown Manhattan Heliport
(Wall Street) were temporarily relocated to Battery Park while it was being rebuilt. Some of
these operations likely shifted to E.34th Street. It was also near the peak of the business boom
that took place nationally during the mid-1980s when corporate/executive operations thrived.

Figure 12 also presents information on the purpose of the operations based upon surveys
conducted during 1986 and again in 1993 (while the total number of operations is known in some
other years, the mission breakdown information is not known). Survey results indicate that in
1986 about 39,500 of the operations at E.34th Street, or about 65 percent, were sightseeing tours.
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By 1993, the number of sightseeing operations declined somewhat to about 31,400, which
represented about 60 percent of the 52,348 total operations that year at E.34th Street.

During the mid-1980s, New York Helicopter, a subsidiary of Island Helicopters, provided

72 daily scheduled flights between E.34th Street and the three major air carrier airports serving
the New York area—Kennedy, LaGuardia, and Newark. In 1986 the scheduled services had
about 9,100 operations, which was about 15 percent of the heliport’s total annual operations.

The level of activity for the scheduled services varied from year to year, declining in recent years
until it was discontinued in 1994.

34  EAST 34TH STREET HELIPORT - RELATIONSHIP TO THE SURROUNDINGS

3.4.1 Access - Airside and Instrument Operations

Air access to the E.34th Street Heliport is very good on the approaches from the East River. Air
access is not available from the west because it would take helicopters over midtown Manhattan.
As noted in “Destination Manhattan: A Study of Heliports, Land Use and Public Impact”
(reference 6), according to local regulation under the City Charter, all takeoffs and landings in
the city must be made over water. In addition, the Charter states that no helicopter is allowed to
operate in the city below an altitude that would preclude an emergency landing into the city’s
waterways. Furthermore, when over land, the Charter states that helicopters should operate
1,000 feet above the highest obstacle within a horizontal radius of 1,000 feet of the helicopter.

In 1983, due to an increased in helicopter operations in the City, the FAA conducted a review of
air traffic conditions along the East River corridor. This was done in cooperation with the City
and the State. The resulting report was entitled “Operational Review of the East River Flight
Corridor” (reference 7). In 1987, the first FAA Helicopter Route Chart incorporated the main
recommendations of reference 7. On this chart, several air routes provide access to the E.34th

Street Heliport.

The proximity of the three major airports in the region and their Class B Airspace (formerly
terminal control areas (TCAs)) affects helicopter operations at E.34th Street. The portion of the
East River Flight Corridor (south of the Brooklyn Bridge to the southern tip of Manhattan) is
outside Class B airspace. The part of the corridor north of the Brooklyn Bridge, including the
E.34th Street Heliport, is within the control of LaGuardia Airport. There are no instrument
procedures available at the heliport. All operations are cofiducted under VFR.

3.4.2 Access - Landside

Figure 13 presents estimates how passengers obtain access to the E.34th Street Heliport. These
_ estimates are based upon observations made in 1993. Figure 13 shows that about one third of the
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heliport users arrive by tour bus, a similar proportion arrive by taxi or limousine, 20 percent
walk, 11 percent arrive by helicopter, and 3 percent arrive by private automobile.

This particular pattern of landside access to this heliport is unique because it reflects the local
transportation and land use circumstances of Manhattan and the high proportion of sightseeing
operations at the heliport. Island Helicopters works in conjunction with Grayline Tours, a world-
wide tour bus company, to offer a joint package that includes both a bus and helicopter tour of
New York City. Island Helicopters also caters to larger national and international tour groups
visiting the city that often arrive in their own chartered bus. Many of the heliport users who
arrive by taxi or limousine are tourists who stay at hotels in the mid-town area of Manhattan, a
convenient taxicab ride away from the heliport. A significant number of the charter users also
arrive by taxi or limousine.

The high percentage of those who reach the heliport by walking reflects the large number of
activities within a walking distance of the heliport, and people who used public transit to get to
the vicinity of the heliport. Public transit bus service is available on 34th Street, a half block to
the north of the heliport. The nearest subway station is located about a half mile away at Park
Avenue and 33rd Streets along the Lexington Avenue Line, which further supports the assertion
that most users of all four heliports come from the adjacent area (section 3.3.2).

The low percentage of passengers who arrive by automobile in part reflects the lack of on-site
parking for heliport users and perhaps more important, the transportation patterns of an
extremely urbanized area where automobiles can become an inefficient mode of travel. About 20
curbside parking spaces, along the service road underneath FDR Drive, are used by the
employees of the heliport. A commercially operated parking lot open to the general public is
immediately adjacent to the north side of the heliport site. This lot has attendant parking that can
handle about 200 cars when “stacked” by the attendants. Other commercial automobile parking
lots are available within a short walk of the heliport.

3.4.3 Neighboring Land Uses, Zoning. and Economic Base: Compatibility and Obstacles

-

Within the general vicinity of a third to half-mile radius of the E.34th Street Heliport, the
neighboring land uses consist of a mixture that represents a diverse, highly urban neighborhood.
The area has numerous high-rise buildings. The surrounding neighborhood is predominantly
residential, but has a strong institutional component, as well as some commercial and some
industrial sections. The following paragraphs briefly describe the general land uses in the
vicinity.

The residential uses consist of two types of buildings. Some newer residential towers are single-
use buildings. The second type are mixed-use buildings where residents are located in the upper -
_ floors and commercial stores and services in the bottom floor. The predominant building is the

second type. Residential densities in this part of New York City are 185 to 220 dwelling units
per acre. Such densities are in a sharp contrast to the four dwelling units per acre typically found
in suburban settings.
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To the south are a number of large residential developments including two 21-story towers in
Kips Bay Plaza, the 27-story towers in Henry Phipps Plaza, a 36-story tower on Second Avenue,
as well as Peter Cooper Village and Stuyvesant Town. The later two are large, more affordable
large residential development projects built several decades ago.

The more recent residential development has occurred in the large residential towers, often as a
result of specific zoning changes. There have been about 10 residential buildings constructed in
‘the area since 1977 that ranged from 10 to 50 stories in height. Much of the new development is
along First Avenue between 28th and 30th Streets. In 1982, the zoning of property between
E.34th and 35th Streets, and First Avenue and the FDR Drive was changed to permit the 35-story
Rivergate apartments to be built. This property is one block on the other side of FDR Drive and
one block north of the heliport. The block to the immediate north of that was rezoned in 1983 to
permit development of Manhattan Place, a 37-story residential building.

Part of the institutional land use consists of three medical centers located in the vicinity of the
heliport: New York University Medical Center, Bellevue Hospital Center, and Veteran’s
Administration Medical Center. The Medical Centers are located immediately to the west and
south of the heliport in three superblocks starting at 34th Street on the north, to 23rd Street on the
south, from First Avenue on the west, to the FDR Drive and East River in the east.

Another nearby institutional use is the UN complex that opened in 1953. It is located about a
half mile to the north of the heliport along the East River. The UN complex helped to establish
part of the area’s “character” in the 1960s and 70s because it accelerated the trend toward
replacement of older factories and low-income tenements with new high-rise residential towers.
In addition, several religious institutions are located in the vicinity of the heliport.

Many of the commercial activities are located at ground level in multi-storied, mixed-use
buildings where most of the upper levels are residential. That is particularly the case for the
older buildings in the area. The commercial uses that are predominantly along First, Second, and
Third Avenues are the type of retail and personal services that are supportive of residential
neighborhoods. Beyond Third Avenue to the west, the neighborhood begins to change to a
business, office, and regional retail area. The Empire State Building and Macy’s flagship store
are good examples of this area. The area in the vicinity of the heliport has a relatively small
amount of office use.

Other land uses in the area consist of transportation, utility, and industrial. Construction of the
Queens Midtown Tunnel in the 1940s was another significant land use change in this area. The
entrance is between 36th and 37th Streets and Second and Third Avenues. The FDR Drive and
viaduct along the waterfront is also a significant transportation feature. The Con Edison 36th
Street Power Plant has three 381-foot smoke stacks. Several of the nearby residential high-rise
buildings and the UN Headquarters building are also approximately the same height as these
smoke stacks.

Because there is such a limited amount of open space and recreational facilities in the vicinity of
the E.34th Street Heliport, just the view along the East River is considered to be “public open
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space” of the area. Part of that is a public esplanade along the bulkhead at the edge of the river.
The esplanade starts at 30th Street and extends north from the Water Club Restaurant, wraps
around the heliport’s western side, and continues north of the heliport along the bulkhead to a
park at 36th Street. The part of the esplanade immediately adjacent to the heliport is a
deteriorated wooden walkway that is located under the elevated FDR Drive viaduct.

3.4.4 Operator, User, and Public Attitudes Regarding the Heliport Facility

Between mid-1995 and March of 1996, the request by the City’s Department of Business

~ Services and the EDC for a new special permit for the heliport was considered and acted upon in
accordance with the required processes. There has been considerable contention among the
different interests and parties involved in that process resulting in legal action being taken by

National Helicopters.

In testimony during the final stage of the special permit approval process, EDC proposed
reducing the annual operations at the E.34th Street Heliport by 47 percent from its 1993 levels.
That level of activity corresponds to the 1977 operations at the heliport, the year in which the
initial special permit expired. Several other conditions were proposed by EDC that would
mitigate the impact of the operation of the heliport on the surrounding community (section
3.1.4), while maintaining the important city-wide purpose and function of the heliport. As noted
in the testimony at the time:

The most significant of these five amendments is the provision that will enable
EDC to determine helicopter sightseeing flight paths for E.34th Street-based
operators. ...The City of New York does not have regulatory control over its
airspace, yielding this responsibility to FAA. However, through its Management
Contract powers, EDC is able to dictate the flight patterns of aircraft based at the
Heliport. This is impossible to impose on aircraft not based at the E.34th Street
Heliport (in essence, corporate flights). By dictating that all sightseeing flights be
over water, EDC has significantly reduced the obtrusiveness of sightseeing flights
to Manhattan residents. Because of this action, EDC now believes that
sightseeing flights will be the least noticeable type of helicopter operation City-
wide. In recognition of the potential benefits of this approach, EDC staff have
already begun working with the Port Authority to explore a similar agreement
with its sightseeing operator at the W.30th Street and Downtown Manhattan

heliports.

This action is proposed with the long-term view of rationalizing helicopter
operations within New York City. Helicopter sightseeing, along with other
tourist-related economic activity, has grown considerably over the past 10-15
years. While the EDC did not foresee this growth in the late 1960’s and early
1970’s when Manbhattan’s heliports were established, EDC’s present action at
E.34th Street is an attempt to maintain this important tourist-related business at
more appropriate facilities. At the same time, heliports are critical to the
economic competitiveness of a corporate center such as Midtown Manhattan.
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Beyond corporate flights, the Heliport also provides an important public service
for police and emergency helicopter operations... The proposed operations
reduction represents a balance between the critical role the Heliport plays within
New York City’s transportation system and the needs of the surrounding
community. (Testimony given to the City Council by Anita Romero, First
Executive Vice President, New York City Economic Development Corporation,
February 13, 1996.)

In March 1996, final approval was given by the City Council to the amended request for the
special permit. The EDC released an RFP for an FBO at the E.34th Street heliport. The RFP
required the FBO to carry out the conditions and terms of the special permit. However, the RFP
was stayed as a result of the legal action by National Helicopter Corporation of America to seek
preliminary and permanent injunctive relief against the City of New York, the City Council, the
City Planning Commission, and the EDC, from enforcing Resolution 1558. The decision is
discussed in section 3.5.4.

3.4.5 Government Agency Attitudes and Support

The testimony presented in section 3.4.4 reflects the overall local governmental and agency
attitude regarding the E.34th Street Heliport. E.34th Street and the other Manhattan heliports do
not have unconditional local government support. In fact, since that decision the EDC has
attempted to evict National Helicopters as FBO for alleged non-payment of $700,000 in rent.
National has subsequently sought protection under federal bankruptcy provisions. Mayor
Giuliani announced his intentions to close the E.60th Street facility and move the E.60th Street
FBO to the E.34th Street Heliport. These decisions are reinforced by the growing number of
citizen’s groups opposed to helicopter operations due to noise impact.

3.5 EAST 34TH STREET HELIPORT - PAST AND CURRENT PLANNING

3.5.1 Marketing of the Heliport to the Community. Users, and Operators

As noted in the previous sections, the prime function of E.34th Street, has been to serve as the
main location for helicopter sightseeing operations. The FBO, along with local and state tourist
bureaus and other tourist industry personnel, have done a very good job of marketing this use of
the heliport. Island Helicopters’ public brochure for the service lists the following items that
highlight several tourist needs and concerns:

Over 25 years experience,

Over 4 million passengers flown,

Helicopter Association International (HAI) safety award winner,
Unobstructed panoramic views,

Pilot narrated,

New state-of-the-art aircraft,

Wide range of helicopter sizes,

Multi-lingual staff, and

Open all year!
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The EDC completed a feasibility study in 1995, the “U.S.S. Guadalcanal Heliport Feasibility
Study” (reference 8), that focused on better serving the helicopter sightseeing tourist market. It
evaluated converting and mooring an early 1960s-vintage surplus U.S. Navy helicopter carrier,
the U.S.S. Guadalcanal, along the shore of the Hudson River to use its 600-foot by 80-foot flight
deck as a public-use heliport serving the sightseeing market. The idea was to complement the
major tourist attraction of the U.S.S. Intrepid, an aircraft carrier that serves as an aviation
museum that is moored in the Hudson River at W. 46th Street. Although, the plan was
determined to be both economically and environmentally feasible, a breakdown of community
relations stalled its implementation.

However, this analysis provided much information concerning the overall helicopter sightseeing
market. Figures 14 and 15 document the trend and percent share, respectively, in sightseeing
passengers per year among Manhattan’s public-use heliports. Figures 14 and 15 also show the
City’s projection of the anticipated short-term effect of the Helicopter Redistribution Plan, if the
Courts had allowed it to be implemented. The current sightseeing market of about 200,000
annual passengers is comprised of approximately 50 percent international and 50 percent -
domestic travelers. The sightseeing companies locally target world-class hotels in the Manhattan
area and internationally use marketing representatives in Europe and Japan.

The location of the E.34th Street Heliport near the hotels, theater districts, and other prime tourist
attractions of Manhattan was probably a factor in the positive market response to the availability
of helicopter sightseeing. The location of the E.34th Street Heliport adjacent to a more
residentially-oriented neighborhood probably partially contributed to its early success in
sightseeing activity. In general, an intensive people-oriented street activity, such as that in the
vicinity of the E.34th Street Heliport, tends to foster an image of personal safety and security.
Personal safety is an important concern to tourists in major urban areas such as New York City,
particularly for those tourists who are not part of a large tour group.

Because the heliport is located in a residential area, the number of helicopter operations increased
because the helicopter users felt it was safe to walk to the heliport. But as the number of
sightseeing operations did increase, the number of complaints from the residents also increased.
The negative feedback led the responsible public agencies to encourage sightseeing operations at
other Manhattan heliports. Thus, it is ironic that the location of the heliport, which was once one
of the reasons for its success in serving a major component part of the helicopter sightseeing
market, that has now been one of the reasons for attempts to place limits on the frequency of
service provided. '

Figures 14 and 15 also show that, over the past 7 years, the number of sightseers using the E.34th

Street heliport has remained fairly constant and that the growth in helicopter sightseeing has

occurred at the W.30th and Downtown Manhattan Heliports. New franchise leases for

_ sightseeing services at these locations were let during that time period and the services were able
to capture the overall market growth. Currently about half of the helicopter sightseeing market is

served from these two heliports. EDC’s study of the overall Manhattan market projects that

during the next 20 years this market will grow about two and a half times, to about

500,000 annual passengers.
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3.5.2 Legal Action by the FBO

National Helicopter concluded that the restrictions of Resolution 1558 would force them into
bankruptcy. They sought injunctive relief from the U.S. District Court for the Southern District
of New York (see appendix A). National Helicopter argued that Resolution 1558 is preempted
by federal law, specifically the Federal Aviation Act, the Noise Control Act, the Airport Noise
and Capacity Act, and the Airport and Airways Improvement Act. Although National Helicopter
initially applied for a preliminary injunction, the parties agreed that the record before the Court
was sufficient to permit a final decision on the merits of the case.

3.5.3 District Court Decision

The court decided on January 3, 1997 that the request for a permanent injunction was partially
granted and partially denied (reference 4). The final decision regarding the provisions contained
in Resolution 1558, as incorporated into the City’s RFP (reference 4), was that the City was
permanently enjoined from enforcing:

Mandatory 47 percent reduction in operations,

complete elimination of weekend sightseeing operations,

designation of sightseeing routes,

exclusion of the Sikorsky S-58T from engaging in sightseeing operations, and
requirement that all craft operating out of the E.34th Street heliport be marked for
identification.

The City was not enjoined from enforcing its:

e 8:00 p.m. to 8:00 a.m. weekday curfew, and
e its 6:00 p.m. to 10:00 a.m. weekend sightseeing curfew.

Although the court has granted the vast majority of National Helicopters’ requests with this
permanent injunction, the court also clearly spelled out what the City had done incorrectly that
caused the judgment against them. Both parties to the suit have appealed the District Court’s
decision.

3.5.4 Expected Future of the East 34th Street Heliport

The future of the heliport is uncertain. Unlike the Wall Street Heliport, the E.34th Street
Heliport is in close proximity to many residential high-rise buildings. Local residents can be
expected to continue their efforts to place limits on the heliport operations or to have it closed.
On the other hand, the rent paid by the FBO is a significant contribution to the City coffers. In

_ addition, the City recognizes that “heliports are critical to the economic competitiveness of a
corporate center such as Midtown Manhattan.” Finally, the city recognized that the E.34th Street
“Heliport also provides an important public service for police and emergency helicopter
operations.” Thus, the City has several reasons to keep the facility open.
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In late April, New York Mayor Giuliani announced that the City would close the E.60th Street
Heliport and transfer its management firm, Johnson Controls, to the E.34th Street. National
Helicopters has been evicted from the E.34th Street Heliport. Johnson Controls is now operating
both the E.60th Street and the E.34th Street heliports during what may be a transition period. All
of this is being done in an election year. Perhaps after the election, the City will issue a formal
RFP for a long-term FBO at E.34th Street and take action on the management contract for E.60th

Street.

A new heliport has been proposed on the west side of Manhattan. Were such a facility to be
constructed, this might be done in concert with actions taken on the E.34th Street and/or the

E.60th Street Heliports.
3.6  EAST 34TH STREET HELIPORT - CONCLUSIONS

This E.34th Street Heliport case study provides several lessons concerning planning for heliports,
particularly with regard to the relationship of private markets that affect demands for different
uses of helicopters and heliports.

A first lesson is the importance, particularly in the larger metropolitan areas, of conducting
heliport planning from a system and regional perspective. No other area has such a well
developed system of public-use heliports as New York City. These heliports are geographically
close and there is a large base of customers who can freely choose which heliport best serves
their needs. Consequently, each of the four heliports is affected by the others. Therefore, it is
important to consider how each heliport relates to the other heliports in the region.

A second lesson is that the long-term trend of helicopter operations experienced at the Manhattan
public-use heliports indicates that the cumulative effect of individual market choices results in
local demands for specific types of helicopter missions at specific heliports. At the same time,
the basic level of demand for any particular mission is often influenced more by the overall
economic conditions. For example, the demand for the corporate/executive mission at the
heliports fluctuates generally in accordance with the overall state of the economy. When a
business faces economic peril, very often the corporate helicopter service may be the first to go
in a cost reduction or avoidance effort. As another example, scheduled commuter services have
waxed and waned depending upon subsidy programs, interline fares, and other factors such as
convenience of transfers and how direct the flights are for passengers. As a final example, the
interest in sightseeing by helicopter has been affected by international tourism constraints or
opportunities, which are often affected by the relative values of different currencies.

A third lesson is that market demand for helicopter service can vary in accordance with the
effectiveness of marketing, much like the demand for any service or product. This case study has
. shown that helicopter sightseeing has been marketed to specific target audiences who are likely
to be interested in using the service, as well as being in a position to afford the price necessary to
supply that service at an acceptable profit. The marketing material has addressed various needs
and concerns of the potential customers. In addition, various business relations have been
established that support reaching and serving likely customers. This includes working with the
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nearby waterside restaurant, cooperative agreements with tour bus operators and hotels, and even
marketing to potential customers overseas. '

The fourth lesson from this case study is that private citizens can work together in an attempt to
use public policies to limit or close a heliport when they find it objectionable. This has occurred
on more than one occasion with a heliport is located near a residential neighborhood. The E.34th
Street Heliport case study is an example of a creative but somewhat clumsy approach by the City
of New York to minimize helicopter noise in a neighborhood that includes a significant
residential component. Using governmental contracting powers, the City attempted to reduce
helicopter noise in the vicinity of the E.34th Street Heliport by shifting sightseeing operations
from one Manhattan heliport to another. As proprietor of the heliport, the City’s intent is not
unreasonable. The courts have concluded, however, that the majority of the City’s various
methods were not reasonable, non-arbitrary, and nondiscriminatory. Regardless of the outcome
of the court appeal now in process, the City still has a variety of options for pursuing its intent.
The final outcome is uncertain.
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4.0 GARLAND HELIPLEX, GARLAND, TEXAS

4.1  BACKGROUND AND LOCATION FEATURES - GARLAND HELIPORT

4.1.1 Background

The Garland, Texas heliport or Heliplex, as it is called, originally opened November 4, 1989. It
was built because the city of Garland had no aviation facility to attract and serve business and
industry. The city recognized that a heliport would be less costly to build and operate than an
airport. Unlike the simple straightforward implementation of the Houston CBD Heliport
(section 2.0), the Garland Heliplex has a complicated story.

The Garland Heliplex was at first touted in the helicopter industry as a notable example of the
type of urban heliport the helicopter industry hoped would be built in many cities. Then it
almost disappeared and the industry did not know for sure if it was still open or not. On the
brink of extinction several times, so far, it continues to bounce back. At the present time, the
Heliplex is doing very well, and can be considered a success.

4.1.2 Heliport Location

The Garland Heliplex is located at 2359 South Jupiter Road, near Grader Street in the corner of a
300-acre industrial park. Figure 16 provides two photographs of the heliport.

4.1.3 Classification and Funcﬁon in the Aviation System

The Garland Heliplex is a public-use heliport. It is a small part of a slowly growing “unofficial”
heliport system in Texas. “Unofficial” because there are a growing number of heliports in Texas,
but they do not belong to any one jurisdiction and are not linked with any coordination of effort.
Garland is operationally associated with the Dallas Vertiport approximately 12 miles to the
southwest because they sometimes have the same customers.

-,

4.14 Developer and Owner

The idea to build the heliport came just a few years after the 1983 FAA Prototype Heliport
Program where the FAA sponsored four prototype heliports to be examples of model urban
facilities (three of the four were completed). One of these was the Indianapolis Downtown
Heliport. The heliport, run by the Indianapolis Heliport Corporation (IHC), was very much in
the helicopter industry news and publications as a success. When the IHC heard that Garland,
Texas planned to build a heliport, they went to Garland and made a proposal to both build and
run it.

" The IHC had study performed by a known aviation consulting firm that projected a rosy picture
of demand for the heliport, which helped to sell the idea of the heliport to the city council. The
city council hired IHC to construct and manage the heliport. IHC then formed the Garland/DFW
Heliplex Corporation. A Garland/DFW Heliplex Corporation press release (no date) stated that,
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FIGURE 16 THE GARLAND HELIPORT
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“The Garland Heliplex will be the first full service public use heliport to be opened since the end
of the prototype program” (reference 9). Although most likely unintentional, some people
thought the Garland Heliplex was to be an FAA prototype heliport (reference 10). The plan
called for the Garland Heliplex to be like the Indianapolis heliport—with facilities and services
as described in another Garland/DFW Heliplex Corporation press release of October 18, 1989,
“Gasoline, ground transportation, aircraft ramp parking, a 3,000 square-foot terminal, lighting,
pilot lounge, conference area, public waiting area and will employ 6 people” (reference 6).
Further, “Phase II is scheduled for late 1991 and will provide a three-story terminal building,
several storage and maintenance hangers[sic] and an additional 35-50 employees. The Heliplex
will be primarily used by helicopter owners, operators and users.”

The press release also states what the city expected to receive: “The Indianapolis Heliport pumps
$2.5 to 3 million back into the community annually. We expect that over time we will see
similar results.” Another article stated that, “For this city of 180,000, the heliport is expected to
bring prestige, helping to erase an acquired stereotype, as mentioned in a local newspaper
editorial (reference 10), of ‘a small, dusty unprogressive town.’” Figure 17 presents a site plan of
the heliport’s ultimate configuration.

The Garland/DFW Heliplex Corporation, put up a temporary terminal building and had a small
fuel farm installed. It was agreed that what was done was high quality work. However, after
only 6 months, the anticipated heliport use and the number of helicopter operations did not occur
and the Garland/DFW Heliplex Corporation withdrew. The city felt like they had been cheated.
It was reported that a city official said, “The project failed because of poor timing, poor planning
and the failure of the heliport’s original operator to follow through on promises to improve the
facility,” (reference 12).

The current Garland Heliplex management feels the basic problem was that there were no
reasons for people to use the heliport. It is not located in a major city or active high-density
commercial area, although it is located in a light industrial area with the normal businesses that
support such an area. The IHC had built no hangar, no other facilities, or services. Fuel
availability was not important because the operators in the area had their own “favorite” sources
of fuel (more likely than not at wholesale prices, or at least on their normal operational route).
However, to be completely fair to Garland and the Garland/DFW Heliplex Corporation, the
overall economic climate also changed quite significantly.

When the city had another use for the property, they offered to pay the FAA back the Airport
Improvement Program (AIP) grant money so that they could close the heliport. (When FAA AIP
grant money is received, it is required that the facility it is used for must stay open at least 20
years.) However, the FAA did not want the money back, they wanted to keep the heliport open.
In addition, there was a great deal of support from the helicopter industry and aviation interests

_ such as the helicopter emergency medical service (EMS), traffic and news reporting, etc., to keep
it open. The Aircraft Owners and Pilots Association (AOPA) was also a staunch supporter of the
Garland Heliplex. They told their members, “even if it costs you a few dollars, don’t complain
that you don’t have helicopter landing areas if you won’t support this one.”
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After concluding that they must keep the facility open, the city hired a manager for the Heliplex.
He was put under a 2 year contract agreeing to pay him a salary. This appeared to be an
advantage because he ran his own helicopter business, called Heli-Tex, Incorporated, and he
started a flight school and did manage the heliport for a few years.

However, since the beginning, even when IHC first built and managed the facility, the cost of
running the heliport bewildered the city. The benefits originally anticipated never appeared. The
cost of running the facility, especially, the manager’s salary, was considered too much. It was
costing the city about $40,000 annually to keep it open. Consequently, the city continued to
discuss closing the heliport. However, now the city did not want and could not afford to pay
back the Federal AIP funds that would have equaled 80 percent of the $2M construction cost,
approximately $1.5M. Finally the city told the manager that they would no longer pay a salary.
Since he had his own business interest, he accepted this decision and continued to manage the
heliport to keep his own business open with a lease that covered the basic expenses for the city.

In 1992, SKY Helicopters, Inc., began leasing helicopters to Heli-Tex. When the Heli-Tex
manager expressed an interest in getting out of the business, the Sky Helicopters’ Owner decided
to try running the heliport.

Because the heliport is owned by the city, they are required to advertise for a public bid to run
the facility. SKY Helicopters put together a proposal unlike the other proposals. It offered a
complete business plan as well as offering the city an increasing percentage as the profit from the
facility grows. SKY Helicopters believes that the fact they are first business people with an
interest in aviation, not aviation people trying to run a business, will make the difference. They
approach the operation as a business. The current heliport manager was hired on her success in
running small businesses. At the time she had no aviation background, although she has since
received her helicopter rating.

SKY received an 8-year lease. This is unusually short for an aviation FBO lease, but the city had
become cautious through its experience. The lease is based on two parts; an increasing fixed-rate
portion for property rental, and a revenue-sharing portion tied to Sky’s sublease of hangar space,
along with fuel flow fees (section 4.2.2). They started in January 1993 with one helicopter
(Robinson R22B) and have done well enough that they now have five full-time employees and
several part-time instructors.

SKY erected a permanent hangar/service center on the heliport grounds, and pays for all
operational expenses associated with running the heliport. They furnished the terminal building,
provide liability insurance, fuel trucks, UNICOM equipment, and pay all the minor repairs, and
perform yard work around the heliport grounds. The city remains responsible for major repairs
to the terminal building (like roof damage) and have been supportive with city services when
 needed. For example, the city transportation department was able to re-stripe the parking pad
areas and TLOF after weather finally took its toll. So far the Heliplex lease is working to
everyone’s benefit.
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42  GARLAND HELIPLEX - PHYSICAL FEATURES

4.2.1 Size, Orientation. and Physical Layout

The heliport is located on a 6-acre lot at the corner of a 300-acre industrial park. It has one
TLOF, five parking positions, and a separate area for Jet-A refueling with an underground fuel
farm. There is also an attractively decorated terminal building that has offices, conference and
waiting rooms, a video learning center, and public restroom facilities including showers. A
recently constructed hangar/service center provided additional secure storage and office space.

422 On-Site Facilities and Services

SKY Helicopters received their commercial operators (14 CFR Part 135) certificate as of
November 1994, and their flight training certificate (14 CFR Part 141) in July 1996. In addition
to the flight school, they do pipeline/powerline patrol, charter, photo, sightseeing, and contract
law enforcement work. They provide an on-demand shuttle service between Garland and the
surrounding locations including DFW Airport.

SKY established a Robinson Helicopter Company (RHC) factory service center at the heliport
and was awarded a dealership for RHC’s R44 and R22 helicopters in 1995. In addition, the
maintenance facility also services other helicopters including Schweizer and Enstrom.

SKY Helicopters found a way to attract pilots/operators to buy fuel at the Heliplex. It is the only
place in the area where “hot refueling” can be done, or refueling while the helicopter is still

running.

4.2.3 Acquisition and Construction Costs

The Garland Heliplex cost around $2M of which approximately $1.5M was in FAA AIP funding.
The money was used basically for the concrete and 1,500 gallon fuel farm.

43 GARLAND HELIPLEX - OPERATIONAL ASPECTS

4.3.1 Market and Service Area

The Garland Heliplex serves the entire Dallas/Fort Worth metropolitan area or the Metroplex, as
it is called locally. However helicopter operators as far away as Austin and Tyler, Texas also
regularly use the facility.

4.3.2 Heliport Facility Users

SKY Helicopters provides charter air taxi services, but its main function is helicopter pilot
training. It provides hangar storage for several aircraft, as well as 100LL and Jet-A, and “hot”
Jet-A refueling to those who desire it. Services include, flight school, charter, photo, sightseeing,
power and pipeline patrol, ENG, contract law enforcement, and infra-red (IR) camera detection.
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"Helicopter maintenance and inspection facilities are available, and the heliport is a dealer and
service center for Robinson Helicopters.

433 Operational Characteristics of the Facility

The Heliplex is open and staffed 7 days a week from 8:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m.

4.3.4 Revenue Sources for Financing the Operations

The vast majority of revenue comes from the services discussed in section 4.3.2. There is also a
$39.00 per night fee for hangar storage, however, there are no landing or parking fees.

4.3.5 Types of Based Rotorcraft

There are currently four Robinson R22Bs, one R44 Astro, and one Enstrom helicopter based or
hangared at the heliport. The number of helicopters owited and based at the heliport can change
at any time because SKY is a dealer and service center for RHC.

4.3.6 Activity Levels

No activity records are kept by the heliport. Due to its location and services, activity patterns
vary greatly. Based on current training, commercial, and pleasure operations, the heliport staff
estimated a typical day has between 25 to 100 operations.

44  GARLAND HELIPLEX - RELATIONSHIP TO THE SURROUNDINGS

4.4.1 Access - Airside and Instrument Operations

The Heliplex is strictly VFR and currently has no real need for an instrument approach.
442 Access - Landside

The Garland Heliplex is located on a major thoroughfare that is flanked by commercial and light
industrial businesses. There is ample automobile parking in front of the terminal building.

443 Neighboring Land Uses, Zoning, and Economic Base: Compatibility and Obstacles

It was initially thought that perhaps the Garland Heliplex did not do well because it was built in
an undeveloped location rather than in a downtown area (reference 12). That could have been a
contributing factor in the beginning, but in the long run it may provide a good service to the kind
_ of businesses located nearby. Furthermore, the land uses surrounding the heliport do not
generate many noise or community complaints. The approaches are currently unobstructed
primarily because the 300-acre industrial park is not yet well developed.
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4.4.4 Operator. User. and Public Attitudes Regarding the Heliport Facility

The operator is very enthusiastic about the business. The location in a mostly light industrial
area that mitigates community problems concerning noise or safety. Except when it gets
publicity, most people probably do not remember that the Heliplex even exists.

4.4.5 Government Agency Attitudes and Support

The FAA supported the heliport in that they worked to keep it open. The local government was
very supportive when it expected the heliport to provide prestige and revenue to the city. They
became disenchanted about the specific situation and the cash flow issues, but they were not
adamantly opposed to heliports. As long as it can at least support itself, the city government is
expected to support the heliport.

4.5 GARLAND HELIPLEX - PAST AND CURRENT PLANNING

45.1 Marketing of the Heliport to the Community, Users. and Operators

SKY Helicopters markets the services they provide such as charter, training, fuel, maintenance,
etc., but they do not actively market the heliport itself. They advertise in local trade publications
and are in contact with other aviation facilities in the area that provide word-of-mouth
advertising.

The heliport manager often attends community functions, such as Chamber of Commerce events,
that help spread knowledge of the helicopter operator and heliport.

For major events, like the Helicopter Association International (HAI)’s 1996 HeliExpo in Dallas,
SKY marketed the heliport’s availability and proximity to Dallas to out-of-area operators.
McDonnell Douglas Helicopter Company chose to base their flight operations from the Garland
Heliplex, and several other value-added re-sellers hangared their equipment at the heliport during
the show. There is no major, or national form of advertising.

45.2 Expected Future of the Garland HeliPlex Heliport

SKY Helicopters expects the Heliplex to continue to grow; not with any grandiose plans, but just
slow and steady. Considering the past, thls view is probably a very realistic and agreeable to
everyone involved.

4.6  GARLAND HELIPLEX - CONCLUSIONS

_ The significance of this heliport’s success is that a sound business approach is now the basis for
its operation. The Heliplex is run first as a business. This approach may not be the case with a
management strictly focused on the aviation aspect. In many such cases the management likes to
fly and does not always understand the requirements of running a small business or the need for

marketing. For instance, at the Heliplex the pilots do not like to mow the lawn or clean the
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windows, but at the Garland heliport, it’s part of the job that needs to be done to stay in business.
Aviation facilities are businesses too. Both the heliport manager and SKY owner have business
backgrounds, then learned aviation. The city was able to turn the heliport around by allowing a
private business to operate the heliport while providing all the essential services demanded from
a public facility. The city profits from the long-term tax base enhancement, helicopter owners
and operators benefit from the local source of supplies and services, and the community benefits
from having the heliport as they had planned.
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5.0  ANNAPOLIS HELIPORT, ANNAPOLIS, MARYLAND

5.1 BACKGROUND AND LOCATION FEATURES - ANNAPOLIS HELIPORT

5.1.1 Background

The Annapolis Heliport was constructed as part of the Power Technology Center to specifically
attract tenants to the offices. Before it opened, it was well marketed to the helicopter industry as
a public-use heliport with excellent access to Annapolis, and a way-point between the cities of
the Northeast Corridor, Baltimore, and Washington, D.C. There were great hopes for Annapolis
as an example of a strictly privately-funded alternative to large-scale government supported
projects as a means to “fill out” the anticipated growing heliport infrastructure. In April 1991,

Rotor & Wing International, stated:

Several years ago, the FAA initiated its prototype demonstration heliport plan.
The government was going to build heliports in New York City, Indianapolis, New
Orleans, and Los Angeles. Only three were built. The Annapolis Heliport, built
in less than 16 months, shows the kind of job the private sector can do for the
helicopter industry. (Reference 13).

However, the office building did not attract tenants at first, and the heliport did not succeed as
hoped. The facility first opened in the summer 1991, but closed in January 1992. It reopened in
October 1992 under a new management FBO that aspired towards a wider market. However,
business problems and the lack of demand resulted in its closing a second time. By mid-1994 the
heliport use had slowly died away, and it is now closed. It is an example of an unsuccessful
heliport.

5.1.2 Heliport Location

The Annapolis Heliport is located at the Power Technology Center, an office complex just off the
John Hanson Highway (Route 50). Route 50 provides access between Annapolis, the capital of
Maryland, and Washington, D.C. A location map is presented in figure 18. The promotional
brochure states: the heliport is “...conveniently located at 201 Defense Highway, one mile from
the Annapolis Mall and approximately one hundred feet above Route 50 and Interstate (I-) 97.”
It is approximately 4 miles due west from downtown Annapolis (reference 14). This general
location is'a very accessible site to the regional highway s§stem and to the Baltimore, Maryland -
Washington, D.C. region.

5.1.3 Classification and Function in the Aviation System

The Annapolis Heliport was a privately-owned and developed public-use heliport. It was
marketed as the state of Maryland’s first public-use heliport when it reopened on October 1,
1992.
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5.1.4 Developer and Owner

The Annapolis Heliport was developed entirely with private funds as a business amenity to
attract tenants in the Power Technology Center office complex. The complex is described in its
marketing brochure as follows:

Located in a naturally wooded environment, the Power Technology Center seems
far removed from urban life. Expansive windows offer views of lush greenery and
the Annapolis Reservoir. Eight all-glass projecting bay areas create the ideal
setting for conference rooms, while six balconies promote an atmosphere of open
space and freedom. Productivity will soar in this exceptional environment
offering modern amenities and a creative, stimulating atmosphere.

The brochure goes on to say:

Access to the neighboring areas is further expanded through Anne Arundel
County’s only dedicated commercial jet heliport, right on the premises. Just a
quick walk from the building across an elevated bridge and you 're on your way.
Commuter and charter services can take you anywhere within 300 miles.

The heliport opened in the summer of 1991 after great helicopter industry fanfare. However,
things did not go as planned. The office space did not rent and the heliport was not used. This
office project was probably planned in the mid- to late 80s when the office market was still “hot”
and just starting to cool off. By the time the building and heliport opened in 1991, the office
market was “soft” and “cold.” However, problems arose between the heliport management and
owners of the property. The heliport was closed in January 1992.

- In October 1992, new management took over the heliport. This FBO ultimately intended to start
a scheduled helicopter service. In the meantime, they ran a private (14 CFR 91) charter service,
even though they were certified for commercial services (14 CFR 135). They added amenities
and services and implemented a moderate landing fee (see section 5.2.2).

However, the FBO was not experienced in business. It was thought that the managers of the
office complex charged the FBO too much for rent and extra fees that the FBO should not have
accepted. Even though the office space was then beginning to rent, the FBO was not able to keep
up with the payments due to low demand for the heliport. The FBO knew they were taking a risk
in running the heliport, but thought they could expand the market sufficiently to overcome the
odds. After months of using their own money to pay the difference between income and
expenses, a decision was made by the FBO to cut further losses and the heliport was closed the
second time at the end of 1994.
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52  ANNAPOLIS HELIPORT - PHYSICAL FEATURES

5.2.1 Size, Orientation, and Physical Layout

The TLOF of the heliport is a 75-foot diameter circle. It is a ground-level heliport built to the
side of the 70,000 square-foot office building (see section 5.1.4). An artist’s conception of the
office building-heliport complex is shown in figure 19. The apron of the heliport is large enough
to park three Jet Ranger-size aircraft. There was a Visual Approach Slope Indicator (VASI) set
at 8.5 degrees and a lighted wind sock.

5.2.2 On-Site Facilities and Services

When the Annapolis Heliport first opened, it was staffed 6 days a week, Monday through
Saturday, 7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m. Fuel was available from tank trucks. There were plans for a
12,000 gallon above-ground tank but it was never installed because it was decided it was not
worth the cost or the time to complete the permitting process. There were also plans for a

3,600 square-foot heated hangar large enough to house five Jet Ranger-size helicopters. Half of
the hangar was to be for a maintenance facility, but the heliport closed before this could be
accomplished.

The first management planned to use an entire floor of one wing of the building for its offices, to
include an operations center and executive suites that would be sub-leased to help support the
heliport (reference 13). There was also to be a service counter, pilot’s lounge, passenger lounge,
and conference rooms. The conference rooms were to be available for rent by the hour and
catering was to be offered. There were plans to have a courtesy car available, and car rental
and/or limousine services arranged (reference 13). Little of these plans materialized.

The second management, the FBO, operated out of an office-trailer parked at the facility. They
initiated a variety of services listed on a heliport “Fact Sheet” that was distributed when the
facility reopened. These services are listed in table 2.

TABLE 2 SERVICES PROVIDED BY THE ANNAPOLIS HELIPORT - OCTOBER 1992

Jet A Refueling Turbine Oil

Daily or Monthly Aircraft Parking (Tie-Down) | Flight Planning

Comfortable Pilot/Passenger Lounge Complementary Coffee and Snacks
Vending Machines Deli Sandwich Service

Nearby Hotel Accommodations Limousine, Rental Car, Taxi Services
Restaurant Reservation Arrangements Emergency Road Service

Nearby Fire and Police Assistance Helicopter Charter Flight

Courtesy Phone Available All Hours

Source: Reference 14.
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Although the heliport was accessible 24 hours a day by air, it was only staffed 8:00 a.m. to
6:00 p.m., Monday through Saturday. There was a UNICOM and pilot-controlled lighting
system that would stay on for 15 minutes once activated. Aircraft parking was accommodated by

tie-downs.

5.2.3 Acquisition and Construction Costs

The figures for acquisition and construction costs were not available.

5.3  ANNAPOLIS HELIPORT - OPERATIONAL ASPECTS

5.3.1 Market and Service Area

The market and service area for the Annapolis Heliport was advertised as being within a 300-
mile radius. It was anticipated to be a stopping point for helicopter traffic traveling between
Washington, D.C., Baltimore, and the Northeast Corridor cities, particularly from the New York

City, Manhattan heliports.

5.3.2 Heliport Facility Users

Even though there was enough initidl interest in the Annapolis Heliport that some operators used
it before it was officially open, relatively few people ever used it. Ultimately, the military-was
the most frequent user due to a fuel inter-plane agreement negotiated with the government. Only
a few users were the kind hoped for—the corporate/executive traffic from New York. The
expected local users, those from the office building and Washington, D.C. also never

materialized.

5.3.3 Operational Characteristics of the Facility

There were never enough operations to establish any particular characteristics.

-~

5.3.4 Revenue Sources for Financing the Operations

The main revenue source was from fuel sales. There was a $7.50 landing fee that included the
first 3 hours of aircraft parking. This fee was waived with the purchase of 30 or more gallons of
fuel. If an aircraft was parked more than 3 hours, the helicopter operator was charged the $7.50
landing fee plus $15.00 per 24-hour period. Monthly aircraft parking was available.

5.3.5 Types of Based Rotorcraft

Originally, there were no helicopters based at the Annapolis Heliport. The FBO, on the other
hand, had an Agusta 109 based there that was used for its charter service. The heliport was large
enough to comfortably accommodate an S-76-sized aircraft.
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5.3.6 Activity Levels

For a while, particularly in the warmer months, there were 10 to 12 operations per week. There
were fewer operations in the winter because the facility could only accommodate VFR
operations.

54  ANNAPOLIS HELIPORT - RELATIONSHIP TO THE SURROUNDINGS

5.4.1 Access - Airside and Instrument Operations

The Annapolis Heliport was strictly a VFR facility. Originally, the approach/departure paths
were shown as being northwest over non-residential areas that included the water reservoir and
landfill. This route bypassed the very large Class B airspace that encompasses that required for
the area’s three major airports: Baltimore-Washington International, Washington National
Airport, and Washington Dulles International. The heliport, and this route to it, was shown on
the Baltimore-Washington FAA helicopter route chart. The new FBO listed the approach as
“090 to 180 degrees (Primary 150 degrees)” and the departure as 270 to 360 degrees (Primary
330 degrees)” (reference 14).

5.42 Access - Landside

Landside access to the Annapolis Heliport was off the John Hanson Highway (Route 50).
Route 50 is the main access between Washington, D.C. and Annapolis, Maryland. The Power
Technology Center is on Defense Highway (see section 5.1.2.).

5.4.3 Neighboring Land Uses. Zoning. and Economic Base: Compatibility and Obstacles

The light industrial zoning in that part of Annapolis allowed the heliport to be built. To assist in
ensuring compatibility, the original management held a meeting with the home owners and
neighbors from the surrounding office buildings to explain what the heliport was for and how it
was to operate. The manager handed out his home phone numbers so that he could be contacted
if the heliport caused them problems.

The heliport’s economic base was intended to be the tenants of the Power Technology Center
offices and the office and conference room rentals. However, as noted, during the time the
Annapolis Heliport was first open, there were few, if any, tenants. During the FBO’s tenure
there were about three to four tenants. Some tenants used several floors of the building, but they
had no specific need for the heliport’s services.

5.4.4 QOperator, User, and Public Attitudes Regarding the Heliport Facility

Both the first management and the FBO tried very hard to make the heliport successful.
However, one of biggest problems with the heliport was, that unless you wanted to visit someone
in one of the offices, there was really no reason to go there. There was also no particular reason
for civilian operators to go out of the way to buy fuel at the facility. The FBO initiated a landing
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fee when they reopened it, consequently it was less expensive to land elsewhere. There were no
problems with the public during or after construction, and no problems or complaints from the

neighbors of the facility.

5.4.5 Government Agency Attitudes and Support

Overall there were no major problems with governmental agencies, although a few minor issues
did arise. The original manager felt that the city was congenial enough during the construction
phase. He was quoted as saying, “I went to the permit section, gave them the plans, and there
was no problem,” (reference 13). The state licensed it as its first public-use heliport. The county
did not want the heliport to store its fuel in above-ground tanks. This problem was solved when
the county was asked to help design acceptable fuel tanks. However, the tanks were never
installed due to other problems at the heliport (see section 5.2.2). The first management had
hoped to involve the city of Annapolis in promoting use of the heliport, but the city declined.
The second manager did not feel the city or county was all that supportive, but again there were
no major problems.

5.5  ANNAPOLIS HELIPORT - PAST AND CURRENT PLANNING

5.5.1 Marketing of the Heliport to the Community, Users, and Operators

The original manager of the Annapolis Heliport extensively promoted the heliport long before it
opened. Artist’s representations and diagrams were brought to helicopter industry meetings that
would allow such presentations. It was marketed at Mid-Atlantic Helicopter Association
(MAHA) meetings (a local area helicopter organization), at the HAI, and at appropriate FAA
rotorcraft meetings during every stage of its development. It received full coverage in the
helicopter industry press. There was a direct mail campaign to notify the industry (reference 13).

The marketing effort concluded with an elaborate heliport opening party that included food,
drinks, and entertainment. The second operator, an FBO, put out press releases to the industry
and local press, and also attended local industry functions providing displays and information.
Even the meetings with the neighbors in adjacent buildings was marketing (section 5.4.3). First,
because it is a good idea to do community work to limit or prevent potential problems with
heliport operations, and second, in doing so, they were marketing the heliport to potential users
from other nearby businesses by letting them know that the heliport existed. While all these
efforts are a good idea for any heliport, it was not enoughin this case to establish a successful

market for the Annapolis Heliport.

At that time, the city of Annapolis was experiencing a migration of businesses out of the
community. The ones that were remaining had no outside connections to bring more commerce
into the city. The FBO offered to help by expanding the heliport facility onto the vacant area
adjacent to the Power Technology Center complex if the county (Anne Arundel) would help with
zoning and construction. This offer was made due to a possible plan to construct a small
convention center on nearby property. Extending the heliport closer to the new convention
center could have been beneficial to all concerned. However, nothing came of this project.
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5.5.2 Expected Future of the Annapolis Heliport

At this time, there are no plans to reopen the heliport.
5.6  ANNAPOLIS HELIPORT - CONCLUSIONS

A study of the Annapolis Heliport offers several insights into the types of activities that can be
accomplished in the planning stage in order to raise the success potential of a public-use heliport.
One primary factor in the failure of this heliport was that its location and function was not
conceived from a regional aviation system plan perspective. Rather, its development came about
as a secondary feature of a real estate development venture—the development of a suburban
office park. The developer of the office park thought that the addition of a heliport would
provide an amenity to the prospective tenants, which in turn, would give the office park a
commercial advantage over the competing office locations in the leasing of the office space.

Perhaps if this process had occurred in somewhat of a reverse order the heliport might have
achieved continuing success. If the general vicinity of this office park had been identified in a
regional heliport system plan as being near a demand center of sufficient size to support a public-
use heliport, then appropriate development incentives could have been placed in a local area
master plan to encourage an individual property owner, or owners, to provide a public-use
heliport as an amenity to the overall community. In such instances, developers are often granted
some additional feature, associated with the development, that increases the likelihood of
profitability of the development project. Thus, if this location had first been seen and planned for
as a good place for a public-use heliport, then perhaps it would more likely have been successful.
Alternatively, if the public agencies had then taken a further step and encouraged private
development, that too could have increased the likelihood of success.

The Annapolis Heliport is an example of there not being enough “public” in the public-use
aspects of the heliport. It is very important to plan and market so that heliport operators can
adopt a user, or customer service perspective, and not to look at things primarily from the
perspective of operator’s needs. The office park developer probably has a very good
understanding of the market for office space in the Annapolis, greater Baltimore, and
Washington areas. That understanding was to plan, develop, market, lease, and operate this
suburban office space in a profitable manner in a highly competitive and volatile market. But,
there did not seem to be careful analysis on what real demand there was for a public-use heliport.
Such issues need to be understood and accounted for early in heliport planning.

In the Annapolis example, such an approach does not appear to have been sufficiently followed
in order to develop a broad enough customer base to maintain the operations of the heliport.
Rather, although the heliport was actively marketed, it was marketed only to two very narrow
segments of potential users—the tenants of the office park, and the helicopter industry as a stop-
" over for long distance helicopter flights traveling between origins and destinations other than the
office park. The first of those market segments was the one most familiar to the original
developer of the heliport, while the latter was likely most familiar to both heliport managers.
Whether owner or operator, or both, heliport and helicopter providers need first to gain an
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understanding of the potential market and second, to plan for and seek out a spectrum of
appropriate market segments, in order to operate successfully the heliport and helicopter service.

For instance, the original management of the heliport made a tremendous marketing effort
directed toward the helicopter industry, and the FBO kept up this effort. However, maybe, this
was “preaching to the choir.” There is no indication whether a broader market that should have
included the following categories was ever investigated:

more marketing to other office parks and businesses,
state government in Annapolis,

Naval Academy, and

Chesapeake Bay and other big tourist attractions.

Most critically, perhaps these were investigated and the simple fact was that neither these
markets, nor any other, existed.

Another possibility may be that if such extended marketing had been successful, a really active
heliport would not have been compatible with the goals of the original office complex, as stated
in the brochure, “...Located in a naturally wooded environment, the Power Technology Center
seems far removed from urban life.” To sum up, more early evaluation and planning was needed
in order to match reality with expectations.

Last, being able to implement a plan successfully does not necessarily mean that a good plan has
been implemented. Sound technical plans, as well as public involvement work (reference 2), are
needed for long-term successful operations of heliports. To paraphrase a line from the popular
movie of a few years ago, Field of Dreams, “the Annapolis Heliport was built, but they did not
come.” The property developer and the initial FBO were effective and successful in their public
involvement efforts in getting the consent of nearby neighbors and in obtaining the approval of
governmental regulatory agencies to have a heliport operate at that location. They successfully
reached out to the helicopter industry to obtain a sufficient degree of awareness and initial

" interest of a new destination for pilots to use. They took the necessary and sufficient steps to
provide, and initially operate, a public-use heliport. However, it appears there was a lack in the
very early planning phase to identify sufficient demand and a specified regional aviation role for
this location as a heliport. In other words, this heliport was conceived of as “an amenity to the
property development,” as a means to an end, rather than as an end in itself. This in itself may

have been its critical shortcoming.

However, most likely, it was some combination of all these factors that kept this location from

being a long-term successfully operating heliport. In the absence of appropriate regional
planning and marketing studies, it is difficult to say whether there would be sufficient demand to

reinitiate helicopter operations from this heliport.




6.0 BOSTON CITY HELIPORT, BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS

6.1 BACKGROUND AND LOCATION FEATURES - BOSTON CITY HELIPORT

6.1.1 Background

In 1986 the Boston City Heliport was opened, classified, and licensed by the Massachusetts
Aeronautics Commission (MAC) as a commercial, public-use heliport. No prior permission is
required to use the heliport. It is located about a mile and a half to the south and east of
downtown Boston in an industrial district in an area called South Boston. This location is across
the Inner Harbor to the west and south of Logan International Airport. The Boston City Heliport
is about a mile and a quarter air-distance from the southwest end o f the runways at Logan. The
heliport was developed and is still operated as a privately-owned, public-use facility. This is
rare; most public-use heliports are publicly owned. It was reported that by June 1986 there were
2,000 annual operations. Boston City Heliport can be considered a success.

Massachusetts is one state that registers heliport facilities. MAC is charged with promoting and
supporting aviation and airport/heliport development in the Commonwealth. The agency:

approves and licenses all landing sites, both public and private;

provides financial and technical support to airports and heliports;

licenses airport managers; and

promulgates and enforces regulations covering the operation and maintenance of
landing sites in the state.

MAC has licensing and enforcement jurisdiction over all landing sites in the state except Logan
International Airport (in Boston) and Hanscom Field, which are owned and operated by-the
Massachusetts Port Authority (Massport), a separate state agency.

Furthermore, through MAC, the state has sponsored heliport system plan studies. These studies
were conducted to find a replacement for another public-use heliport in Boston, the Nashua
Street Heliport (reference 15). Phase I of the “Metropolitan Boston Heliport System Plan”
(reference 15) was developed under contract to MAC and the Boston Redevelopment Authority
(BRA) in 1987. Phases II and III were prepared in 1993 and 1994 respectively (reference 16).
These studies provided a comprehensive overview of helicopter activity in Boston, forecasts of
demand, facility descriptions of current heliports, and sites for new alternative heliports.

6.1.2 Heliport Location

The Phase I heliport study performed for MAC (reference 15), shows that in late 1986, the year
_ that the Boston City Heliport was opened, there were 29 heliports within the jurisdiction of the
Metropolitan Area Planning Council for the Boston Metropolitan Area. The Boston City
Heliport is in the area often referred to as South Boston or Fort Point Channel. Its specific
Jocation is off C Street, to the south and west of Fargo Street. It is located on the property of
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Boston Freight Terminals, Inc. This location means that the Boston City Heliport is situated
about a mile and a half from the downtown area of Boston, and about a mile and a quarter air-
distance south and west of Logan International Airport. The site is very close to the World Trade
Center and Fan Pier/Pier 4.

6.1.3 Classification and Function in the Aviation System

The Boston City Heliport is one of two public-use heliports serving the city. The other heliport
is the Nashua Street Heliport located adjacent to the Charles River, on the opposite side of the
downtown area from the Boston City Heliport. Specifically, Nashua Street Heliport is located
between the Charles River and Nashua Street across from the Suffolk County Jail.

The Nashua Street Heliport was originally established in 1964 by MAC. The heliport was
originally constructed as a public-use heliport and was located in an auto parking lot owned by
the Massachusetts DPW. It is a ground-level facility that serves business, corporate, medical and
governmental users. The facility is centrally located in the West End of Boston, situated almost
adjacent to Storrow Drive (with access to Back Bay), the Museum of Science, Beacon Hill (the
State House), 1-93, the Southeast Expressway, Boston Garden, and Government Center. The
heliport provides excellent access to the city’s financial district as well as Back Bay, and is very
close to Massachusetts General and Spaulding Rehabilitation Hospitals.

The Metropolitan District Commission (MDC) is the owner of the property on which the Nashua
Street Heliport is located. The “tenant-at-will” lease that MAC holds with MDC expires in 1996.
MDC has indicated to MAC that it eventually wants that property for future development, such
as the proposed new Charles River Crossing and Basin Park. That development would require
closing the heliport. MAC currently anticipates that, while the present lease with MDC will be
extended for another year or two, eventually the Nashua Street Heliport will be closed. In fact,
the site of the Boston City Heliport was identified in the “Metropolitan Boston Heliport System
Plan,” as the preferred location for the functional replacement of the Nashua Street Heliport.

However, to complicate matters, it is now possible that a major development project will be
proposed near the Boston City site in South Boston. That project could adversely affect the .
continuing operation of the heliport and may require its relocation. As presently conceived, the
so-called “Megaplex” project would be a combined convention center, hotel, and sports stadium.
The Megaplex is formally on-hold, and currently there is uncertainty over the scope, timing, and
specific location of this project.

Ironically, the MAC has decided to suspend its study of possible relocation of the Nashua Street
Heliport to the site of the Boston City Heliport until a firm decision regarding the Megaplex
complex is made. In early November 1995, the Massachusetts legislature decided to table its
participation in the whole Megaplex project because of a lack of agreement on the project scope
and cost. But, it is possible that the issue may be reopened in a year or two. It is also possible
that such a complex would provide a good location and site for a public-use heliport. Such a
possibility has been put forth to the developers of the proposed Megaplex project. Their initial
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response has been to seriously consider including a relocation of the Boston City Heliport in their
program requirements.

6.1.4 Developer and Owner

Although the Boston City Heliport is a public-use facility, it is privately owned by Boston
Heliport, Inc. The property on which the heliport is constructed is privately owned as well. The
owner is Boston Freight Terminals, Iric., a trucking company that leases the land to the heliport.
The 1987 study (reference 15) recommended that the Boston City Heliport ultimately be
designated as a private-reliever heliport, and thus be eligible for receiving funding for
improvements from the FAA AIP fund. Application has not been made for obtaining such a
designation.

6.2  BOSTON CITY HELIPORT - PHYSICAL FEATURES

6.2.1 Size, Orientation, and Physical Layout

The TLOF and FATO of the Boston City Heliport are built on the original concrete floor of a
former warehouse that is approximately 4 feet above ground level (AGL) (figure 20). The
surface shows signs of aging and weathering and appears to be in need of repair. The area is 70-
feet by 160-feet (11,200 square-foot) in size. The designated TLOF and six tie-down/parking
positions can accommodate up to six Sikorsky S-76-sized aircraft simultaneously. If needed,
there is space for an additional 12 helicopters in an adjacent 45,000 square-foot ground level
vehicular parking lot. The parking lot is primarily surfaced with cobblestone.

There is also a 6,000 square-foot maintenance and storage hangar that can accommodate two to
four small or medium size helicopters. A converted mobile home is used as a terminal building.
It has a waiting room, rest rooms, pilot flight planning room, and administrative offices.

6.2.2 On-Site Facilities and Services

The heliport is open 24 hours a day, but is attended only Monday through Friday from 8 a.m. to
5 p.m. There is lighting for night operations. Jet-A fuel is available from an underground
storage tank and is dispensed via a pump and hose. Routine and light maintenance is available,
but the facility is not a helicopter manufacturer designatecl repair station.

There are no on-site ground transportation connections such as taxi stands or rental car outlets.
However, arrangements can be made for an incoming helicopter flight to be met by taxi,

limousine, or by a van service. These vehicles will take passengers to downtown Boston, or to
other places around the metropolitan area.

6.2.3 Acquisition and Construction Costs

No information is available on site acquisition and/or construction costs.
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6.3 BOSTON CITY HELIPORT - OPERATIONAL ASPECTS
6.3.1 Market and Service Area

Phases II and III of the “Metropolitan Boston Heliport System Plan” (reference 16) noted that the
heliport’s market area encompasses approximately a 200-mile radius from Boston. New York
City, specifically Manhattan, is a popular destination for helicopter operators from the greater
Boston area. However, the more common origins or destinations connecting to the Boston City
Heliport are individual corporate headquarters, manufacturing plants, local airports, and hospitals
in eastern and central Massachusetts and southern New Hampshire.

Boston City Heliport’s local service area encompasses all of South Boston, which includes the
World Trade Center, South End, Government Center, Prudential Center, the Financial District,
and Chinatown. At present, ground access to Logan International Airport from the heliport is via
the Callahan or Sumner Tunnels both of which are extremely congested. The Third Harbor
Tunnel (also known as the Ted Williams Tunnel) was opened to-commercial vehicles (trucks and
buses) at the beginning of 1996 and is expected to be open to all traffic by the end of the year. It
should provide heliport users with very rapid ground access to Logan since the entrance to the
new tunnel is very close. It should be noted that Logan International Airport, which is about
1.25 miles north of the heliport, accommodates about half of all helicopter activity in the Boston
area. For a period of time, Digital Equipment Corporation had a gate at Terminal B in the airport
to serve its scheduled corporate helicopter operations. That service has since been discontinued.

The Boston City Heliport’s service area is limited somewhat by the Nashua Street Heliport.
Nashua Street Heliport accommodates traffic going to Back Bay, Kenmore Square, and
Cambridge. In addition, Massachusetts General Hospital, and Massachusetts Eye and Ear Clinic
are served by Nashua Street Heliport. Other nearby hospitals such as Boston City Hospital and
Longwood Medical Center, are served by their own private helipads.

6.3.2 Helivdrt Facility Users

The large majority of heliport users are associated with corporate, business, and commercial
activities, as shown in table 3. The heliport also accommodates ENG, EMS, and utility missions.
EMS Boston MedFlight is based at the Boston City Heliport. Table 3 presents a variety of other
heliport users listed according to several user classification categories.

6.3.3 Operational Characteristics of the Facility

Boston City Heliport is a day/night VFR facility. It has a UNICOM and the heliport lights are
radio controlled by pilots on the UNICOM frequency. The TLOF and parking apron can
accommodate helicopters up to a Sikorsky S-76 and United States Coast Guard (USCG)
Aerospatiale HH-65 Dolphin. Since Boston City Heliport is situated within Boston Logan
Airport’s Class B airspace, all arrivals and departures are required to obtain air traffic control
(ATC) permission from Boston Approach Control.
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TABLE 3 USERS OF THE BOSTON CITY HELIPORT

Use Classification Users of the Boston City Heliport
Commercial Boston Helicopters
Langwell Helicopters
Wiggins Airways
Corporate American Express
AT&T Warner Lambert
Bristol Meyers
Channel 5
Channel 7
Digital Equipment Corp.
IBM
Mass Mutual Life Insurance
Simplex
Tyco
Wayfarer Ketch
Government/Police Mass Aeronautics Comm.
Medical Boston MedFlight
University of Massachusetts Medical Center
Military U.S. Coast Guard

Source: C. Glass, Heliport Manager, 11/95.

On the ground security fencing is provided around the perimeter. There is ample parking for
automobiles since much of the surrounding property is a truck loading and parking area. There
are construction cranes in the general vicinity of the heliport, and arriving and departing
helicopters overfly construction sites. This results in some dust and debris being blown up by

rotorwash.

Since the heliport is not immediately adjacent to residential areas, there are no noise complaints
about its operation. The commercial jet aircraft noise from Logan International is significantly
louder than any helicopter noise in the area. Furthermore, designated helicopter routes into
Boston are generally over the highway network (particularly the Southeast Expressway) which
serves as an effective noise buffer. The primary route serving the Boston City Heliport is
designated the Quarry Route, which runs from Logan south along the Expressway (I-93 &
Route 3). The Bay Route, which runs southeast from Logan over Boston Harbor, is also
available but it is used less frequently to access the heliport. MAC and the New England
Helicopter Pilots Association (NEHPA) promote a “fly neighborly” program and operations to
and from the Boston City Heliport generally do not generate noise or safety complaints.

There appear to be few capacity problems at the Boston City Heliport. Parking spaces on the
heliport and those at the adjacent ground level parking area adequately accommodate the
expected demand. The availability of excess capacity also works to help the other Nashua Street




Heliport (see section 6.1). Due to the very limited helicopter parking space, lack of terminal
facilities, and the unavailability of fuel at Nashua Street Heliport, many helicopters drop off
passengers at Nashua Street and fly to the Boston City Heliport where they can buy fuel and
park. They then return to Nashua Street to pick up passengers. :

6.3.4 Revenue Sources for Financing the Operations

The heliport has a number of revenue sources. These include: a $40 landing fee (that is waived if
fuel is purchased), fuel sales, and maintenance. The landing fee is not charged to EMS operators
and state or Federal agencies.

6.3.5 Types of Based Rotorcraft

Four helicopters are based at the heliport, including Boston MedFlight’s Aerospatiale AS-365N.
(MedFlight’s other helicopter, a BK-117, is based at Plymouth Municipal Airport, but flies into
Boston City Heliport regularly.) The other three based helicopters are privately owned Robinson
R-22s. ‘

6.3.6 Activity Levels

Although no specific traffic counts are made and operations do occur when the heliport is
unattended, the manager estimates that there are an average of about 8 flights (16 operations) per
day year round at Boston City Heliport. That corresponds to nearly 6,000 operations per year.
The activity levels tend to peak in the summer and are lowest during January and February.
Most of the activity occurs on weekdays although some weekend flights do take place. This
level of activity represents a significant increase over the activity reported for the heliport for
1987, (approximately 2,000 annual operations) about 1 year after it went into service.

According to Phase II and III of the Metropolitan Boston Heliport System Plan (reference 16), in
1992 the estimated helicopter activity throughout the City of Boston totaled somewhat more than
20,000 annual operations. Boston City-Heliport accommodated approximately 28 percent of all
helicopter activity. Logan International Airport served about 51 percent and Nashua Street

11 percent of all helicopter activity. The remaining activity, about 9 percent, occurred at the
Boston General Hospital and other private helipads around the City.

The 1992 metropolitan survey further indicated that about 70 percent of those operations were
for corporate and commercial uses, shown in table 4. That activity was found to be generated by
83 active helicopters that fly, some only occasionally, into the City of Boston.

Table 5 presents estimates of helicopter activity at Boston City Heliport applying the same user
classifications as table 4 (reference 23). Together, the tables indicate that the Boston City
Heliport had more commercial and medical oriented users than the other heliports (Nashua Street
and Logan International Airport) which tended to have more corporate users.
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TABLE 4 TOTAL HELICOPTER ACTIVITY IN THE CITY OF BOSTON - 1992

Categories of Annual Percent of

Heliport Use Operations Total Activity
Commercial 3,550 17.1
Corporate 11,180 53.9
Government/Police 1,445 7.0
Medical 4,245 20.4
Training 120 0.6
Military 220 1.1
Total 20,760 100.0

Source: Reference 16.

%

TABLE 5 HELICOPTER ACTIVITY AT BOSTON CITY HELIPORT - 1992

Categories of Annual Percent of

Heliport Use Operations Total Activity
Commercial 2,246 38.5
Corporate 1,194 20.5
Government/Police 208 3.6
Medical 2,100 36.0
Training 60 1.0
Military 22 0.4
Total 5,830 100.0

Source: Reference 16.

Forecasts of traffic demand covering the 20 year period between 1992 and 2012 were developed
for helicopter activity throughout the City of Boston (reference 16). Those forecasts, shown in
table 6, indicate that there is expected to be about a 90 percent increase in helicopter activity for
the same six user classification categories given in table 4. In addition, table 6 presents 3 new
user classification categories that could more than double the total amount of helicopter activity
for the 20-year forecast, and which would result in over 80,000 total annual operations.

If the Nashua Street Heliport closes, then the Boston City Heliport would be expected to capture
-+ almost all of its helicopter activity. In that case, the Boston City Heliport would have about
- 39 percent of total city helicopter activity by the year 2012. That would represent approximately
31,750 annual operations, or about a 5.5 times more activity than was estimated for 1992.
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TABLE 6 FORECAST OF TOTAL HELICOPTER ACTIVITY — CITY OF BOSTON - 2012

Categories of Annual Percent of

Heliport Use Operations Total Activity
Commercial 9,200 11.3
Corporate 19,875 244
Government/Police 1,728 2.1
Medical 8,052 9.9
Training 200 0.2
Military 220 0.3
Subtotal 39,275 48.2
Sightseeing 4,000 4.9
Scheduled Helicopter Service 5,635 6.9
Civil Tiltrotor service 32,530 39.9
Total 81,440 100.0

Source: Reference 16.

6.4  BOSTON CITY HELIPORT - RELATIONSHIP TO THE SURROUNDINGS

6.4.1 Access: Airside and Instrument Operations

Air access to the Boston City Heliport is very good. The approach/departure route is clear of
obstacles although there are a number of buildings and power lines in the general vicinity of the
heliport. There is a tall smokestack directly west of the heliport that is currently unused and is
marked with obstruction lights. Also, the new vent building for the Third Harbor Tunnel is about
200 feet AGL and is located less than 1,000 feet from the Boston City Heliport. While the vent
is close to the northwest approach to the heliport, it and the smokestack are not considered
obstacles.

The Boston Helicopter Route Chart, published by the National Ocean Survey (NOS), identifies a
number of access routes into the City of Boston. The Quarry and Bay routes are the closest to
the heliport, and there are a number of other routes that feed into these two. Typical en route
altitude over downtown is about 1,000 feet above mean sea level (MSL), rising to 1,500 feet
MSL south and west of the City. When close to Boston City Heliport, ATC will lower helicopter
altitude to avoid interfering with airplane arrivals on runway 4R and 4L at Logan International
Airport.

The heliport lies within Boston’s Class B airspace, so clearance is required from Boston

Approach Control (which has a discrete helicopter frequency) to operate at the heliport. Boston
Approach runs a separate controller for helicopters during peak periods (7:30 a.m. to 9:00 a.m.
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and 3:00 p.m. to sunset on weekdays). The heliport is only 1.2 miles from the southern boundary
of Logan, and lies just to the west of the final approach course to runway 4L. However, ATC
tower personnel at Logarn can actually see the Boston City Heliport from the tower cab. They
have indicated that helicopter traffic to the heliport is not a problem since they can usually keep
helicopters at an altitude below fixed-wing aircraft arrivals and departures.

On the other hand, Boston tower controllers cannot actually see the Nashua Street Heliport from
the tower cab, but they have good radar coverage of the area. As a consequence, ATC clears
helicopter pilots to land at the Nashua Street heliport “at their own risk,” a statement that is
required when the controller cannot actually see the landing site.

ATC allows helicopter operators to operate using special visual flight rules (SVFR) if they have
a letter of agreement with Boston Tower. SVFR minimums allow helicopter operations to be
conducted with less than 1 mile visibility and clear of clouds.

Although the Boston City Heliport does not have a published instrument approach, helicopters
do use the instrument landing system (ILS) to Runway 4L at Logan, and then break off the
approach in order to land at the heliport. The FAA has indicated that it will publish a “Copter
Only” approach to Boston City Heliport in the near future that will take advantage of this use of
the existing ILS 4L approach at the airport. This approach will be modeled after a similar one at
LaGuardia Airport in New York City, and minimums could be as low as 100 feet and 1/4 mile.
IFR departures from Boston City Heliport pick up clearances from Boston Approach while on
the ground, before their departure. Operators indicate that IFR helicopter arrivals and departures
are handled well by ATC.

6.4.2 Access: Landside

Landside access to the Boston City Heliport is very good in terms of the local roadway system.
It is served by arterials such as the Southeast Expressway (also know as Route 3 and I-95), as
well as Summer Street and Northern Avenue. The local roads serving that part of South Boston
are used primarily by commercial vehicles, such as tractor trailers, dump trucks, and delivery
vans. Automobile travel time on weekday mornings from the heliport to the center of the
Boston’s financial district (Post Office Park) is estimated at 7 to 9 minutes. However, the road
network throughout downtown Boston, as in the downtown area of most major cities, is
generally very congested. That is particularly the case during morning and evening commuting
periods. It is reported that currently it can take more than*half an hour to drive from the Boston
City Heliport to Logan Airport, which is only about 3 miles away by road.

As noted previously, the area in which the Boston City Heliport is located is not served
particularly well by public means of transportation, there being no taxi stands, rental cars, or
buses immediately available. The proposed South Boston Transitway would be an 8 to 10
minute walk from the heliport. The heliport operator does have van service available, and taxi or
limousine services can be arranged when requested.
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An important note about ground access is that the city and state are in the midst of two major
redevelopment and roadway reconstruction projects. These are the Third Harbor Tunnel, which
will serve Logan Airport, and the reconstruction of the Central Artery. The Third Harbor Tunnel
is expected to open to all traffic in late 1996 and will provide much faster ground travel to Logan
Airport. The tunnel entrance is located very close to the Boston City Heliport.

The Central Artery project is currently one of the largest, on-going public works project in the
United States. It involves moving the entire Southeast Expressway, which runs through
downtown Boston, so that it is relocated completely underground. That and a number of related
development projects will continue under construction at least to the end of this decade.

While the construction for the Third Harbor Tunnel and Central Artery continues for the next
several years, it is anticipated that traffic congestion will worsen significantly throughout the
City. This may stimulate increased helicopter traffic to avoid the delays in ground traffic. After
these projects are completed, ground access and circulation in Boston will be improved, which
could decrease demand for helicopter use. Thus the effect of these construction projects would
be to initially accelerate the demand for helicopter activity until the end of the decade, and then
slow down the annual rate of increase in helicopter activity.

6.4.3 Neighboring Land Uses. Zoning. and Economic Base: Compatibility and Obstacles

The surrounding area is zoned for and developed primarily as, industrial land use. From an
overall New England perspective, the South End of Boston is a very important economic
component in terms of freight and goods movement and the various intermodal connections that
take place in the vicinity. In addition to the two major transportation improvement projects, the
Third Harbor Tunnel and Central Artery, there are several circulation or local access
improvements recently completed, underway, or planned for this area including:

Northern Avenue Reconstruction,
South Boston Truck Bypass Road,
South Boston Transitway,

Traffic Signal Computerization, and
Fargo Street Extension.

As figure 21 illustrates, the adjacent land uses are industrial, with numerous truck loading areas
and parking lots. There are also a number of construction sites adjacent to the heliport’s parking
lot. The current, immediately surrounding land uses are very compatible with the heliport.

The central location of the area in which the Boston City Heliport is located, coupled with the
on-going regional and local transportation improvements, is likely to encourage redevelopment
of this area. Any such redevelopment is expected to have a land use mix and intensity that

differs from the lower intensity industrial uses now in the vicinity of the heliport. For example,
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FIGURE 21 THE BOSTON CITY HELIPORT
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several significant land development projects, in the planning or development stages in the
general vicinity of the Boston City Heliport, are: ]

Federal Courthouse,

South Station Transportation and Biotechnology Center,
World Trade Center (Phase 2), and

Megaplex.

The World Trade Center is slated to have a new hotel that is expected to be between 240 and

280 feet AGL. This will be about a quarter to a third of a mile from the heliport and should not
be an obstacle. The proposed Megaplex Project, as noted earlier, could directly affect the Boston
City Heliport depending upon the particular site selected for that project.

6.4.4 Operator, User, and Public Attitudes Regarding the Heliport Facility

Helicopter users are generally very enthusiastic about the Boston City Heliport because of its
location and proximity to downtown. It serves several important districts in the City. Operators
have been particularly anxious to use the heliport while major road projects, such as the Third
Harbor Tunnel and Central Artery, are under construction.

The Nashua Street Heliport has been under threat of closing for years. Operators are concerned
that if it does close, the Boston City Heliport will be the last remaining public-use heliport
serving the City. While they can access Logan International Airport, at this point in time, ground
access between Logan and downtown Boston is severely congested through the Callahan and
Sumner Tunnels.

While helicopter operators find the current facilities and services satisfactory, some concern has
been expressed about personal security when leaving the heliport site, particularly at night. This
is due to the perceived isolation that accompanies the low level of evening activity typical of
industrial land use.

6.4.5 Government Agency Attitude and Support

Massachusetts provides strong support to heliports throughout the state. This is indicated by the
fact that the MAC owns and operates the Nashua Street Heliport and has sponsored heliport
system plans to identify a replacement when, and if, it is closed. The most recent heliport system
plan was completed in 1994. It ranked the Boston City Heliport location as the best site to
replace Nashua Street. FAA provided funding for the system plan and supported the
recommendation that a publicly-owned, public-use heliport is needed in Boston.

_ In part because it is a privately-owned facility, the FAA has not given the Boston City Heliport
any grants. However, the FAA does show a public-use heliport in Boston included in its
National Plan of Integrated Airport Systems (NPIAS), which could be the Boston City Heliport if
the Nashua Street Heliport does close and the MAC serves as a sponsor.
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The city of Boston recognizes that businesses and public service agencies use the heliport and

has also agreed to include the design and construction of a new heliport as part of the proposed
Megaplex project. The City has never actively opposed the heliport’s operation, particularly
since it does not generate any noise complaints. However, heliport management indicated they
probably could not get a permit today if they wanted to construct a new heliport. This is because
of the increased public reaction again<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>