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The preparation of this document has been supported, in part, through the Airport Improvement 

Program financial assistance from the Federal Aviation Administration (Project Number AIP No. 
3-08-0030-48, Airport Master Plan) as provided under Title 49 U.S.C., Section 47104. The 

contents do not necessarily reflect the official views or policy of the FAA.  
 

Acceptance of this Airport Layout Plan by the FAA does not in any way constitute a commitment 
on the part of the United States to participate in any development depicted therein nor does it 

indicate that the proposed development is environmentally acceptable or would have justification 
in accordance with appropriate public laws. 

 





 
 
 

 
 

 

 

 

CHAPTER 1 AND 2 APPENDICES 

 

APPENDIX  1-1 

 

WIDE AREA MULTILATERATION (WAM) 

AIRCRAFT SURVEILLANCE SYSTEM 

 





 
 

 

 

 



 
 

 

 

 

 



 
 

 

 

 

 



 
 

 

 

 

 



 
 

 

 

 

 



 
 

 

 

 



 
 

 

 

 



 
 

 

 

 

 



 
 

 

 

 



 
 

 

 

Air Traffic Control System Complete, Operational at Western 
Colorado Airports 

August 9, 2013 - Statewide Transportation Plan - DENVER, COLORADO - The Colorado Department of 
Transportation (CDOT) Aeronautics Division announced that a Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) 
Next Generation Air Transportation (NextGen) ground and satellite-based air traffic control system that 
expands radar coverage of the airspace serving major western Colorado airports at Gunnison, Telluride, and 
Durango became operational on July 31.  

The new system, utilizing Wide Area Multilateration (WAM) technology, allows air traffic controllers based 
in Longmont, CO, to track and separate flights at the three airports which receive heavy visitor traffic 
throughout the year and especially during ski season due to their proximity to major winter resorts. 

The three airports now join a system previously activated for Montrose (2012) and Rifle/Garfield County, 
Craig, Steamboat Springs, and Hayden (2010). 

“This is great news for aviation safety in Colorado,” noted CDOT Executive Director Don Hunt.  “This 
completed system will help deliver more on-time flights, reduce fuel consumption, and will help boost 
tourism and economic development.  This system is consistent with the goals of Governor Hickenlooper and 
CDOT to deliver the most efficient and safest transportation system for Colorado.” 

Prior to implementation of the new WAM technology, tracking of flights at these airports was very limited via 
traditional radar and was not possible at altitudes below 17,000 feet.  As a result there were frequent flight 
delays and diversions, especially during bad weather. 

WAM technology works by utilizing a network of sensors deployed around each of the airports which receive 
and send aircraft transponder signals.  System computers immediately analyze the signals, allowing air traffic 
controllers to determine precise aircraft location for the purposes of keeping air traffic safely separated and 
providing vital flight guidance in the event of inclement weather. 

The technology also allows pilots to fly search and rescue missions in weather conditions that would 
previously have kept them grounded and improves their ability to located downed aircraft more quickly.  The 
system helps reduce weather-related flight diversions and delays. 

“CDOT’s Aeronautics Division has been involved with this system for the past eight years,” explained 
Aeronautics Division Director David Gordon.  “This has been a great partnership with the FAA.  The 
technology which was first used in western Colorado is now being installed across the United States to help 
our aviation system stay safe, on-time, and dependable.” 



 
 

 

CDOT’s Aeronautics Division paid for WAM system development, which for the first time is integrated with 
NextGen technologies, at Montrose, Durango, Telluride, and Gunnison.  The (FAA) maintains and operates 
the system. 

 

 
WIDE AREA MULTILATERATION (WAM) PROJECT 

What Is Multilateration? 

A new surveillance system introduced, called multilateration or Wide Area Multilateration (WAM), is now 
allowing air traffic controllers to track aircraft along the difficult approach to Juneau, Alaska—a mountainous 
area where radar was not possible. 

Multilateration is a surveillance technology that works by employing multiple small remote sensors 
throughout an area to compensate for terrain obstructions, and is another tool the SBS program uses to 
enhance air traffic surveillance. The data from multilateration sensors is fused to determine aircraft position 
and identification. This data is then transmitted to air traffic control for use in providing surveillance 
separation services. 

Currently, Juneau, Alaska; and several airports in the mountainous regions of Colorado have the first 
multilateration systems. 

Colorado Wide Area Multilateration 

Background 

Increases in air traffic have resulted in growing delays and denied service at the Colorado mountain airports, 
especially during bad weather. Instrument meteorological conditions can reduce aircraft acceptance rates for 
these airports from 12 to 17 flights per hour, to only four per hour. From November to April each year, the 
Colorado Department of Transportation estimates 75 aircraft per airport, per day, are delayed or diverted, 
resulting in major revenue loss for the state. 

In 2005, the FAA, at the request of the State of Colorado Department of Transportations Division of 
Aeronautics, conducted an analysis of these delays and cancellations. The FAA study determined that the lack 
of surveillance contributed to reduced capacity during instrument meteorological conditions, and identified 
multilateration as the preferred solution for providing surveillance to the Colorado mountain airports. 

https://www.facebook.com/FAA/photos/a.174323249275972.33677.174311909277106/179622048746092/?type=1&source=11�


 
 

 

In September 2006, the FAA and the State of Colorado Department of Transportations Division of 
Aeronautics signed a Memorandum of Agreement for a project to plan, install, test, and commission a 
surveillance system for the Colorado mountain airports.  

Wide-Area Multilateration (WAM), began initial operations on September 12, 2009 at Denver Center 
serving the Yampa Valley-Hayden, Craig-Moffat, Steamboat Springs and Garfield County Regional-Rifle 
Airports. The WAM capability provide these airports with improved safety, efficiency and capacity by 
allowing controllers to see aircraft that are outside radar coverage saving time and money that would otherwise 
be lost due to flight delays and cancellations or diversions to other airports. 

On December 8, 2009, the FAA approved the next phase of the Colorado Wide Area Multilateration 
(WAM). The phase 2 allows for the development and implementation of air traffic separation services, using 
Multilateration and ADS-B surveillance, for En Route air traffic operations in and out of the following 
airports:  

• Gunnison-Crested Butte Regional (GUC) 
• Montrose Regional (MTJ) 
• Telluride Regional (TEX) 
• Durango-La Plata County (DRO) 

The system will be an ADS-B 1090 Extended Squittter (ES) and Universal Access Transceiver (UAT) 
surveillance system with integrated Multilateration surveillance capabilities. The system will also provide 
additional ADS-B services, including Flight Information Services-Broadcast (FIS-B) and Traffic Information 
Services-Broadcast (TIS-B) services. The Initial Operating Capability (IOC) of the ADS-B and 
Multilateration services is expected in Montrose by June 2012 with other sites operational in March 2013. 

 

 



 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 APPENDIX  1-2 

 

PUBLISHED INSTRUMENT APPROACH CHARTS 

GUNNISON CRESTED BUTTE REGIONAL AIRPORT 

SOURCE: FAA  





 
 

 



 
 

 



 
 

 



 
 

 



 
 

 

 



 
 

 

 

 

Source: FAA Terminal Procedure Charts



 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX  1-3 

 

GUNNISON CRESTED BUTTE REGIONAL AIRPORT 

TERMINAL BUILDING, VEHICLE PARKING 

AND  

GENERAL AVIATION HANGARS 

 

Source: Jviation, April 2014 





 
 

 

 
GUC Terminal Building and Aircraft Parking Apron 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 

 

 
Front of Terminal Building 

 
 
 
 
 

Ramp Side of Terminal Building 

 



 
 

 

 
Ramp Side of Terminal Building 

 
 

Passenger Loading Bridges 
Ramp Side of Terminal Building 

 



 
 

 

Ramp – South Side of Terminal Building 

 
 

North Side of Terminal Building 
Emergency Egress Stairs From Passenger hold Room 

 



 
 

 

 
Storage Building and Bus Staging Area – North of Terminal Building 

 
 
 
 

Vehicle Parking Lot 

 
 
 



 
 

 

 
 

Vehicle Parking Lot 

 

 

 

Terminal Curb Front and Vehicle Parking Lot 

 
 
 



 
 

 

Vehicle Parking Lot 

 
 
 
 

North from the Terminal Building - Looking Towards SRE Building 

 



 
 

 

Terminal Building - First Floor 
 

Rental Car Desks 

 
 

Security Screening Area 

 



 
 

 

 
 

Terminal Building - First Floor 
 

Ground Level – Gate 1 

 
 



 
 

 

 
 

Terminal Building - Ground Level 
 

Stairs to Former Restaurant 

 



 
 

 

 
Terminal Building - First Floor 

 
Hallway 

• Security Area to the Right  (behind windows) 
• Rental Car & Airline Check-In Desks Ahead 
• Stairs on right to Restaurant 
• Main entrance doors on left 

 



 
 

 

Terminal Building - First Floor 
 

Baggage Claim – Oversized Bags - Skis 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 

 

 
Terminal Building - First Floor 

 
Baggage Claim 

 



 
 

 

Terminal Building - First Floor 
 

Baggage Claim 

 
 

Passenger Queuing Area – Airline Ticket Desks 

 



 
 

 

Terminal Building - First Floor 
 

United Ticket Desks and Self-Serve Kiosks 

 
 

United and American Ticket Desks 

 



 
 

 

Terminal Building - First Floor 
 

United Ticket Desk & Kiosks – Hallway 

 
 

Terminal Building - Second Floor 
 

Passenger Hold Room 

 



 
 

 

Terminal Building - Second Floor 
 

Passenger Hold Room 

 
 



 
 

 

Terminal Building - Second Floor 
 

Passenger Hold Room – Winter Traffic 

 
 
 



 
 

 

Terminal Building – First Floor  
(Photo taken from Second Floor) 

 
Passenger Queue for Security Screening - Winter 

 
 

First Floor from Passenger Hold Room 

 



 
 

 

Terminal Building - Second Floor 
Passenger Hold Room 

 
 

Passenger Hold Room – Gate 2 

 
 



 
 

 

 
Terminal Building - Second Floor 

 
Former Restaurant 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 

 

General Aviation Terminal Building and Hangars 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 



 
 

 

General Aviation Hangars 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 

 

 
General Aviation Hangars 

 
 
 

 



 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 APPENDIX 1-4 

 

GUNNISON CRESTED BUTTE REGIONAL AIRPORT 

RUNWAY DATA SHEET 

 

SOURCE: FAA Flight Procedures Division 





 
 

 

  

  



 
 

 

  

  

  



 
 

 

 



 
 

 

 



 
 

 

 



 
 

 



 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX  1-5 

 

GUNNISON CRESTED BUTTE REGIONAL AIRPORT 

RUNWAY 6-24 SAFETY AREA REPORT 

 

Sources: FAA and Jviation 





 
 

 

 



 
 

 



 
 

 



 
 

 



 
 

 

 





 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX  1-5A 

 

GUNNISON CRESTED BUTTE REGIONAL AIRPORT 

RUNWAY 6 PROTECTION ZONE – FAA DETERMINATION 

 

Source: FAA 





 
 

 

 



 
 

 



 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX  2-1 

 

GUNNISON LAND USE AGREEMENT 

 

2003  





 
 

 

 



 
 

 

 



 
 

 

 



 
 

 

 



 
 

 

 

 

 



 
 

 

 

 

 



 
 

 

 



 
 

 

 



 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX  2-2 

 

FAA TERMINAL AREA FORECAST (TAF) SUMMARY REPORT 

FY 2013-2040 





 
 

 



 
 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 



 
 

 

 
 

 





 
 

 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX  2-3 

 

GUNNISON AIRPORT TENANT SURVEY  

BLANK FORM  





 
 

 

 



 
 

 

 



 
 

 

  





 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX  2-4 

 

DESIGNATED HISTORIC PROPERTIES AND SITES 

 

GUNNISON COUNTY 





 
 

 

National Regiser of Historic Places 
Gunnison County, CO 

 Alpine Tunnel Historic District (added 1996 - - #80004632)  
Also known as 5CF838/5GN2599  
Along the Denver, South Park and Pacific RR tracks from Quartz to Hancock , Pitkin  

 

Historic Significance:  Event, Architecture/Engineering, Information Potential  
Architect, builder, or engineer:  et al., Evans, James A., et al.  

Architectural Style:  Late 19th And Early 20th Century American Movements  
Area of Significance:  Engineering, Transportation, Historic - Non-Aboriginal  
Cultural Affiliation:  Euro-American  

Period of Significance:  1900-1924, 1875-1899  
Owner:  Federal , Private  

Historic Function:  Industry/Processing/Extraction, Transportation  
Historic Sub-function:  Communications Facility, Rail-Related  

Current Function:  Recreation And Culture  
Current Sub-function:  Outdoor Recreation  

  
 

 Chance Gulch Site (added 2006 - - #06001102)  
Also known as 3GN817  
Address Restricted , Gunnison  

 

Historic Significance:  Information Potential  
Area of Significance:  Exploration/Settlement, Social History, Industry, Economics, 

Prehistoric  
Cultural Affiliation:  Late Paleoindian, Middle Archaic, Late Prehistoric (Fremont)  

Period of Significance:  9000-10999 BC, 6000-6499 BC, 5500-5999 BC, 499-0 AD  
Owner:  Federal  

Historic Function:  Domestic  
Historic Sub-function:  Camp  

Current Function:  Agriculture/Subsistence, Landscape  
Current Sub-function:  Animal Facility, Irrigation Facility, Unoccupied Land  

  
 

 Crested Butte Denver and Rio Grande Railroad Depot (added 2001 - - #01000444)  
Also known as 5GN3112  
716 Elk Ave. , Crested Butte  

 

Historic Significance:  Event, Architecture/Engineering  
Architectural Style:  Queen Anne  

Area of Significance:  Transportation, Architecture  
Period of Significance:  1950-1974, 1925-1949, 1900-1924, 1875-1899  

Owner:  Private  



 
 

 

Historic Function:  Transportation  
Historic Sub-function:  Rail-Related  

Current Function:  Social  
Current Sub-function:  Civic  

  
 

 Crystal Mill (added 1985 - - #85001493)  
Also known as Sheep Mountain Tunnel Mill  
Cty. Rd. 3, 7 mi. SE of Marble , Crystal  

 

Historic Significance:  Event  
Area of Significance:  Engineering  

Period of Significance:  1900-1924, 1875-1899  
Owner:  Private  

Historic Function:  Industry/Processing/Extraction  
Historic Sub-function:  Energy Facility  

Current Function:  Vacant/Not In Use  

  
 

 Curecanti Archeological District (added 1984 - - #84000852)  
Also known as 5GN1,10,14,41,42,50,51,130,131,132,133,134,135,136,137,138,1  
Address Restricted , Gunnison  

 

Historic Significance:  Information Potential  
Area of Significance:  Prehistoric  
Cultural Affiliation:  Archaic  

Period of Significance:  9000-10999 BC, 7000-8999 BC, 5000-6999 BC, 3000-4999 BC, 
1749-1500 AD, 1499-1000 AD, 1000-500 AD, 1000-2999 BC, 1000 
AD-999 BC  

Owner:  Federal  
Historic Function:  Domestic  

Historic Sub-function:  Village Site  
Current Function:  Landscape  

Current Sub-function:  Park  

  
 

 Edgerton House (added 1998 - - #98000293)  
Also known as Teachout Building;5GN1500  
514 W. Gunnison Ave. , Gunnison  

 

Historic Significance:  Event, Architecture/Engineering  
Architect, builder, or engineer:  Teachout, Harlow  

Architectural Style:  Other  
Area of Significance:  Commerce, Architecture  

Period of Significance:  1925-1949, 1900-1924, 1875-1899  



 
 

 

Owner:  Private  
Historic Function:  Commerce/Trade, Domestic  

Historic Sub-function:  Hotel, Restaurant  
Current Function:  Domestic  

Current Sub-function:  Single Dwelling  

  
 

 Fisher-Zugelder House and Smith Cottage (added 1984 - - #84000853)  
601 N. Wisconsin St. , Gunnison  

 

Historic Significance:  Architecture/Engineering  
Architect, builder, or engineer:  Zugelder,Fredrick  

Architectural Style:  Other  
Area of Significance:  Architecture  

Period of Significance:  1875-1899  
Owner:  Private  

Historic Function:  Domestic  
Historic Sub-function:  Single Dwelling  

Current Function:  Domestic  
Current Sub-function:  Single Dwelling  

  
 

 Gunnison River Bridge I (added 2002 - - #02001152)  
Also known as CDOT No. J-09-C  
US 50 Service Rd. at milepost 155.41 , Gunnison  

 

Historic Significance:  Event, Architecture/Engineering  
Architect, builder, or engineer:  Colorado Department of Highways, et.al.  

Architectural Style:  Other  
Area of Significance:  Engineering, Transportation  

Period of Significance:  1950-1974, 1925-1949  
Owner:  State  

Historic Function:  Transportation  
Historic Sub-function:  Road-Related  

Current Function:  Transportation  
Current Sub-function:  Road-Related  

  
 

 Gunnison River Bridge II (added 2002 - - #02001151)  
Also known as 5GN3322  
US-50 Service Rd. at milepost 155.59 , Gunnison  

 

Historic Significance:  Event, Architecture/Engineering  
Architect, builder, or engineer:  Colorado Department of Highways, et.al.  

Architectural Style:  Other  



 
 

 

Area of Significance:  Engineering, Transportation  
Period of Significance:  1950-1974, 1925-1949  

Owner:  State  
Historic Function:  Transportation  

Historic Sub-function:  Road-Related  
Current Function:  Transportation  

Current Sub-function:  Road-Related  

  
 

 Haxby House (added 1996 - - #96000355)  
Also known as 5GN2557  
101 W. Silver , Marble  

 

Historic Significance:  Event, Architecture/Engineering  
Architectural Style:  Queen Anne  

Area of Significance:  Architecture, Exploration/Settlement  
Period of Significance:  1900-1924  

Owner:  Private  
Historic Function:  Domestic  

Historic Sub-function:  Secondary Structure, Single Dwelling  
Current Function:  Domestic  

Current Sub-function:  Secondary Structure, Single Dwelling  

  
 

 Marble City State Bank Building (added 1999 - - #99001146)  
Also known as 5GN2872  
105 W. Main St. , Marble  

 

Historic Significance:  Architecture/Engineering, Event  
Area of Significance:  Commerce, Architecture  

Period of Significance:  1900-1924  
Owner:  Local  

Historic Function:  Commerce/Trade  
Historic Sub-function:  Financial Institution, Specialty Store  

Current Function:  Vacant/Not In Use  

  
 

 Marble High School (added 1989 - - #89000989)  
412 Main St. , Marble  

 

Historic Significance:  Event, Architecture/Engineering  
Architect, builder, or engineer:  Marble School District  

Architectural Style:  Bungalow/Craftsman  
Area of Significance:  Architecture, Community Planning And Development  

Period of Significance:  1900-1924  



 
 

 

Owner:  Private  
Historic Function:  Education  

Historic Sub-function:  School  
Current Function:  Recreation And Culture  

Current Sub-function:  Museum  

  
 

 Marble Mill Site (added 1979 - - #79000610)  
Also known as Colorado Yule Marble Company  
Park and W. 3rd Sts. , Marble  

 

Historic Significance:  Event  
Area of Significance:  Industry  

Period of Significance:  1925-1949, 1900-1924, 1875-1899  
Owner:  Federal  

Historic Function:  Industry/Processing/Extraction  
Historic Sub-function:  Manufacturing Facility  

Current Function:  Landscape  
Current Sub-function:  Park  

  
 

 Marble Town Hall (added 1989 - - #89000988)  
407 Main St. , Marble  

 

Historic Significance:  Event, Architecture/Engineering  
Architect, builder, or engineer:  Colorado-Yule Marble Co.  

Architectural Style:  Other, Colonial Revival  
Area of Significance:  Architecture, Community Planning And Development  

Period of Significance:  1900-1924  
Owner:  Local  

Historic Function:  Domestic  
Historic Sub-function:  Single Dwelling  

Current Function:  Government  
Current Sub-function:  City Hall  

  
 

 Parry, William D., House (added 1989 - - #89000987)  
115 Main St. , Marble  

 

Historic Significance:  Event, Architecture/Engineering  
Architect, builder, or engineer:  Parry,William D.  

Architectural Style:  No Style Listed  
Area of Significance:  Exploration/Settlement, Architecture  

Period of Significance:  1900-1924, 1875-1899  



 
 

 

Owner:  Private  
Historic Function:  Domestic  

Historic Sub-function:  Secondary Structure, Single Dwelling  
Current Function:  Domestic  

Current Sub-function:  Secondary Structure, Single Dwelling  

  
 

 Rimrock School (added 2000 - - #00001195)  
Also known as Redtop School  
Cty. Rd. 24 , Sapinero  

 

Historic Significance:  Architecture/Engineering, Event  
Area of Significance:  Architecture, Social History, Education  

Period of Significance:  1925-1949, 1900-1924  
Owner:  Private  

Historic Function:  Education, Social  
Historic Sub-function:  Meeting Hall, School  

Current Function:  Vacant/Not In Use  

  
 

 St. Paul's Church (added 1989 - - #89000990)  
Also known as Marble Community Church;5GN1355  
123 State St. , Marble  

 

Historic Significance:  Event, Architecture/Engineering  
Architect, builder, or engineer:  Episcopal Missions Western Colorado  

Architectural Style:  Gothic  
Area of Significance:  Architecture, Community Planning And Development  

Period of Significance:  1900-1924  
Owner:  Private  

Historic Function:  Religion  
Historic Sub-function:  Religious Structure  

Current Function:  Religion  
Current Sub-function:  Religious Structure  

  
 

 Town of Crested Butte (added 1974 - - #74002279)  
Roughly bounded by Maroon Ave., Eighth St., White Rock Ave., and First St. , Crested Butte  

 

Historic Significance:  Architecture/Engineering  
Architect, builder, or engineer:  Unknown  

Architectural Style:  Late Victorian  
Area of Significance:  Architecture  

Period of Significance:  1900-1924, 1875-1899  
Owner:  Local , Private  



 
 

 

Historic Function:  Commerce/Trade, Education, Government, Government, Religion  
Historic Sub-function:  Business, City Hall, Post Office, Restaurant, Specialty Store  

Current Function:  Commerce/Trade, Education, Government, Government, Religion  
Current Sub-function:  Business, City Hall, Restaurant, Specialty Store  

  
 

  
Town of Crested Butte (Boundary Increase and Boundary Decrease) (added 2002 - - #01000738)  
Roughly bounded by Gothic Ave., 6th St., White Rock Ave., and First St. , Crested Butte  

   
 

 Vienna Bakery--Johnson Restaurant (added 2005 - - #04001425)  
Also known as Johnson Building Gallery  
122-124 N. Main St. , Gunnison  

 

Historic Significance:  Event  
Area of Significance:  Commerce  

Period of Significance:  1950-1974, 1925-1949, 1900-1924, 1875-1899  
Owner:  Private  

Historic Function:  Commerce/Trade  
Historic Sub-function:  Restaurant, Specialty Store  

Current Function:  Commerce/Trade  
Current Sub-function:  Specialty Store  

  
 

 Webster Building (added 1984 - - #84000857)  
Also known as Gunnison Hotel  
229 N. Main St. , Gunnison  

 

Historic Significance:  Event, Architecture/Engineering  
Architectural Style:  Italianate  

Area of Significance:  Architecture, Commerce  
Period of Significance:  1875-1899  

Owner:  Private  
Historic Function:  Commerce/Trade, Domestic, Social  

Historic Sub-function:  Business, Meeting Hall, Single Dwelling, Warehouse  
Current Function:  Commerce/Trade, Domestic  

Current Sub-function:  Business, Hotel  

  
 

 

 



 
 

 

 
Gunnison County Historic Preservation Commission 

NAME ADDRESS CURRENT USE 

GUNNISON COUNTY HISTORIC SITES 

Ohio City Town Hall 8502 CR 76, Ohio City Community Center 

Aberdeen Quarry 14 miles SW of Gunnison Museum Tours 

Sewell’s Gulch Gravesite 10 miles E. of Gunnison Cemetery/no entry 

Spencer School 21 miles SW of Gunnison Tourist site/no entry 

Great Wall 23 miles N. of Gunnison Tourist site 

Rock Culverts & Railbed Trail 23 miles N. of Gunnison Tourist site 

Fairview School House 4514 CR 730, Ohio Creek Community Center 

Bomber Crash Site 21 miles NE of Gunnison Tourist site 

Narrow Gauge Railroad Exhibit 803 W. Tomichi Museum Exhibit 

Dorchester Guard Station Taylor Park Tourist site 

Bon Ton Hotel 329 Main St., Pitkin Rustic Hotel 

Smith Opera House 114 N. Blvd., Gunnison Office building 

Chance Gulch Site 2.5 miles SE of Gunnison Grazing 

Mountaineer Site Top of Tenderfoot Mountain  Radio Transmitters 

Ohio City Jail Miners Avenue, Ohio City Storage & Mailboxes 

Ohio City School Miners Avenue, Ohio City Community Building 

Gothic Townsite Buildings Gothic  Tourist site 

Star Mine Taylor Park Tourist site/no entry 

Johnson Building Gallery 124 N. Main St. Gunnison Art Gallery 

Water Tank at Gothic Mill  Gothic Tourist site 

8th Street School  101 N. 8th St., Gunnison 
Restoration/No entry 

New school on site 

Fairview Peak Fire Lookout  Fairview Peak, Pitkin  Forest Service/Tourist site 

Alpine Guard Station  
7 miles from Lake Fork Highway 

Turnoff 
Forest Service Use 

COLORADO STATE HISTORIC SITES 

CF&I Superintendant House  721 Maroon Ave., Crested Butte 
 

Tays House Crystal 
 

Doyleville Schoolhouse Pioneer Museum, Doyleville 
 

Gunnison Hardware (GAC) 102 S. Main, Gunnison 
 

Haystack Cave Gunnison 
 

Leslie J. Savage Library Western State College, Gunnison 
 

http://www.gunnisonhistoricpreservation.org/ohiocity.htm
http://www.gunnisonhistoricpreservation.org/gunnison.htm
http://www.gunnisonhistoricpreservation.org/parlin.htm
http://www.gunnisonhistoricpreservation.org/spencer.htm
http://www.gunnisonhistoricpreservation.org/baldwin.htm
http://www.gunnisonhistoricpreservation.org/baldwin.htm
http://www.gunnisonhistoricpreservation.org/baldwin.htm
http://www.gunnisonhistoricpreservation.org/taylor.htm
http://www.gunnisonhistoricpreservation.org/gunnison.htm
http://www.gunnisonhistoricpreservation.org/taylor.htm
http://www.gunnisonhistoricpreservation.org/pitkin.htm
http://www.gunnisonhistoricpreservation.org/gunnison.htm
http://www.gunnisonhistoricpreservation.org/gunnison.htm
http://www.gunnisonhistoricpreservation.org/gunnison.htm
http://www.gunnisonhistoricpreservation.org/ohiocity.htm
http://www.gunnisonhistoricpreservation.org/ohiocity.htm
http://www.gunnisonhistoricpreservation.org/gothic.htm
http://www.gunnisonhistoricpreservation.org/taylor.htm
http://www.gunnisonhistoricpreservation.org/gunnison.htm


 
 

 

Municipal Building 201 Virginia Ave., Gunnison 
 

Murray House 211 S. Main, Gunnison 
 

Tenderfoot Archaelogical Site  Gunnison 
 

Marble St. Bank Building 105 W. Main, Marble 
 

Alpine Tunnel Historic District  Pitkin 
 

Bon Ton Hotel 329 Main St., Pitkin Rustic Hotel 

Pitkin Schoolhouse 800 Main St., Pitkin 
 

Pitkin Town Hall 400 4th St., Pitkin 
 

Rimrock School Co Rd 24, Sapinero 
 

Spencer School 21 miles SW of Gunnison Tourist site/no entry 

Star Mine Taylor Park Tourist site/no entry 

NATIONAL HISTORIC SITES 

D&RG RR Depot 716 Elk Ave., Crested Butte 
 

Historic District Crested Butte 
 

Crystal Mill Crystal 
 

Curecanti Archaelogical District  West of Gunnison 
 

Edgerton House 514 Gunnison Ave., Gunnison 
 

Fisher-Zugelder & Smith Cottage 601 N. Wisconsin, Gunnison 
 

Gunnison RR Bridges I  Hwy. 50 Frontage, Gunnison 
 

Gunnison RR Bridges II Hwy. 50 Frontage, Gunnison 
 

Johnson Building Gallery 124 N. Main St. Gunnison Art Gallery 

Webster Building 229 N. Main, Gunnison Interiors Furniture Store 

Haxby House 101 W. Silver, Marble 
 

Marble High School 412 Main, Marble 
 

Marble Mill Site / CO Yule Co. Park & W. 3rd, Marble 
 

Marble St. Bank Building 105 W. Main, Marble 
 

Marble Town Hall 407 Main St., Marble 
 

St. Paul's Church 123 State St., Marble 
 

Wm. D. Parry House 115 Main St., Marble 
 

Alpine Tunnel Historic District Pitkin 
 

Rimrock School Co Rd 24, Sapinero 
 

  

 
  

 

http://www.gunnisonhistoricpreservation.org/pitkin.htm
http://www.gunnisonhistoricpreservation.org/spencer.htm
http://www.gunnisonhistoricpreservation.org/taylor.htm
http://www.gunnisonhistoricpreservation.org/gunnison.htm




 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX  2-5 

 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF GUNNISON COUNTY 
 

RESOLUTION NO. 2001 – 21 
 
 

A Resolution Concerning the Use of Runway Lights  

at the Gunnison County Airport 





 
 

 

WHEREAS, the Board of County Commissioners of Gunnison County (the Board) is the operator 

and proprietor of the Gunnison County Airport (the Airport); 

 
WHEREAS, as proprietor, the Board is responsible for the Airport’s safe and economic 

operation, its compatibility with surrounding residential land uses, including established residential 
neighborhoods; for observance of applicable law and regulations; and for compliance with grant 
assurances entered into with the Federal Aviation Administration; 
 

WHEREAS, between the hours of 10:30 p.m. and 6:00 a.m. no aircraft rescue or fire 
fighting services are available at the Airport; the terminal building, airport offices and FBO are 
closed; the runway is not plowed of snow; wildlife patrols are not available; and runway conditions 
are not reported; 
 

WHEREAS, since their installation in 1984, the runway lights at the Airport have neither 
been available for use nor in operation from the hours of 10:30 p.m. to 6:00 a.m. except in 
emergency situations; 

 
WHEREAS, Resolution No. 88-12, which was adopted by the Board on May 24, 1988, 

provides that, “no take-off or landing utilizing runway lights shall be permitted later than 10:30 
p.m., or earlier than 6:00 a.m. local time,” provides for exceptions, and specifies procedures for use 
of runway lights at the Airport by air carrier and general aviation aircraft; 

 
WHEREAS, Resolution No. 92-19, which was adopted by the Board on April 7, 1992, 

imposed penalties for violation of Resolution 88-12; 
 
WHEREAS, Resolution No.95-38, which was adopted by the Board on July 25, 1995, 

amended Resolution 88-12, to provide that no take-off or landing would be permitted at the Airport 
between the hours of 10:30 p.m. and 6:00 a.m., regardless of whether the landing lights were 
utilized; provided for night general aviation operations, under either IFR or VFR conditions; 
amended the penalty provision of Board Resolution No. 92-19; and, adopted a form of night 
operations application;  

 
WHEREAS, as proprietor of the Airport, the Board may adopt and maintain reasonable, 

non-arbitrary and non-discriminatory policies and regulations designed to address the safe operation 
of the Airport as well as local environmental concerns, such as protection of local residents from 
undesirable noise and light impacts during normal sleeping hours;  

 
WHEREAS, the Board is mindful of the Airport Noise and Capacity Act of 1990 (ANCA), 

and of 14 C.F.R. Part 161 which was adopted by the Federal Aviation Administration pursuant to 
ANCA, and that they may be triggered by an airport proprietor’s subsequent amendment to an 



 
 

 

airport aircraft noise or access restriction, which was in effect on November 5, 1990, where such 
amendment reduces or limits aircraft operations, other than those necessary for aircraft safety;  

 
WHEREAS, the Board wishes to further amend, supplement and partially repeal the above 

referenced Resolutions relating to runway lights at the Airport, to ensure they do not reduce or limit 
aircraft operations to an extent greater than that which existed and were effective on November 5, 
1990, and thereby remove any doubt as to full compliance with ANCA;  

 
WHEREAS, the effect of this Resolution is, among other things, to (1) repeal the 

requirement for general aviation operators to first appear at the Airport during daylight hours and 
submit an application, acknowledgement and waiver prior to conducting night operations at the 
Airport, (2) repeal any provision reducing or limiting aircraft operations which was adopted after 
May 24, 1988, (3) repeal any penalty for violation of such provision which was adopted after May 
24, 1988, and (4) remove any distinction between general aviation and air carrier aircraft, in the use 
of runway lights at the Airport; and 

 
WHEREAS, Sections 1 and 2 of Resolution No. 88-12, which provide that no take-off or 

landing utilizing runway lights shall be permitted later than 10:30 p.m. or earlier than 6:00 a.m. 
local time, and providing exceptions, continue to be in the public interest, and are necessary to 
protect the health, safety and welfare of the citizens of Gunnison County, particularly those residing 
near the Airport, in that they (a) reduce adverse noise impacts on nearby residential neighborhoods 
associated with single-event intrusions during normal sleeping hours, (b) reduce adverse light glaring 
impacts on nearby residential neighborhoods during normal sleeping hours, and (c) eliminate costs 
to the County which would otherwise be associated with Airport operations during these low-traffic, 
nightime hours. 
 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of County Commissioners of 
Gunnison County, Colorado: 
 

Section 1:  Repeal.   Board Resolutions Nos.92-19 and 95-38, and Sections 3, 4 and 5, and 
the second clause of Section 2 of Board Resolution No. 88-12, are hereby repealed, and declared to 
be of no further force or effect.  This repeal shall void such Resolutions and Sections, and revive and 
restore, by operation of law, the provisions of the preexisting Resolution.  

 
Section 2:  Adoption of Non-Restrictive and Clarifying Amendments.  The Board’s 

Resolution on the use of runway lights at the Airport is hereby amended by adoption of the 
following additional provisions, which neither reduce nor limit aircraft operations at the Airport:  

 
 
 

   



 
 

 

  Section 1:  Hours of Operation.   
 

1.2  A voluntary curfew is hereby adopted on take-offs or landings at the 
Airport between the hours of 10:30 p.m. and 6:00 a.m. local time.  This 
curfew is adopted in recognition of adverse noise and light glare effects on 
residential neighborhoods, and that no runway lights, snow plowing, wildlife 
patrols, runway condition reports, ARFF or other services are available at the 
Airport during these hours.  The Airport Manager is directed to take 
reasonable measures to inform pilots of the existence of this voluntary curfew 
and to encourage compliance. 

 
Section 2:  Exceptions. 
 

2.2  For purposes of this Section 2, “emergency situations” are defined as 
either (a) an emergency declared by the pilot in command to the Federal 
Aviation Administration, or (b) medical evacuation or other flights necessary 
to protect life or health, as authorized by the Airport Director, Gunnison 
County Sheriff, City of Gunnison Chief of Police, Administrator of the 
Gunnison County Hospital, or their authorized representatives.  

   
Section 3: Use of Runway Lights.  Aircraft shall be permitted to use the runway lights at the Airport 
for landing or take-off upon the following conditions: 

 
3.1  Runway lights at the Airport shall be turned on by authorized personnel 
as needed and until 10:30 p.m., after 6:00 a.m. and until no longer needed, 
and when needed for emergency situations as defined in Section 2.2 above. 

 
 3.2  If any aircraft lands or takes-off at the Airport, utilizing the runway lights 

between the hours of 10:30 p.m. and 6:00 a.m., that operation shall be 
reported by the pilot, the applicable airline station manager or the 
authorizing governmental authority, in writing to the Airport Manager 
within 24 hours of such operation.   

 
Section 4: Advisements: The Airport Manager is directed to provide appropriate 

advisements to pilots regarding the hours of availability of runway lights at the Airport, and 
the conditions which exist at the Airport during the hours that runway lights are not 
available.  Nothing in this Resolution shall in any way limit the authority of the Airport 
Manager to report violations of applicable law or FAA Regulations as appropriate, including 
but not limited to the careless or reckless operation of aircraft. 

 
    



 
 

 

Section 3:  Restatement of Resolution 88-12, As Amended.   This Section 3 neither 
adopts, repeals nor amends any provision of any Board Resolution.  Rather, it restates the provisions 
of Sections 1 and 2 of Board Resolution 88-12 which shall remain in effect, together with additional 
Sections adopted by this Resolution, to provide in one document all provisions of the Board’s 
Resolution regarding the use of runway lights at the Airport.  That restatement is as follows:  
 

Section 1: Hours of Operation.   
 

1.1  Except as otherwise permitted in this Resolution, no take-off or landing 
utilizing runway lights shall be permitted later than 10:30 p.m. or earlier than 
6:00 a.m. local time. (Source: Resolution 88-12, adopted May 24, 1988) 

 
1.2  A voluntary curfew is hereby adopted on take-offs or landings at the Airport between the hours of 10:30 p.m. and 6:00 a.m. local time.  This 
curfew is adopted in recognition of adverse noise and light glare effects on residential neighborhoods, and that no runway lights, snow plowing, 
wildlife patrols, runway condition reports, ARFF or the services are available at the Airport during these hours.  The Airport Manager is directed 
to take reasonable measures to inform pilots of the existence of this voluntary curfew and to encourage compliance.  (Source: Resolution 2001-
21, adopted June 5, 2001). 

 
Section 2: Exceptions.   
 

2.1  The prohibition contained in Section 1.1 above shall not apply to emergency situations involving a threat of life or health. (Source:  
Resolution 88-12, adopted May 24, 1988) 

 
2.2  For purposes of Section 2.1, “emergency situations” are defined as either 
(a) an emergency declared by the pilot in command to the Federal Aviation 
Administration, or (b) medical evacuation or other flights necessary to 
protect life or health, as authorized by the Gunnison County Sheriff, City of 
Gunnison Chief of Police, Administrator of the Gunnison County Hospital, 
or their authorized representatives. (Source: Resolution 2001-21, adopted 
June 5, 2001) 

 
Section 3: Use of Runway Lights.  Aircraft shall be permitted to use the runway 

lights at the Airport for landing or take-off upon the following conditions: 
 

3.1  Runway lights at the Airport shall be turned on by authorized personnel 
as needed and until 10:30 p.m., between 6:00 a.m. and until no longer 
needed, and when needed for emergency situations as defined in Section 2.2 
above. 

 
 3.2  If any aircraft lands or takes-off at the Airport, utilizing the runway lights 

between the hours of 10:30 p.m. and 6:00 a.m., that operation shall be 
reported by the pilot, the applicable airline station manager or the 



 
 

 

authorizing governmental authority, in writing to the Airport Manager 
within 24 hours of such operation.   

 (Source:  Resolution 2001-21, adopted June 5, 2001). 
 

Section 4: Advisements: The Airport Manager is directed to provide appropriate 
advisements to pilots regarding the hours of availability of runway lights at the Airport, and 
the conditions which exist at the Airport during the hours that runway lights are not 
available.  Nothing in this Resolution shall in any way limit the authority of the Airport 
Manager to report violations of applicable law or FAA Regulations as appropriate, including 
but not limited to the careless or reckless operation of aircraft. (Source: Resolution 2001-21, 
adopted June 5, 2001). 

   
Section 4: Savings Clause.  If any provision of this Resolution is declared by a court or 

administrative tribunal having jurisdiction to be void, unlawful or in violation of grant assurances 
the Board has given to the Federal Aviation Administration, then the Resolutions repealed herein 
shall be revived and reinstated in full force and effect. 
 
 Section 5:  Effective Date.  This Resolution shall be effective immediately upon adoption 
by the Board. 
 

INTRODUCED by Commissioner Starr, seconded by Commissioner Anderson, and 
adopted this 5th day of June, 2001. 
 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF 
GUNNISON COUNTY, COLORADO 

 
      ______________________________________ 
      Fred R. Field, Chairperson 
 
      ______________________________________ 
      Jim Starr, Vice-Chairperson 
 
      ______________________________________ 
      Perry Anderson, Commissioner 
 
Attest: 
 
_________________________________ 
Deputy County Clerk 
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Please be aware that International origin and destination data is restricted to internal purposes 
only and that any disclosure of the restricted data must be pre-approved in writing by the 
Department of Transportation. 
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INTRODUCTION 

ir transportation and the airline 
industry are constantly in flux, with 
the change in the past decade 

even more pronounced. Through 
consolidation, fleet renewal and capacity 
discipline the airlines are making progress 
in their search for consistent profitability 
but challenges remain. Foremost among 
the challenges are the volatility of fuel 
prices and the variable strength of the 
global economy. The industry is dependent 
on long lead time resources such as facility 
and aircraft availability and a workforce 
whose rules inherently impact the ability for 
airlines to react quickly.  
 
Capacity restraint has become a keyword in the airline industry and leaves communities in the 
position of competing for increasingly scarce resources. Since the number of providers has become 
more limited through consolidation, in many cases there may be only one potentially viable service 
provider. With airlines primarily focused on major markets, smaller markets are generally in the 
position of having to being more aggressive to maintain/improve existing service or attain 
new service. 
 
This places the responsibility on airports to monitor their market and be proactive with their ongoing 
air service development efforts, especially when performance issues are noted. When service 
improvements or new service is sought, it is important that airports and communities know and 
understand their market. The Passenger Demand Analysis is one aspect of knowing your market 
which provides objective air traveler data that is compiled from industry accepted sources using 
standard methodologies. Accordingly, airlines accept data included in the Passenger Demand 
Analysis as credible base information for air service forecasts. This report reviews scheduled 
commercial air service potential and does not include information on general aviation activity.  

A
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OBJECTIVES 

The objective of the Passenger Demand Analysis is to develop information on the travel patterns of 
local airline passengers who reside in the Gunnison-Crested Butte Regional Airport (GUC) catchment 
area. The report provides an understanding of the GUC situation, formulates strategies for 
improvement, and includes: 

 The originating airports used by air travelers 
 Diversion of airline passenger traffic to competing airports 
 An estimate of total airline passengers in the catchment area and related destinations 
 Airlines used by local air travelers 
 Average airfares by origin and destination airport 
 Service levels at GUC and competing airports 
 An assessment of the air service situation at GUC 

METHODOLOGY 

The Passenger Demand Analysis combines Airline Reporting 
Corporation (ARC) ticketed data and U.S. Department of Transportation 
(DOT) airline data to provide a comprehensive overview of the air travel 
market. For the purposes of this study, ARC data includes tickets 
purchased through travel agencies in the GUC catchment area (Exhibit 
3.1, page 5) as well as tickets purchased via online travel agencies by 
passengers in the GUC catchment area. It does not capture tickets 
issued directly by airline Web sites (e.g., www.aa.com, 
www.united.com) or through airline reservation offices. The data used 
include tickets for the zip codes in the catchment area, NOT all tickets. 
As a result, ARC data represents a sample to measure the air travel 
habits of catchment area air travelers.  
 

Data for travel agencies located within the catchment area is reported 
by the zip code of the travel agency. Online travel agency data (e.g. 
Expedia, Orbitz, and Travelocity) is reported by the customer zip code 
used to purchase the ticket. Although limitations exist, ARC data 
accurately portrays the airline ticket purchasing habits of a large cross-
section of catchment area travelers, making the data useful to both 
airports and airlines. 
 
A total of 4,781 ARC tickets for the 24 months ended June 30, 2014, 
were used in this analysis. Adjustments were made to account for 
Southwest Airlines and Allegiant since they do not process tickets 
through ARC. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
SOURCE DATA/ 
CATCHMENT AREA 
The Passenger Demand Analysis includes 
4,781 ARC tickets from the GUC catchment 
area for the 24 months ended June 30, 2014. 
The catchment area has an estimated 
population of 15,640 in 10 zip codes. In addition 
to ARC data, Diio Mi origin and destination and 
schedule data are used throughout the report.  
 

DEPARTURES 
American Airlines and United Airlines served 
GUC for the year ended June 30, 2014. 
American provided seasonal, winter service to 
Dallas/Ft. Worth International Airport (DFW). 
United offered year round service to Denver 
International Airport (DEN), and seasonal 
service to both Chicago O’Hare International 
Airport (ORD) and Houston’s George Bush 
Intercontinental Airport (IAH). 
  

TRUE MARKET 
GUC’s true market is estimated at 245,457 
annual origin and destination passengers. 
Domestic travelers accounted for 228,911 of the 
total true market (93 percent). International 
travelers made up the remaining 16,546 
passengers (7 percent).  
 

AIRPORT USE 
Twenty-three percent of catchment area 
travelers used GUC, while the majority of 
passengers (64 percent) diverted to DEN. Five 
percent diverted to Grand Junction Regional 
Airport (GJT), 4 percent to Montrose Regional 
Airport (MTJ) and 4 percent to Colorado 
Springs Airport (COS). GUC’s domestic 
retention was significantly higher (25 percent) 
compared to their international retention 
(7 percent). 

 
DESTINATIONS 
Fifty-nine percent of domestic travelers, or 
144,218 passengers, were destined to or from 
one of the top 25 markets. IAH was the number 
one destination with 6.1 percent of passengers. 
GUC retained 42 percent of passengers to IAH. 
The next largest markets were DFW, Boston, 
Austin, and New York LaGuardia with retentions 
of 75, 14, 31, and 27 percent, respectively. 
Three markets had retention of 40 percent or 
greater, while four markets had retention of 
10 percent or less. 
 

REGIONAL DISTRIBUTION OF TRAVEL 
Twenty-eight percent of travelers were traveling 
to the Southwest region, a total of 68,056 
travelers, followed by the Southeast region with 
16 percent. The highest retention occurred in 
the Southwest, Great Lakes and Northwest 
regions. The lowest retention occurred in the 
International region. Of the international 
travelers, the top three international regions 
were Europe, Mexico and Central America, 
and Canada. 
 

AIRLINES USED 
United carried the highest share of passengers 
at GUC, with 65 percent. American had the 
second highest share with 32 percent, while all 
other airlines, primarily through codeshares, 
carried 3 percent. Shares of diverting 
passengers were estimated using an 
approximation of carrier share with ARC data. 
Carrier shares of GUC catchment area diverting 
passengers were: United 32 percent, Southwest 
Airlines 20 percent, Frontier Airlines 17 percent, 
US Airways 10 percent, American 9 percent, 
and Delta Air Lines 7 percent. All other carriers 
combined for the remaining 5 percent 
of passengers. 
 

 



PAGE 4 
 
 

 

P
A

S
S

E
N

G
ER

 D
EM

A
N

D
 A

N
A

LY
SI

S 
– 

G
U

N
N

IS
O

N
-C

R
ES

TE
D

 B
U

TT
E 

R
E

G
IO

N
A

L 
A

IR
PO

R
T 

  
 

 

 

 

 

PASSENGER ACTIVITY  
From the year ended June 30, 2005, through 
the year ended June 30, 2014, GUC origin and 
destination passengers (as reported by the 
airlines to the U.S. DOT) decreased at a 
compounded annual growth rate (CAGR) of 3.1 
percent. Comparatively, passengers increased 
at DEN by 3.6 percent, at GJT by 5.3 percent 
and at MTJ by 2.5 percent. Passengers 
decreased at a CAGR of 5.2 percent at COS. 
 

DOMESTIC AIRFARES 
For the year ended June 30, 2014, the one-way 
average domestic airfare for GUC was $252, 
which was $96 higher than DEN, $37 higher 
than GJT, $9 higher than MTJ and $48 higher 
than COS. In individual markets, GUC had the 
highest fare in all 25 of the top domestic 
markets compared to DEN, with 15 markets 
having difference of $100 or more one-way. 
 

AVERAGE FARE TREND 
From the year ended June 30, 2005 through the 
year ended June 30, 2014, the average airfare 
for GUC passengers increased at a CAGR of 
4.7 percent while DEN, GJT, MTJ, and COS 
average fares increased at CAGRs of 2.0, 3.0, 
4.6, and 3.8 percent, respectively. 
 

NONSTOP SERVICE 

In March 2014, GUC offered nonstop service to 
IAH, DFW, ORD and DEN. DEN offered service 
to all of the top 25 true market destinations, 
while GJT offered service to six, MTJ to eight 
and COS to 11 destinations.  
 

AIR SERVICE OPPORTUNITIES 
With GUC’s proximity to the Crested Butte 
Mountain Resort (CBMR), it is not surprising 
that the air service is highly seasonal, with 
peaks in the winter and a second smaller peak 
in the summer. The service to DFW, IAH and 
ORD are all supported by local groups through 
incentives and revenue guarantees. DEN is the 
only service that is operating without support.  
 
Due to the small catchment area population, it 
is unlikely that service beyond DEN could be 
supported without financial assistance on a 
year-round basis. The high elevation and 
mountainous terrain surrounding GUC also 
poses challenges for certain aircraft, which 
impacts potential service for GUC.  

For service to existing hubs, the changing 
aircraft fleets at United and American could 
have an impact on future service. Both airlines 
are moving away from smaller regional jets and 
adding more large regional jets, seating 76 
passengers. While these aircraft could give 
flexibility to add frequency for American to DFW 
while keeping capacity neutral, the long term 
impact of eliminating 50-seat regional jets could 
impact GUC’s ability to have year round service 
to DEN without financial support.  
 
New hub opportunities are closely tied to 
financial subsidies from the local community, 
and will have a significant impact on an airline’s 
decision to add service. Options for additional 
service on American include Los Angeles or 
Phoenix Sky Harbor. Delta Air Lines, which 
served the market until 2010, could potentially 
re-instate Salt Lake City or Atlanta service. Salt 
Lake City had very low load factors in the past 
(approximately 30 percent) which would likely 
be viewed negatively to restart service. United 
service to San Francisco is another opportunity; 
however, the relatively small local market size 
would have to be developed further. It is 
unlikely that any low-cost carriers such as 
Allegiant or Frontier would enter the GUC 
market due to proximity to other service 
(Allegiant at MTJ and GJT) and population size 
of the catchment area. 
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AIRPORT USE 

 
o understand airport use, it is important to understand the relative size of the catchment 
area, current air service, and enplanement activity. GUC’s use was determined using the 24 
months ended June 30, 2014, ARC data for the zip codes from the catchment area. 

 

AIRPORT CATCHMENT AREA 

An airport catchment area, or service area, is a geographic 
area surrounding an airport where it can reasonably expect to 
draw passenger traffic and is representative of the local 
market. The catchment area contains the population of 
travelers who should use GUC considering the drive time from 
the catchment area to competing airports. This population of 
travelers is GUC’s focus market for air service improvements 
and represents the majority of travelers using the local airport.  
 
Exhibit 3.1 identifies the GUC catchment area. It is comprised 
of 10 zip codes within the U.S. with an estimated population of 
15,640 in 2014 (source: U.S. Census Bureau, Woods & Poole 
Economics, Inc.).  
 

  

T
EXHIBIT 3.1 GUC CATCHMENT AREA 
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AIR SERVICE 

Catchment area airport use is affected by a variety of factors including: destinations offered, flight frequency, available seats, 
type of aircraft, airfares, and distance to a competing airport. Table 3.1 provides GUC’s total departures and seats by month 
for the year ended June 30, 2014. During this time, GUC had service from American Airlines and United Airlines. American 
operated seasonally to DFW from December through March. United operated the only year round service, with daily service to 
DEN. United also provided seasonal service to ORD and IAH.  
 
TABLE 3.1 MONTHLY DEPARTURES 

DESTINATION  
AIRPORT 

MARKETING 
CARRIER 

MONTHLY DEPARTURES 
2013 2014 

JUL AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN 
Chicago, IL (ORD) United 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 2 5 0 0 0 

Dallas/Ft. Worth, TX (DFW) American 0 0 0 0 0 13 31 28 31 0 0 0 
Denver, CO United 61 58 33 31 30 44 37 39 58 31 31 30 

Houston, TX (IAH) United 0 0 0 0 0 13 6 2 5 0 0 3 
  61 58 33 31 30 72 75 71 99 31 31 33 

 

PASSENGERS AND POPULATION TREND 

Exhibit 3.2 plots GUC’s onboard passengers and population trends from the year ended June 30, 2005, to the year ended 
June 30, 2014. The Gunnison County population was used as a surrogate for the growth trend of the GUC catchment area 
population. Over the 10-year period, the population grew from 14,456 to 16,018; increasing at a CAGR of 1.1 percent. At the 
same time, onboard passengers decreased from 78,324 in 2005 to 59,257 in 2014, at a CAGR of 3.1 percent.  
 
EXHIBIT 3.2 PASSENGERS AND POPULATION TREND

  
Source: Diio Mi; Woods & Poole Economics, Inc. 

0

25,000

50,000

75,000

100,000

0

5,000

10,000

15,000

20,000

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

O
nb

oa
rd

 P
as

se
ng

er
s

M
SA

 P
op

ul
at

io
n

MSA Population
Onboard Passengers (12 Months Ended June 30)



PAGE 7 
 
 

 

P
A

S
S

E
N

G
ER

 D
EM

A
N

D
 A

N
A

LY
SI

S 
– 

G
U

N
N

IS
O

N
-C

R
ES

TE
D

 B
U

TT
E 

R
E

G
IO

N
A

L 
A

IR
PO

R
T 

  
LOAD FACTOR, AVAILABLE SEATS, AND PASSENGERS  

Exhibit 3.3 shows GUC’s available seats, onboard passengers, and load factors for arrivals and departures by quarter from 
third quarter 2011 through second quarter 2014. Load factors have varied from a low of 54 percent in the second quarter of 
2012 to a high of 78 percent in the third quarter of 2012. 
 
Over the three-year period, available seats have ranged from a low of 9,328 in the second quarter of 2014 to a high of 53,114 
in the first quarter of 2012. The low for onboard passengers at GUC through the three-year span was in the second quarter of 
2012 at 5,559, and the high for onboard passengers was 32,396 in the first quarter of 2012. Passengers in the first quarter 
2014 were 6 percent lower than the first quarter 2013. The GUC market, similar to many ski destination markets, is highly 
seasonal, with passengers increasing more than six fold from low season (second quarter) to high season (first quarter). 
 
EXHIBIT 3.3 LOAD FACTOR, AVAILABLE SEATS, AND ONBOARD PASSENGERS  
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AIRPORT USE 

Exhibit 3.4 shows the airports used by GUC catchment area 
travelers. An estimated 23 percent of the catchment area’s air 
travelers used GUC for their trips; 64 percent diverted to DEN, 5 
percent to GJT, and 4 percent to both MTJ and COS. 
 

DOMESTIC AND INTERNATIONAL ITINERARIES  

Table 3.2 shows passengers by domestic and international 
itineraries. Twenty-five percent, or 56,267 domestic travelers, and 7 
percent, or 1,104 international travelers, used GUC.  
 
For diverting domestic travelers, DEN carried the highest share at 
62 percent followed by GJT at 5 percent, and MTJ and COS both 
with 4 percent. For international diverting travelers, DEN carried 
the highest share as well, garnering 82 percent, or 13,562 annual 
passengers, followed by GJT with 5 percent, COS with 4 percent 
and MTJ with 3 percent. 
 
 

 

  

TABLE 3.2 AIRPORT USE - DOMESTIC & 
INTERNATIONAL COMPARISON 

RANK 
ORIGINATING 

AIRPORT 
AIRPORT USE 

PAX % 
Domestic 

1 DEN 142,936 62 
2 GUC 56,267 25 
3 GJT 11,109 5 
4 MTJ 9,647 4 
5 COS 8,953 4 

Subtotal 228,911 100 
International 

1 DEN 13,562 82 
2 GUC 1,104 7 
3 GJT 745 5 
4 COS 710 4 
5 MTJ 426 3 

Subtotal 16,546 100 
Domestic and international 

1 DEN 156,497 64 
2 GUC 57,371 23 
3 GJT 11,853 5 
4 MTJ 10,073 4 
5 COS 9,663 4 

Total 245,457 100 

EXHIBIT 3.4 AIRPORT USE 

GUC
23%

DEN
64%

GJT
5%

MTJ
4%

COS
4%
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AIRPORT USE BY COMMUNITY 

Airport retention rates by community are an important aspect to understanding the overall GUC catchment area. Table 3.3 
shows how retention varies among the local communities within it. ARC includes local travel agency data (reported by travel 
agency zip code) and online travel agency data (reported by the passenger zip code).  
 
Air travelers from Crested Butte utilized GUC 30 percent of the time, while diverting to DEN 62 percent of the time. For 
residents of Gunnison, they utilized the GUC airport 18 percent of the time, and DEN 70 percent. Although the relative sample 
sizes were small, travelers from Ohio City and Somerset did not use GUC for their air travels. 
 
TABLE 3.3 AIRPORT USE BY COMMUNITY 

COMMUNITY 
% AIRPORT USE TRUE MARKET 

PASSENGERS GUC DEN GJT MTJ COS 
Crested Butte 30 62 3 4 2 136,498 

Gunnison 18 70 5 4 4 103,282 
Almont 13 82 4 0 0 2,114 
Pitkin 7 86 4 0 3 1,431 
Parlin 54 37 4 5 0 896 

Ohio City 0 99 1 0 0 758 
Powderhorn 14 77 10 0 0 261 

Somerset 0 52 48 0 0 218 
Total 23 64 5 4 4 245,457 
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TRUE MARKET 

 
he true market portion of the 
Passenger Demand Analysis 
provides the total number of 

passengers in the catchment area; 
specifically, it analyzes the portion of 
passengers diverting from the GUC 
catchment area. This section investigates 
destinations associated with travel to and 
from the catchment area. In addition, 
destinations are grouped into geographic 
regions to further understand the regional 
flows of catchment area air travelers. 
 

TRUE MARKET ESTIMATE 

The airport catchment area (Exhibit 3.1, page 5) represents the geographic area from which the 
airport primarily attracts air travelers. Domestic airlines report origin and destination traffic statistics 
to the U.S. DOT on a quarterly basis. Used by itself, these traffic statistics do not quantify the total 
size of an air service market. By combining ARC tickets with passenger data contained in the U.S. 
DOT airline reports, an estimate of the total air travel market by destination was calculated. The 
total air travel market is also referred to as the “true market”. Passengers are estimated for 
domestic and international markets on a destination basis. Adjustments were made to account for 
Southwest Airlines, since they are not represented in ARC data.  
 
The ARC data used in this report includes information on initiated passengers ticketed by local or 
online travel agencies. This enables the identification of passenger retention and diversion. 
According to U.S. DOT airline reports for the year ended June 30, 2014, 19 percent of GUC origin 
and destination passengers initiated air travel from GUC, and the other 81 percent began their trip 
from another city (e.g. New York, Dallas, and Phoenix). For the purposes of this analysis, it is 
assumed that travel patterns for GUC visitors mirror catchment area passengers. 

T
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TOP 25 TRUE MARKET DESTINATIONS 

The top 25 destinations for GUC accounted for 59 percent of the travel to/from the GUC catchment area. IAH was the largest 
market with 14,955 annual passengers (20.5 passengers daily each way (PDEW)) and accounted for 6.1 percent of all 
catchment area travel. DFW, Boston, Austin and New York LaGuardia made up the remaining top five markets. GUC had 
nonstop service to three markets in the top 10 during the year ended June 30, 2014: IAH, DFW, and ORD. 
.  
TABLE 4.1 TRUE MARKET ESTIMATE - TOP 25 DESTINATIONS 

RANK DESTINATION 

GUC 
REPORTED 

PAX 
DIVERTED 

PAX 
TRUE 

MARKET PDEW 
1 Houston, TX (IAH) 6,212 8,743 14,955 20.5 
2 Dallas, TX (DFW) 9,544 3,251 12,795 17.5 
3 Boston, MA 1,709 10,128 11,837 16.2 
4 Austin, TX 2,598 5,913 8,511 11.7 
5 New York, NY (LGA) 2,192 5,905 8,097 11.1 
6 Philadelphia, PA 656 6,153 6,810 9.3 
7 Chicago, IL (ORD) 2,421 3,320 5,741 7.9 
8 Los Angeles, CA 1,010 4,535 5,545 7.6 
9 Tulsa, OK 740 4,708 5,448 7.5 

10 San Antonio, TX 1,104 3,998 5,102 7.0 
11 Seattle, WA 444 4,643 5,087 7.0 
12 Atlanta, GA 1,408 3,426 4,834 6.6 
13 Tampa, FL 1,042 3,679 4,721 6.5 
14 Baltimore, MD 568 3,830 4,399 6.0 
15 New Orleans, LA 666 3,584 4,250 5.8 
16 San Francisco, CA 999 3,199 4,199 5.8 
17 Nashville, TN 451 3,701 4,151 5.7 
18 Pittsburgh, PA 486 3,595 4,081 5.6 
19 Fort Lauderdale, FL 845 3,195 4,040 5.5 
20 St. Louis, MO 565 3,186 3,751 5.1 
21 Phoenix, AZ (PHX) 256 3,091 3,347 4.6 
22 Newark, NJ 642 2,589 3,231 4.4 
23 San Diego, CA 270 2,903 3,173 4.3 
24 Minneapolis, MN 593 2,512 3,104 4.3 
25 Detroit, MI 398 2,610 3,008 4.1 

Top 25 destinations 37,820 106,398 144,218 197.6 
Total domestic 56,267 172,644 228,911 313.6 

Total international 1,104 15,443 16,546 22.7 
All markets 57,371 188,086 245,457 336.2 

 
 

  



PAGE 12 
 
 

 

P
A

S
S

E
N

G
ER

 D
EM

A
N

D
 A

N
A

LY
SI

S 
– 

G
U

N
N

IS
O

N
-C

R
ES

TE
D

 B
U

TT
E 

R
E

G
IO

N
A

L 
A

IR
PO

R
T 

  
ORIGINATING AIRPORT FOR THE TOP 25 DOMESTIC DESTINATIONS 

Table 4.2 shows the percentage of passengers by market and originating airport. Twenty-six percent of passengers used GUC 
for travel to the top 25 markets. Three markets had retention of 40 percent or greater including: IAH, DFW, and ORD. Four 
markets had retention of 10 percent or less: Philadelphia, Seattle, Phoenix Sky Harbor, and San Diego.  
 
TABLE 4.2 TOP 25 DOMESTIC DESTINATIONS BY ORIGINATING AIRPORT  

RANK DESTINATION 
ORIGIN AIRPORT % TOTAL 

PAX PDEW GUC DEN GJT MTJ COS 
1 Houston, TX (IAH) 42 49 0 3 6 14,955 20.5 
2 Dallas, TX (DFW) 75 17 4 2 2 12,795 17.5 
3 Boston, MA 14 78 2 3 3 11,837 16.2 
4 Austin, TX 31 65 0 5 0 8,511 11.7 
5 New York, NY (LGA) 27 65 1 7 0 8,097 11.1 
6 Philadelphia, PA 10 80 4 4 3 6,810 9.3 
7 Chicago, IL (ORD) 42 47 5 5 1 5,741 7.9 
8 Los Angeles, CA 18 65 4 10 2 5,545 7.6 
9 Tulsa, OK 14 75 4 2 4 5,448 7.5 
10 San Antonio, TX 22 65 0 10 4 5,102 7.0 
11 Seattle, WA 9 76 12 2 1 5,087 7.0 
12 Atlanta, GA 29 61 1 8 1 4,834 6.6 
13 Tampa, FL 22 68 0 6 4 4,721 6.5 
14 Baltimore, MD 13 76 4 2 4 4,399 6.0 
15 New Orleans, LA 16 66 2 4 11 4,250 5.8 
16 San Francisco, CA 24 68 4 4 1 4,199 5.8 
17 Nashville, TN 11 73 3 11 3 4,151 5.7 
18 Pittsburgh, PA 12 74 2 0 12 4,081 5.6 
19 Fort Lauderdale, FL 21 62 7 4 7 4,040 5.5 
20 St. Louis, MO 15 80 5 0 0 3,751 5.1 
21 Phoenix, AZ (PHX) 8 47 43 1 2 3,347 4.6 
22 Newark, NJ 20 77 0 3 0 3,231 4.4 
23 San Diego, CA 9 59 21 8 3 3,173 4.3 
24 Minneapolis, MN 19 75 3 2 0 3,104 4.3 
25 Detroit, MI 13 85 0 0 2 3,008 4.1 

Top 25 domestic 26 62 4 4 3 144,218 197.6 
Total domestic 25 62 5 4 4 228,911 313.6 

 
  

  

Nonstop Markets 
had High Retention 
The three markets with 
nonstop service from 
GUC had the highest 
retention levels, with 
retention above 40 
percent each. 
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TOP 10 DOMESTIC DESTINATIONS BY ORIGINATING AIRPORT 

Table 4.3 shows the top 10 markets when passengers exclusively fly out of GUC as well as the top 10 markets when diverted 
passengers fly exclusively from DEN, GJT, MTJ or COS. Not surprisingly the highest number of passengers from GUC were to 
the nonstop markets of DFW and IAH, while the other nonstop market (ORD) had the fourth highest share of passengers. The 
top markets for DEN were Boston, IAH, Austin and Philadelphia.  
  
TABLE 4.3 TOP 10 DOMESTIC DESTINATIONS BY ORIGINATING AIRPORT  

RANK 
GUC DEN GJT 

DESTINATION PAX DESTINATION PAX DESTINATION PAX 
1 Dallas, TX (DFW) 9,544 Boston, MA 9,208 Phoenix, AZ (PHX) 1,441 
2 Houston, TX (IAH) 6,212 Houston, TX (IAH) 7,363 Las Vegas, NV 831 
3 Austin, TX 2,598 Austin, TX 5,513 San Diego, CA 657 
4 Chicago, IL (ORD) 2,421 Philadelphia, PA 5,437 Seattle, WA 606 
5 New York, NY (LGA) 2,192 New York, NY (LGA) 5,225 Dallas, TX (DFW) 450 
6 Boston, MA 1,709 Tulsa, OK 4,091 Philadelphia, PA 298 
7 Denver, CO 1,425 Seattle, WA 3,876 Chicago, IL (ORD) 277 
8 Atlanta, GA 1,408 Los Angeles, CA 3,603 Fort Lauderdale, FL 275 
9 San Antonio, TX 1,104 Baltimore, MD 3,356 Boston, MA 263 

10 Tampa, FL 1,042 San Antonio, TX 3,296 Tulsa, OK 241 
 

RANK 
MTJ COS  

DESTINATION PAX DESTINATION PAX  
1 New York, NY (LGA) 605 Houston, TX (IAH) 920  
2 Los Angeles, CA 566 Pittsburgh, PA 486  
3 San Antonio, TX 502 New Orleans, LA 476  
4 Houston, TX (IAH) 460 Boston, MA 329  
5 Phoenix, AZ (AZA) 455 Dallas, TX (DFW) 311  
6 Nashville, TN 451 Fort Lauderdale, FL 275  
7 Austin, TX 400 Tulsa, OK 241  
8 Atlanta, GA 363 San Antonio, TX 201  
9 Boston, MA 329 Little Rock, AR 189  

10 Dallas, TX (DFW) 311 Baltimore, MD 185  
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ORIGINATING AIRPORT FOR THE TOP 15 INTERNATIONAL DESTINATIONS 

Table 4.4 shows the percentage of passengers for the top 15 international destinations by originating airport. Only the top 15 
international destinations are shown due to the smaller market sizes involved with international itineraries and limited available 
data. Eleven percent of air travelers from the catchment area used GUC for travel to the top 15 international destinations. DEN 
had the largest share of international passengers from the GUC catchment area, garnering 79 percent of the passengers 
destined to the top 15 international destinations.  
 
The top three international markets were Toronto, Canada; Calgary, Canada; and London Heathrow, United Kingdom. 
Monterrey, Mexico and Mexico City, Mexico completed the top five destinations. In the top 15 markets, GUC had the highest 
retention to London Heathrow (24 percent).  
 
TABLE 4.4 TOP 15 INTERNATIONAL DESTINATIONS BY ORIGINATING AIRPORT 

RANK DESTINATION 
ORIGIN AIRPORT % PASSENGERS 

GUC DEN GJT COS MTJ TOTAL PDEW 
1 Toronto, Canada 10 79 4 4 2 1,281 1.8 
2 Calgary, Canada 10 79 4 4 2 843 1.2 
3 London, UK (LHR) 24 67 0 0 9 715 1.0 
4 Monterrey, Mexico 10 79 4 4 2 660 0.9 
5 Mexico City, Mexico 10 79 4 4 2 639 0.9 
6 San Jose, Costa Rica 10 86 0 0 4 430 0.6 
7 Victoria, Canada 10 79 4 4 2 376 0.5 
8 Sao Paulo-Guarulhos, Brazil 10 79 4 4 2 355 0.5 
9 Montego Bay, Jamaica 0 88 5 5 2 289 0.4 

10 Dublin, Ireland 0 88 5 5 2 285 0.4 
11 Geneva, Switzerland 10 79 4 4 2 316 0.4 
12 Cancun, Mexico 10 83 2 0 5 286 0.4 
13 Paris-De Gaulle, France 0 88 5 5 2 231 0.3 
14 Aberdeen, UK 10 79 4 4 2 253 0.3 
15 Nice, France 10 79 4 4 2 253 0.3 

Top 15 International 11 79 4 4 3 7,211 9.9 
Total International 7 82 5 4 3 16,546 22.7 

 



PAGE 15 
 
 

 

P
A

S
S

E
N

G
ER

 D
EM

A
N

D
 A

N
A

LY
SI

S 
– 

G
U

N
N

IS
O

N
-C

R
ES

TE
D

 B
U

TT
E 

R
E

G
IO

N
A

L 
A

IR
PO

R
T 

  
FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION (FAA) GEOGRAPHIC REGIONS 

It is important to identify and quantify air travel markets, but it is also important to measure air travel by specific geographic 
regions. Generally, airlines operate route systems that serve geographic areas. Additionally, most airline hubs are directional 
and flow passenger traffic to and from geographic regions, not just destinations within the region. Therefore, air service 
analysis exercises consider the regional flow of passenger traffic as well as passenger traffic to a specific city. Accordingly, 
this section analyzes the regional distribution of air travelers from the airport catchment area. For this exercise, the FAA 
geographic breakdown of the U.S. is used (Exhibit 4.2). 
 
EXHIBIT 4.2 FAA GEOGRAPHIC REGIONS 
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REGIONAL DISTRIBUTION OF TRAVELERS 

Table 4.5 divide catchment area travel into the FAA's nine geographic regions and one catch-all international region. The 
Southwest region is the largest traveled region for GUC catchment area passengers with the Southeast region following as the 
second largest region. The International region was the sixth largest traveled region. Retention was the highest in the 
Southwest, Great Lakes and Northwest regions at 36, 24 and 24 percent, respectively. The lowest retention was in the 
International region at 7 percent.  
 

TABLE 4.5 REGIONAL DISTRIBUTION OF TRAVEL BY AIRPORT 

AIRPORT 
REGION 

SW SE E W GL INTL NE NW C AK TOTAL 

GUC Pax 24,792 8,104 7,039 3,910 5,452 1,104 2,302 2,837 1,696 135 57,371 
% 43 14 12 7 10 2 4 5 3 0 100 

DEN Pax 35,673 26,333 24,726 15,382 14,447 13,562 12,772 7,353 5,692 557 156,497 
% 23 17 16 10 9 9 8 5 4 0 100 

GJT Pax 1,783 1,431 1,020 4,125 1,002 745 372 937 387 54 11,853 
% 15 12 9 35 8 6 3 8 3 0 100 

MTJ Pax 2,611 1,926 1,470 1,717 789 426 489 400 238 7 10,073 
% 26 19 15 17 8 4 5 4 2 0 100 

COS Pax 3,197 1,971 1,230 611 838 710 429 446 217 13 9,663 
% 33 20 13 6 9 7 4 5 2 0 100 

Total Pax 68,056 39,765 35,484 25,745 22,528 16,546 16,363 11,974 8,230 766 245,457 
% 28 16 14 10 9 7 7 5 3 0 100 

GUC Retention % 36 20 20 15 24 7 14 24 21 18 23 
 
  
 

  

Southwest Largest 
Region 
The Southwest region 
had the highest 
number of air travelers, 
garnering 28 percent 
of GUC catchment 
area travelers. 
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DISTRIBUTION OF INTERNATIONAL TRAVEL 

Seven percent of catchment area travelers had international itineraries. Table 4.6 shows international 
travelers by airport and region. Europe was the most frequented international region with 25 percent, or 
4,161 of the total 16,546 catchment area international travelers, followed by Mexico and Central 
America with 23 percent of the total. The highest GUC retention was to Canada and the Middle East, 
each with 10 percent. The lowest retention was to the Caribbean and Africa, with 1 percent and 0 
percent, respectively. 
 

  
 

 
 
 

TABLE 4.6 REGIONAL DISTRIBUTION OF INTERNATIONAL PASSENGERS 

REGION 
ORIGINATING AIRPORT TRUE 

MARKET 
GUC % 

RETENTION GUC DEN GJT COS MTJ 
Europe 305 3,379 166 166 145 4,161 7 

Mexico & Central America 321 3,141 177 143 86 3,868 8 
Canada 313 2,580 147 147 71 3,258 10 

South America 57 1,259 72 72 35 1,494 4 
Caribbean 18 1,232 70 70 34 1,423 1 

Asia 29 1,076 61 61 30 1,257 2 
Middle East 52 396 23 23 11 504 10 

Australia & Oceania 10 344 20 20 10 403 3 
Africa 0 156 9 9 4 178 0 

Total passengers 1,104 13,562 745 710 426 16,546 7 
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AIRLINES 

 
nformation in this section identifies airline use by catchment area air travelers. The information 
is airport and airline specific. The intent is to determine which airlines are used to travel to 
specific destinations. The airline market share at GUC is based on U.S. DOT airline reported 

data. Airline market share at other airports is based on ARC data and is an estimation of diverting 
passenger carrier share.  

 

AIRLINES USED AT GUC 

Table 5.1 provides the airline 
share for the top 25 GUC true 
markets and total share by 
airline at GUC. United had the 
highest share of passengers 
with 65 percent, followed by 
American with 32 percent, while 
all other airlines, mainly through 
codeshare or interline 
connections, carried the 
remaining 3 percent 
of passengers. 
 

 
 
.  

I
TABLE 5.1 AIRLINES USED AT GUC 

RANK 
TOP 25 GUC TRUE 

MARKETS 
AIRLINE % TOTAL 

PAX UA AA OTHER 
1 Dallas, TX (DFW) 23 76 2 9,544 
2 Houston, TX (IAH) 94 5 0 6,212 
3 Austin, TX 67 30 3 2,598 
4 Chicago, IL (ORD) 88 12 0 2,421 
5 New York, NY (LGA) 82 17 1 2,192 
6 Boston, MA 68 30 2 1,709 
7 Denver, CO 98 0 2 1,425 
8 Atlanta, GA 44 52 4 1,408 
9 San Antonio, TX 65 34 2 1,104 

10 Tampa, FL 41 58 1 1,042 
11 Los Angeles, CA 93 5 2 1,010 
12 San Francisco, CA 99 1 0 999 
13 Washington, DC (IAD) 96 4 0 947 
14 Oklahoma City, OK 73 25 2 869 
15 Fort Lauderdale, FL 58 42 0 845 
16 Tulsa, OK 71 29 0 740 
17 New Orleans, LA 68 29 3 666 
18 Philadelphia, PA 62 20 18 656 
19 Newark, NJ 92 8 0 642 
20 Minneapolis, MN 80 17 3 593 
21 Little Rock, AR 46 54 0 580 
22 Baltimore, MD 68 30 2 568 
23 St. Louis, MO 79 18 3 565 
24 Orlando, FL (MCO) 43 57 0 517 
25 Shreveport, LA 49 51 0 486 

Total top 25 64 34 2 40,339 
Total all markets 65 32 3 57,371 

Source: Diio Mi 
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AIRLINES USED AT DEN 

Table 5.2 shows the airlines used when travelers from the catchment area used DEN for the top 25 
DEN true markets. United had the largest share of catchment area passengers at DEN carrying 29 
percent of diverting passengers. Southwest Airlines carried the second largest share of diverting 
passengers with 22 percent, followed by Frontier Airlines with 19 percent, US Airways with 9 percent, 
and American with 8 percent. All other airlines carried 13 percent of DEN passengers.  
 
TABLE 5.2 AIRLINES USED AT DEN  

RANK 
TOP 25 DEN TRUE 

MARKETS 
AIRLINE % TOTAL 

DEN PAX PDEW UA WN F9 US AA OTHER 
1 Boston, MA 42 22 0 9 3 25 9,208 12.6 
2 Houston, TX (IAH) 56 0 38 6 0 0 7,363 10.1 
3 Austin, TX 29 33 29 5 5 0 5,513 7.6 
4 Philadelphia, PA 25 9 5 57 0 5 5,437 7.4 
5 New York, NY (LGA) 27 15 35 2 2 21 5,225 7.2 
6 Tulsa, OK 56 38 0 6 0 0 4,091 5.6 
7 Seattle, WA 19 17 31 2 3 28 3,876 5.3 
8 Los Angeles, CA 27 27 17 1 16 12 3,603 4.9 
9 Baltimore, MD 16 42 0 33 8 0 3,356 4.6 

10 San Antonio, TX 56 39 0 0 5 0 3,296 4.5 
11 Tampa, FL 15 9 25 5 33 13 3,216 4.4 
12 Pittsburgh, PA 37 26 0 18 9 9 3,028 4.1 
13 Nashville, TN 5 36 59 0 0 0 3,025 4.1 
14 St. Louis, MO 27 36 35 0 3 0 3,017 4.1 
15 Atlanta, GA 12 13 6 5 0 64 2,972 4.1 
16 San Francisco, CA 32 18 34 9 0 6 2,836 3.9 
17 New Orleans, LA 25 30 21 0 16 8 2,823 3.9 
18 Chicago, IL (ORD) 53 0 0 3 45 0 2,697 3.7 
19 Detroit, MI 2 16 19 2 2 58 2,553 3.5 
20 Newark, NJ 50 19 0 0 31 0 2,497 3.4 
21 Fort Lauderdale, FL 23 22 47 8 0 0 2,489 3.4 
22 Minneapolis, MN 19 19 43 0 1 18 2,339 3.2 
23 Dallas, TX (DFW) 11 0 43 6 32 8 2,179 3.0 
24 Fort Myers, FL 13 11 33 7 15 20 2,037 2.8 
25 Houston, TX (HOU) 0 100 0 0 0 0 2,005 2.7 

Total top 25 30 22 20 9 7 12 90,677 124.2 
Total all markets 29 22 19 9 8 13 156,497 214.4 
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AIRLINES USED AT DIVERTING AIRPORTS 

Exhibit 5.1 displays the combined market share of airlines serving the GUC catchment area diverting passengers. United had 
the highest share with 32 percent, followed by Southwest with 20 percent, Frontier with 17 percent, US Airways with 10 
percent, American with 9 percent, Delta Air Lines with 7 percent, and all other carriers with 5 percent.  
 
EXHIBIT 5.1 AIRLINE MARKET SHARE OF DIVERTING PASSENGERS 

  

UA 
32%

WN
20%

F9 
17%

US 
10%

AA 
9%

DL 
7%

OTHER
5%



PAGE 21 
 
 

 

P
A

S
S

E
N

G
ER

 D
EM

A
N

D
 A

N
A

LY
SI

S 
– 

G
U

N
N

IS
O

N
-C

R
ES

TE
D

 B
U

TT
E 

R
E

G
IO

N
A

L 
A

IR
PO

R
T 

  
FACTORS AFFECTING AIR SERVICE 
DEMAND AND RETENTION 

 
his section examines several factors that have affected and will continue to affect air service 
demand in the Gunnison area and GUC’s ability to retain passengers. The factors affecting 
GUC’s ability to retain passengers included in this section are: airfares, travel time from the 

competing airports compared to GUC, nonstop service availability at GUC and the competing 
airports, and the quality and capacity of air service offered at GUC and the competing airports. 
 

PASSENGER ACTIVITY COMPARISON 

To better understand the changes in passenger volumes at 
GUC and the competing airports, Exhibit 6.1 provides a 
depiction of origin and destination passengers over the last 10 
years for the year ended June 30 as reported to the U.S. DOT. 
Since the year ended June 30, 2005, the following 
changes occurred:  

 GUC’s origin and destination passengers decreased 
at a compounded annual growth rate (CAGR) of 3.1 
percent since 2005.  

 DEN’s passengers increased at a CAGR of 
3.6 percent.  

 GJT’s passengers increased at a CAGR of 
5.3 percent. 

 MTJ’s passengers increased at a CAGR of 
2.5 percent. 

 COS’s passengers decreased at a CAGR of 
5.2 percent.  
 

  

T
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AIRFARES 

When a traveler decides which airport to access for travel, airfares play a large role. Airfares affect air service demand and an 
airport’s ability to retain passengers. One-way airfares (excluding taxes and Passenger Facility Charges (PFC)) paid by 
travelers are used to measure the relative fare competitiveness between GUC and the competing airports. Fares listed for 
competing airports are for all air travelers using these airports and are not reflective of the average fare paid by GUC 
catchment area travelers diverting to the airports. 
  
Table 6.1 shows one-way average 
airfares for the top 25 catchment area 
domestic destinations. Average airfares 
are a result of many factors including: 
length of haul, availability of seats, 
business versus leisure fares, and airline 
competition. The overall average fare for 
the year ended June 30, 2014, at GUC 
was $252, $96 higher than DEN, $37 
higher than GJT, $9 higher than MTJ and 
$48 higher than COS.  
 
Comparing GUC to DEN, which was the 
primary diverting airport, GUC had the 
highest fare in all of the top 25 
destinations. The differences between 
GUC and DEN were as large as $196, 
with 15 markets having an average fare 
$100 or more one-way.  
 
 
 

TABLE 6.1 U.S. DOT AVERAGE DOMESTIC ONE-WAY FARES 

RANK DESTINATION 
AVERAGE ONE-WAY FARE GUC MAX 

DIFF. GUC DEN GJT MTJ COS 
1 Houston, TX (IAH) $245 $168 $263 $235 $213 $77  
2 Dallas, TX (DFW) $208 $122 $211 $204 $154 $85  
3 Boston, MA $257 $204 $242 $296 $231 $53  
4 Austin, TX $239 $127 $172 $241 $152 $112  
5 New York, NY (LGA) $292 $178 $239 $306 $230 $114  
6 Philadelphia, PA $303 $209 $271 $281 $195 $108  
7 Chicago, IL (ORD) $230 $172 $226 $240 $240 $58  
8 Los Angeles, CA $230 $132 $138 $138 $184 $99  
9 Tulsa, OK $269 $150 $262 $252 $184 $119  
10 San Antonio, TX $249 $156 $223 $264 $170 $93  
11 Seattle, WA $330 $134 $213 $259 $154 $196  
12 Atlanta, GA $236 $159 $241 $213 $183 $77  
13 Tampa, FL $322 $181 $241 $284 $188 $141  
14 Baltimore, MD $278 $208 $252 $254 $265 $70  
15 New Orleans, LA $321 $147 $249 $273 $203 $174  
16 San Francisco, CA $253 $153 $198 $227 $224 $101  
17 Nashville, TN $280 $153 $240 $263 $171 $127  
18 Pittsburgh, PA $285 $214 $297 $271 $215 $71  
19 Fort Lauderdale, FL $249 $152 $257 $289 $201 $97  
20 St. Louis, MO $277 $136 $229 $251 $164 $142  
21 Phoenix, AZ (PHX) $241 $96 $139 $249 $180 $145  
22 Newark, NJ $346 $211 $237 $330 $245 $134  
23 San Diego, CA $276 $126 $194 $243 $198 $150  
24 Minneapolis, MN $237 $116 $190 $239 $209 $121  
25 Detroit, MI $294 $136 $238 $279 $219 $158  

Average domestic fare $252 $156 $214 $243 $204 $96  
Source: Diio Mi; Note: Year Ended June 30, 2014;  
Fares do not include taxes or Passenger Facility Charges 

Significant Fare 
Discrepancy 
GUC had the highest 
fare in all of the top 25 
destinations compared 
to DEN, with 15 
markets being greater 
than $100 one-way. 
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Exhibit 6.2 tracks the average fares at GUC and the competing airports from the year ended June 30, 2005, through the year 
ended June 30, 2014. Based on U.S. DOT airline data, average fares have fluctuated as follows: 

 GUC’s fares have ranged from $170 (2005) to $257 (2014) and increased at a CAGR of 4.7 percent. 
 The average fare at DEN ranged from $149 (2005) to $178 (2014) and increased at a CAGR of 2.0 percent. 
 GJT’s fares have ranged from $179 (2010) to $235 (2014) and increased at a CAGR of 3.0 percent.  
 MTJ’s fares have ranged from $175 (2005) to $262 (2014) and increased at a CAGR of 4.6 percent.  
 COS’s fares have ranged from $167 (2005) to $233 (2014) and increased at a CAGR of 3.8 percent. 

 
The fares for all of the markets, except for DEN, have remained relatively similar in relation to each other. The increased 
competition over the past decade in DEN between Frontier, Southwest and United has contributed to a much lower increase in 
fares compared to the other markets. 
 
EXHIBIT 6.2 10-YEAR AVERAGE DOMESTIC ONE-WAY FARE TREND  
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TRAVEL TIME COMPARISON  

Table 6.2 displays the overall flight time from GUC to the top 10 catchment area destinations that do 
not have nonstop service and require a connection. A comparison of the travel time from GUC with the 
amount of time it takes to drive to competing airports and use nonstop service is also provided.  
 
Accessible connecting flights from GUC require a minimum connecting time allowance of 30 minutes to 
be included in the comparison. Excluding traffic and inclement weather, from the Gunnison community, 
drive times are estimated at (source: Mapquest.com): 

 DEN = 3 hour and 56 minutes 
 GJT = 2 hours and 29 minutes 
 MTJ = 1 hours and 16 minutes 
 COS = 3 hours and 10 minutes 

 
TABLE 6.2 TRAVEL TIME COMPARISON (MINUTES) 

RANK 
CONNECTING  

DESTINATIONS 
GUC 

CONNECT 
DEN 

NONSTOP 
GJT 

NONSTOP 
MTJ 

NONSTOP 
COS 

NONSTOP 
TIME 

SAVINGS 
1 Boston, MA 384 457 - - - 73  
2 Austin, TX 225 355 - - - 130  
3 New York, NY (LGA) 395 446 - - - 51  
4 Philadelphia, PA 382 442 - - - 60  
5 Los Angeles, CA 252 378 - - 341 89  
6 Tulsa, OK 201 326 - - - 125  
7 San Antonio, TX 230 356 - - - 126  
8 Seattle, WA 321 402 - - - 81  
9 Atlanta, GA 290 397 - - 362 72  

10 Tampa, FL 310 434 - - - 124  
Note: Sample day in March 2014 
 
A GUC catchment area air traveler can save overall travel time in addition to the convenience of using 
the local airport in all of the top 10 markets.  
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NONSTOP SERVICE AVAILABILITY 

Travelers drive to competing airports to access air 
service for many reasons, one of which is nonstop 
service availability. Table 6.3 compares the level of 
air service offered at GUC with that offered at the 
competing airports. 
  
In March 2014, GUC offered nonstop service to three 
of the top 25 catchment area destinations, IAH, DFW 
and ORD, on 9 weekly departures. DEN had service 
to all of the top 25 markets with 1,917 weekly 
departures. GJT had service to three of the top 25 
markets, with a total of 41 weekly departures. MTJ 
offered 31 weekly departures to three of the top 25 
markets, while COS offered service to seven top 25 
markets with 115 weekly departures.  
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

TABLE 6.3 NONSTOP SERVICE COMPARISON 

RANK DESTINATION 
WEEKLY DEPARTURES 

GUC DEN GJT MTJ COS 
1 Houston, TX (IAH) 1 111 7 7 21 
2 Dallas, TX (DFW) 7 137 14 8 33 
3 Boston, MA 0 48 0 0 0 
4 Austin, TX 0 63 0 0 0 
5 New York, NY (LGA) 0 68 0 0 0 
6 Philadelphia, PA 0 44 0 0 0 
7 Chicago, IL (ORD) 1 100 0 9 21 
8 Los Angeles, CA 0 150 0 4 19 
9 Tulsa, OK 0 53 0 0 0 
10 San Antonio, TX 0 41 0 0 0 
11 Seattle, WA 0 106 0 0 7 
12 Atlanta, GA 0 107 0 2 7 
13 Tampa, FL 0 37 0 0 0 
14 Baltimore, MD 0 40 0 0 0 
15 New Orleans, LA 0 38 0 0 0 
16 San Francisco, CA 0 115 0 0 7 
17 Nashville, TN 0 47 0 0 0 
18 Pittsburgh, PA 0 21 0 0 0 
19 Fort Lauderdale, FL 0 43 0 0 0 
20 St. Louis, MO 0 60 0 0 0 
21 Phoenix, AZ (PHX) 0 172 20 0 0 
22 Newark, NJ 0 50 0 1 0 
23 San Diego, CA 0 90 0 0 0 
24 Minneapolis, MN 0 117 0 0 0 
25 Detroit, MI 0 59 0 0 0 

Total top 25 frequencies 9 1,917 41 31 115 
Number of top 25 served 3 25 3 6 7 
Total destinations served 4 167 6 8 11 

Note: Sample week in March 2014      

GUC had Nonstop 
Service to Three of 
the Top 25 
Destinations 
GUC offered nonstop 
service to three of the 
top 25 catchment area 
destinations, IAH, 
DFW and ORD with a 
total of nine weekly 
departures in March. 
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QUALITY OF AIR SERVICE AT COMPETING AIRPORTS 

The quality of air service offered by an airport is a factor in a traveler’s decision when selecting where to originate or terminate 
air service. In general, passengers prefer larger aircraft over smaller aircraft and jet aircraft over turboprop aircraft. For the 
purposes of this section, quality of air service is measured by size of aircraft and jets versus turboprops.  

 
Table 6.4 provides a summary of departures for GUC, as well as the competing airports. GUC offered a total of 22 weekly 
departures and 1,816 seats. DEN offered 5,172 weekly departures on a mix of turboprops, regional jets, narrow body and wide 
body jet aircraft with a total of 600,800 weekly seats. GJT offered 91 weekly departures on large turbo prop, regional jet and 
narrow body jet aircraft, with 5,055 weekly seats. MTJ offered 67 weekly departures and 5,175 weekly seats, while COS 
offered 206 weekly departures on 15,648 weekly seats.  

 
TABLE 6.4 DEPARTURES BY AIRCRAFT TYPE BY ORIGIN 

AIRCRAFT 
TYPE 

SEAT 
RANGE 

WEEKLY DEPARTURES 
GUC DEN GJT MTJ COS 

Turbo prop 
9-29 - 228 - - - 

30-50 - 107 - - - 
51+ - 260 13 17 16 

Regional jet 
30-50 9 1,074 76 24 96 
51-70 5 265 - 16 52 

71-100 - 57 - - - 

Narrow body 
jet 

70-125 - 4 - - - 
126-160 8 2,674 - 7 42 

160+ - 475 2 3 - 

Wide body jet
160-240 - 14 - - - 
241-300 - 7 - - - 

301+ - 7 - - - 
Total departures 22 5,172 91 67 206 

% turboprop departures 0% 6% 0% 0% 0% 
% regional jet departures 64% 27% 84% 60% 72% 

Total seats 1,816 600,800 5,055 5,175 15,648 
Source: Diio Mi; Note: Sample week in March 2014 
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RETENTION RATE SENSITIVITY 

Considering the previous factors of airfares, travel time, nonstop service, and quality of service, a retention rate sensitivity 
follows in Table 6.5. The purpose is to show how small changes in passenger retention can affect passenger volume. 
Passengers in total and for each of the top 25 markets are calculated using varying degrees of retention. An increase in 
retention of 10 percentage points would create an estimated additional 24,546 annual passengers (33.6 PDEW) for GUC. 
 
TABLE 6.5 RETENTION RATE SENSITIVITY 

RANK DESTINATION 
REPORTED 

PAX RETENTION % 
RETENTION IMPROVEMENT 
5% 10% 15% 

1 Houston, TX (IAH) 6,212 42 6,960 7,708 8,456 
2 Dallas, TX (DFW) 9,544 75 10,184 10,824 11,463 
3 Boston, MA 1,709 14 2,301 2,892 3,484 
4 Austin, TX 2,598 31 3,023 3,449 3,874 
5 New York, NY (LGA) 2,192 27 2,597 3,002 3,407 
6 Philadelphia, PA 656 10 997 1,337 1,678 
7 Chicago, IL (ORD) 2,421 42 2,708 2,995 3,282 
8 Los Angeles, CA 1,010 18 1,287 1,564 1,841 
9 Tulsa, OK 740 14 1,012 1,284 1,557 

10 San Antonio, TX 1,104 22 1,359 1,614 1,869 
11 Seattle, WA 444 9 699 953 1,207 
12 Atlanta, GA 1,408 29 1,650 1,891 2,133 
13 Tampa, FL 1,042 22 1,278 1,514 1,750 
14 Baltimore, MD 568 13 788 1,008 1,228 
15 New Orleans, LA 666 16 879 1,091 1,304 
16 San Francisco, CA 999 24 1,209 1,419 1,629 
17 Nashville, TN 451 11 658 866 1,073 
18 Pittsburgh, PA 486 12 690 894 1,098 
19 Fort Lauderdale, FL 845 21 1,047 1,249 1,451 
20 St. Louis, MO 565 15 753 940 1,128 
21 Phoenix, AZ (PHX) 256 8 424 591 758 
22 Newark, NJ 642 20 803 965 1,127 
23 San Diego, CA 270 9 429 588 746 
24 Minneapolis, MN 593 19 748 903 1,058 
25 Detroit, MI 398 13 549 699 850 

Total top 25 37,820 26 45,031 52,242 59,453 
Total domestic 56,267 25 67,713 79,158 90,604 

Total international 1,104 7 1,931 2,758 3,586 
Total of all markets 57,371 23 69,644 81,917 94,190 
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SITUATION ANALYSIS 

 
UC, located in Central Colorado 
is approximately four hours from 
DEN, the primary diverting 

airport. With a catchment area population 
of 15,640, the air service at GUC relies 
heavily upon visitors to the Gunnison 
area in the summer and winter seasons. 
The primary draw is the Crested Butte 
Mountain Resort (CBMR), which is a 
major ski destination located about 15 
miles from GUC.  
 
GUC currently captures 23 percent (57,371) of the estimated 245,457 passenger air service 
market. The primary diverting airport is DEN, which serves approximately 156,497 annual 
passengers from the GUC catchment area. The other diverting airports (GJT, MTJ, and COS) 
accounted for just 13 percent of the catchment area travel. Although DEN is a four-hour drive from 
GUC, the volume of air service at the hub and significantly lower fares entice passengers to make 
the drive. Average fares to the top 25 destinations were significantly cheaper from DEN than GUC, 
with 15 markets being at least $100 more expensive one-way from GUC.  
 
Air service at GUC is closely tied to the tourism industry, with approximately 81 percent of 
passengers at GUC originating from another airport. The current seasonal service to DFW, IAH, 
and ORD are supported by incentives from various groups within the Gunnison area, primarily the 
Rural Transit Authority (RTA) or CBMR. It is likely that without these incentives, the service would 
not be at the same level or may not continue in the future.  
 

  

G



PAGE 29 
 
 

 

P
A

S
S

E
N

G
ER

 D
EM

A
N

D
 A

N
A

LY
SI

S 
– 

G
U

N
N

IS
O

N
-C

R
ES

TE
D

 B
U

TT
E 

R
E

G
IO

N
A

L 
A

IR
PO

R
T 

  
Incentives in highly seasonal, tourist destinations such as ski resorts are very common. In these 
situations, it is usual for a resort or destination community to financially support new service based on a 
desire to add more visitors to the local area, increasing hotel occupancies or the number of skiers. Due 
to these incentives, pure economic projections for potential new service sometimes has little bearing on 
what is the next best opportunity or route. These incentives will affect everything from the routes flown, 
frequency of service, length of service (number of months), and type of aircraft flown.  

 
The elevation and mountainous terrain surrounding GUC also has an impact on the service that could 
potentially operate, since certain aircraft types are unable to operate in the market. The primary 
restrictions affecting GUC are on smaller, 50-seat regional jets. The only 50-seat regional jet that can 
operate without payload restrictions is the Embraer ERJ-145XR, which is operated on behalf of United 
Airlines. The rest of the 50-seat aircraft would likely have payload restrictions, which will force other 
airlines to operate larger aircraft to GUC.  

 

EXISTING HUB OPPORTUNITIES 

Current service on American and United is predominately supported through incentive programs, except 
for service to DEN. Due to that support, any additional service or increased capacity by larger aircraft 
would have to be evaluated based on those factors as well. As American and United begin increasing 
the number of larger regional jets (76-seat aircraft), the option could be to operate those aircraft to GUC 
in lieu of larger mainline aircraft on a higher frequency, thereby increasing the connecting opportunities 
beyond the hub, or additional flying during shoulder seasons or during the summer season.  
 
Service to DEN during the shoulder season is on ERJ-145XR aircraft, and as 50-seat regional jets are 
retired, the larger sized regional jets could impact the ability to operate without subsidies.  
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NEW HUB OPPORTUNITIES 

With nearly 188,086 diverting (leaking) passengers using airports other than GUC for their travel, there is a potential for 
additional service at GUC beyond the current service. The following summarizes new hub opportunities by airline: 

 American Airlines: American’s merger with US Airways in 2013 has opened up additional hub opportunities for 
American such as Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport. Los Angeles International Airport is one of the largest 
markets for ski destinations, and therefore is another option that has potential. 

 Delta Air Lines: While Delta left GUC in 2010, Delta is one of the largest airlines in the world, and has multiple hubs 
that could be potential markets for GUC. Salt Lake City International Airport was the most recent service to GUC, and 
is the closest hub to GUC for Delta at 310 miles. Service to Salt Lake City would add another airline for GUC; 
however, the airport does not add many connections not available today over DEN, and the load factors on the SLC 
service in the past from GUC were in the 30 percent range, well under what would be deemed a successful market. 
GUC also had past service to Atlanta, which could possibly return depending on support packages. 

 United Airlines: While United currently operates year-round service to DEN, and seasonally to IAH and ORD, 
service to San Francisco International Airport is a possibility. The relative market size is small today (5.8 PDEW), but 
could grow with sufficient time. 

 Low-Cost Carriers: It is unlikely that any low-cost carriers, such as Allegiant or Frontier Airlines, would enter the 
GUC market due to the catchment area population. Allegiant currently flies to GJT and MTJ, which impacts the ability 
for GUC to recruit them, as MTJ is just an hour drive away.  
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APPENDIX A. TOP 50 TRUE 
MARKETS 

TABLE A.1 TOP 50 TRUE MARKETS 

RANK DESTINATION 
REPORTED 

PAX 
RETENTION 

% 
TRUE 

MARKET PDEW 
ORIGIN AIRPORT OF DIVERTING PAX 
DEN GJT MTJ COS 

1 Houston, TX (IAH) 6,212 42 14,955 20.5 7,363 0 460 920 
2 Dallas, TX (DFW) 9,544 75 12,795 17.5 2,179 450 311 311 
3 Boston, MA 1,709 14 11,837 16.2 9,208 263 329 329 
4 Austin, TX 2,598 31 8,511 11.7 5,513 0 400 0 
5 New York, NY (LGA) 2,192 27 8,097 11.1 5,225 76 605 0 
6 Philadelphia, PA 656 10 6,810 9.3 5,437 298 239 179 
7 Chicago, IL (ORD) 2,421 42 5,741 7.9 2,697 277 277 69 
8 Los Angeles, CA 1,010 18 5,545 7.6 3,603 233 566 133 
9 Tulsa, OK 740 14 5,448 7.5 4,091 241 136 241 

10 San Antonio, TX 1,104 22 5,102 7.0 3,296 0 502 201 
11 Seattle, WA 444 9 5,087 7.0 3,876 606 121 40 
12 Atlanta, GA 1,408 29 4,834 6.6 2,972 45 363 45 
13 Tampa, FL 1,042 22 4,721 6.5 3,216 0 289 174 
14 Baltimore, MD 568 13 4,399 6.0 3,356 185 104 185 
15 New Orleans, LA 666 16 4,250 5.8 2,823 95 190 476 
16 San Francisco, CA 999 24 4,199 5.8 2,836 151 182 30 
17 Nashville, TN 451 11 4,151 5.7 3,025 113 451 113 
18 Pittsburgh, PA 486 12 4,081 5.6 3,028 81 0 486 
19 Fort Lauderdale, FL 845 21 4,040 5.5 2,489 275 155 275 
20 St. Louis, MO 565 15 3,751 5.1 3,017 170 0 0 
21 Phoenix, AZ (PHX) 256 8 3,347 4.6 1,559 1,441 30 61 
22 Newark, NJ 642 20 3,231 4.4 2,497 0 92 0 
23 San Diego, CA 270 9 3,173 4.3 1,884 657 263 99 
24 Minneapolis, MN 593 19 3,104 4.3 2,339 99 74 0 
25 Detroit, MI 398 13 3,008 4.1 2,553 0 0 57 
26 Raleigh/Durham, NC 469 17 2,832 3.9 1,972 153 86 153 
27 Oklahoma City, OK 869 31 2,819 3.9 1,848 0 51 51 
28 Fort Myers, FL 220 9 2,440 3.3 2,037 0 37 147 
29 Little Rock, AR 580 24 2,421 3.3 1,356 189 106 189 
30 Houston, TX (HOU) 189 8 2,351 3.2 2,005 62 35 62 
31 Orlando, FL (MCO) 517 24 2,197 3.0 1,411 21 83 165 
32 Birmingham, AL 437 20 2,185 3.0 1,382 143 80 143 
33 Hartford, CT 300 15 2,051 2.8 1,580 43 86 43 
34 Portland, OR 249 13 1,927 2.6 1,376 124 36 142 
35 Shreveport, LA 486 25 1,923 2.6 1,031 158 89 158 
36 Washington, DC (DCA) 314 18 1,725 2.4 1,410 0 0 0 
37 Indianapolis, IN 296 18 1,687 2.3 1,144 96 54 96 
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TABLE A.1 TOP 50 TRUE MARKETS 

RANK DESTINATION 
REPORTED 

PAX 
RETENTION 

% 
TRUE 

MARKET PDEW 
ORIGIN AIRPORT OF DIVERTING PAX 
DEN GJT MTJ COS 

38 Milwaukee, WI 119 7 1,651 2.3 1,360 0 86 86 
39 Kansas City, MO 465 28 1,637 2.2 1,055 0 116 0 
40 Cleveland, OH 387 24 1,632 2.2 922 126 71 126 
41 Albany, NY 260 16 1,602 2.2 1,126 85 48 85 
42 Denver, CO 1,425 91 1,567 2.1 0 0 142 0 
43 Washington, DC (IAD) 947 63 1,501 2.1 470 28 28 28 
44 Tucson, AZ 207 14 1,472 2.0 1,093 67 38 67 
45 Las Vegas, NV 124 9 1,395 1.9 419 831 7 14 
46 Jacksonville, FL 204 16 1,311 1.8 936 67 37 67 
47 Charlotte-Douglas, NC 323 25 1,289 1.8 916 50 0 0 
48 Toronto, Canada 132 10 1,281 1.8 1,006 57 28 57 
49 Baton Rouge, LA 323 25 1,276 1.7 684 105 59 105 
50 Columbus, OH 190 17 1,101 1.5 752 62 35 62 

Top 50 Destinations 47,853 25 189,491 259.6 119,369 8,222 7,576 6,470 
Total Domestic 56,267 25 228,911 313.6 142,936 11,109 9,647 8,953 

Total International 1,104 7 16,546 22.7 13,562 745 426 710 
Total All Markets 57,371 23 245,457 336.2 156,497 11,853 10,073 9,663 
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APPENDIX B. GLOSSARY 

 

Airline codes 
AA ......................................... American Airlines 
DL .............................................. Delta Air Lines 
F9 ............................................. Frontier Airlines 
UA .............................................. United Airlines 
US ................................................... US Airways 
WN ....................................... Southwest Airlines 

  
Airport catchment area (ACA) 
The geographic area surrounding an airport 
from which that airport can reasonably expect to 
draw passenger traffic. The airport catchment 
area is sometimes called the service area. 
 
Airport codes 
COS ............................... Colorado Springs, CO 
DCA .......................... Washington-National, DC 
DEN ............................................... Denver, CO 
DFW .................................. Dallas/Ft. Worth, TX 
GJT .................................... Grand Junction, CO 
GUC ........................................... Gunnison, CO 
HOU ................................... Houston-Hobby, TX 
IAD ............................... Washington-Dulles, DC 
IAH ....................... Houston-Intercontinental, TX 
LGA ........................... New York-LaGuardia, NY 
LHR ................................ London-Heathrow, UK 
MCO .......................... Orlando-International, FL 
MTJ ............................................. Montrose, CO 
ORD ....................................Chicago-O’Hare, IL 
PHX ............................. Phoenix-Sky Harbor, AZ 

ARC 
Acronym for Airline Reporting Corporation. 
 
Average airfare 
The average of the airfares reported by the 
airlines to the U.S. DOT. The average airfare 
does not include taxes or passenger facility 
charges and represents one-half of a 
roundtrip ticket. 
 
CAGR 
Abbreviation for compounded annual growth 
rate, or the average rate of growth per year over 
a given time period. 
 
Circuity 
Circuity is the relative ratio between the nonstop 
flight mileage and the mileage for 
the connection. 
 
Destination airport 
Any airport where the air traveler spends four 
hours or more. This is the Federal Aviation 
Administration definition. 
 
Diversion 
Passengers who do not use the local airport for 
air travel, but instead use a competing airport to 
originate the air portion of their trip. 
 

Enplanement 
A passenger boarding a commercial aircraft. 
 
FAA 
Acronym for the Federal Aviation 
Administration. 
 
Hub 
An airport used by an airline as a transfer point 
to get passengers to their intended destination. 
It is part of a hub and spoke model, where 
travelers moving between airports not served by 
direct flights change planes en route to their 
destination. Also an airport classification system 
used by the FAA (e.g., non-hub, small hub, 
medium hub, and large hub. 
 
Initiated (origin) passengers 
Origin and destination passengers who began 
their trip from within the catchment area. 
 
Load factor 
The percentage of airplane capacity that is used 
by passengers.  
 
Local market 
The number of air travelers who travel between 
two points via nonstop air service.  
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Narrow-body jet  
A jet aircraft with a single aisle designed for 
seating over 100 passengers. 
 
Nonstop flight 
Air travel between two points without stopping 
at an intermediate airport. 
 
Onboard passengers 
The number of passengers transported on one 
flight segment. 
 
Origin and destination (O&D) 
passengers 
Includes all originating and destination 
passengers. In the context of this report, it 
describes the passengers arriving and 
departing an airport. 
 
Originating airport 
The airport used by an air traveler for the first 
enplanement of a commercial air flight. 
 
Passenger Facility Charge 
Fee imposed by airports of $1 to $4.50 on 
enplaning passengers. The fees are used by 
airports to fund FAA approved airport 
improvement projects. 
 
Pax 
Abbreviation for passengers. 
 
PDEW 
Abbreviation for passengers daily each way. 

Point-to-point 
Nonstop service that does not stop at an 
airline’s hub and whose primary purpose is to 
carry local traffic rather than connecting traffic. 
 
Referred passengers 
Origin and destination passengers who began 
their trip from outside the catchment area.  
 
Regional jet 
A jet aircraft with a single aisle designed for 
seating fewer than 100 passengers.  
 
Retained passengers (retention) 
Passengers who use the local airport for air 
travel instead of using a competing airport to 
originate the air portion of their trip. 
 
True market 
Total number of air travelers, including those 
who are using a competing airport, in the 
geographic area served by GUC. The true 
market estimate includes the size of the total 
market and for specific destinations. 
 
Turboprop aircraft 
A type of engine that uses a jet engine to turn a 
propeller. Turboprops are often used on 
regional and business aircraft because of their 
relative efficiency at speeds slower than, and 
altitudes lower than, those of a typical jet. 
 
U.S. DOT 
Acronym for US Department of Transportation. 

Wide-body jet 
A jet aircraft with two aisles designed for 
seating greater than 175 passengers. 
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SECTION 1. INTRODUCTION 
 

he constantly changing air 
transportation needs of 
communities and the dynamics of 

the airline industry create an on-going 
challenge for smaller communities in the 
United States. Today, communities are 
faced with intense competition for air 
service as the industry continues to 
maintain capacity discipline. Following 
September 11, 2001, airlines, struggling to 
remain in business, reduced capacity 
nationwide and focused on the performance of the high density markets. Small and mid-sized 
communities experienced dramatic reductions in service; while, at the same time, airlines were 
phasing lower capacity aircraft out of their fleets. Now, these challenges have been further 
compounded by bankruptcies, industry consolidation, the fluctuating cost of fuel and uncertainty in 
the economy, making service retention and/or improvement in markets like Gunnison even 
more challenging.  
 
This Air Service Market Research report is an effort to understand and evaluate Gunnison/Crested 
Butte Regional Airport’s (GUC) air service market, to facilitate actions that counter the threat of air 
service reductions and improve the odds for service improvements. To that end, this Air Service 
Market Research report provides objective, comparative data compiled from industry sources on 
the GUC air service market. It is a performance report or “report card”, and its purpose is to provide 
market information used to guide air service retention and development efforts. This outlook can 
also be useful in assuring that long lead-time airport infrastructure needs are attuned to air service 
and market demand needs. Airlines take many factors into consideration when making capacity 
and route decisions, and it is the intent of this report to provide insight into several of those 
market considerations.    
  

T
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Understanding today’s issues within the industry can help a community identify potential risks and opportunities. One of the 
issues that has a significant impact on airline profitability is fuel prices. Exhibit 1.1 provides a chart on the fluctuating price of 
fuel from 1998 to 2014. Fuel typically accounts for approximately 25 percent of airline total expenses, 40 percent for regional 
airlines. Up until 2011, fuel uncertainty affected how airlines could plan. Since fuel has stabilized, airlines have been able to 
compensate and have record profits. Recent drops in fuel prices could result in billions of increased profits for airlines. 
 
EXHIBIT 1.1 FLUCTUATING PRICE OF FUEL 

 
Source: US Energy Information Administration WTI Spot Price January 2, 1998, through December 1, 2014 

 
The price of fuel ties directly to industry profitability. Calendar year 2009 was challenging for the airlines (reference airline 
earnings/losses Table 1.1, next page). The preceding year and the recession continued to plague airline profitability in 2009. 
With improving fuel prices, 2010 and 2011 proved profitable overall. Several airlines experienced significant losses in the first 
and fourth quarters of 2011 with the positive results in the second and third quarters leading to a profit in total for 2011. 
Calendar year 2012 was similar although marginally better. In 2013 and 2014, airline profitability was strong with profits in 
each quarter except the first quarter 2013. Even with recent profitability, airline service capabilities are highly dependent on 
longer lead time factors (e.g. airport infrastructure, fleet size and composition, crew training) and are slow to adjust quickly to 
shorter term market demand changes. 
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TABLE 1.1 AIRLINE EARNINGS/LOSS BY CARRIER 

AIRLINE 
2009 ($M) 2010 ($M) 2011 ($M) 2012 ($M) 2013 ($M) 2014 ($M) 

Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1 Q2 
Air Tran 29 78 10 17 (12) 12 36 2 (9) (20) 3 1 (10) - - - - - - - - - 
Alaska (12) 26 77 19 11 60 116 63 80 42 75 60 37 66 161 38 34 102 285 76 93 166 

Allegiant 40 33 17 14 32 22 14 17 23 14 11 16 29 34 22 20 44 35 24 26 50 49 
American (366) (390) (377) (343) (489) (7) 129 (102) (431) (284) (153) (1,097) (1,676) (264) (257) 271 (253) 228 290 (1,790) 401 265 

Continental (136) (213) (18) 85 (146) 233 354 (95) (57) 262 236 128 - - - - - - - - - - 
Delta (516) (264) (87) (48) (261) 460 389 98 (295) 236 562 475 146 (151) 1,170 (20) 7 689 1,372 8,482 218 807 

Frontier (164) 7 287 (10) (14) (1) 10 (14) (36) (24) 1 (13) (13) 9 18 (9) (17) 3 23 3 10 35 
Jet Blue 12 20 15 11 (1) 31 58 9 3 25 34 24 30 53 44 1 14 36 71 47 (1) 231 

Northwest (182) (47) (97) 30 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
Southwest (91) 91 (16) 116 11 112 205 131 5 188 (143) 151 109 228 16 78 59 224 259 212 152 465 

United (380) 31 (54) (224) (74) 281 403 (208) (160) 282 414 (255) (431) 370 (25) (574) (362) 484 377 154 (580) 769 
US Airways (95) 69 (68) (46) (23) 295 263 64 (83) 119 100 44 71 322 263 47 69 325 220 (130) 126 605 

Total (1,861) (559) (311) (380) (966) 1,498 1,976 (34) (959) 839 1,141 (466) (1,710) 666 1,413 (148) (405) 2,126 2,922 7,080 469 3,393
 2009 Total: (3,111) 2010 Total: 2,474 2011 Total: 555 2012 Total: 220 2013 Total: 11,722 2014 Total: 3,862

Source: Diio Mi Form 41 (Schedule P012:98990); Note: DL Q4 2013 includes an $8.0 billion non-cash gain associated with the reversal of the company’s tax valuation allowance 
 
With the rise in fuel costs and the slowing economy, almost all airlines cut back on capacity in 2008/2009 to increase load 
factors and generate higher revenue on remaining seats (reference Table 1.2).  
 

TABLE 1.2 US DOMESTIC AVAILABLE SEAT MILES/WEEK (MILLIONS) 

AIRLIINE 
2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 

Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1 Q2 
AirTran 409 457 467 439 430 468 468 436 432 487 474 424 404 413 380 329 310 324 293 234 175 146 
Alaska 422 461 494 443 433 486 524 481 487 516 539 495 506 554 582 543 551 600 624 569 585 633 

Allegiant 70 105 93 91 111 112 115 101 108 110 109 106 134 127 119 130 158 159 141 145 182 173 
American 1,961 1,979 1,953 1,900 1,965 1,972 1,981 1,930 2,013 2,024 2,022 1,897 1,966 1,976 1,944 1,885 1,903 1,950 1,957 1,919 1,958 1,950

Continental 1,098 1,166 1,181 1,133 1,104 1,155 1,165 1,130 1,098 1,159 1,179 1,131 734 - - - - - - - - - 
Delta 1,664 1,709 1,741 1,623 2,305 2,730 2,854 2,647 2,649 2,722 2,789 2,533 2,511 2,670 2,753 2,524 2,482 2,720 2,817 2,577 2,584 2,799

Frontier 194 208 214 201 199 217 231 265 264 287 299 260 241 244 245 220 175 191 201 187 167 202 
JetBlue 545 560 557 533 576 570 583 579 578 621 645 609 620 648 680 648 653 694 706 677 686 711 

Northwest 929 989 1,014 889 305 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
Southwest 1,875 1,972 1,887 1,800 1,797 1,964 1,948 1,899 1,934 2,090 2,052 1,941 1,955 2,115 2,105 2,028 2,025 2,264 2,208 2,152 2,204 2,430

United 1,531 1,599 1,644 1,516 1,548 1,608 1,645 1,540 1,482 1,535 1,573 1,390 1,751 2,699 2,752 2,517 2,432 2,673 2,723 2,566 2,494 2,644
US Airways 1,259 1,313 1,298 1,258 1,250 1,299 1,318 1,281 1,274 1,347 1,310 1,251 1,288 1,343 1,315 1,288 1,310 1,385 1,365 1,335 1,381 1,423

Other 520 540 558 537 546 567 592 531 545 586 593 583 624 670 721 694 670 743 771 752 747 789 
Total 12,478 13,060 13,102 12,363 12,568 13,149 13,424 12,819 12,864 13,485 13,583 12,619 12,733 13,458 13,597 12,808 12,669 13,704 13,804 13,112 13,163 13,901 

QOQ Chg     1% 1% 2% 4% 2% 3% 1% (2%) (1%) (0%) 0% 1% (1%) 2% 2% 2% 4% 1% 
Source: Diio Mi Schedule January 2009 through June 2014 

 
Some airlines cut capacity by as much as 10 to 15 percent year-over-year; however, since 2009, airlines have begun to add 
capacity back into markets. In 2011, airlines began adding back some of the capacity with year-over-year increases compared 
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to the same quarter in 2010; however, several carriers cut capacity 
again in the first quarter 2012. By the second quarter 2012, capacity 
exceeded 2009 levels. The increase is related to the low-fare carriers 
including Allegiant and JetBlue Airways as well as Alaska Airlines 
and carriers in the “Other” category. Capacity in each of the first two 
quarters of 2014 were higher than 2013 and the second, third and 
fourth quarters in 2013 were higher than 2012. 
 
The industry has also gone through a large scale change in onboard 
service amenities. Many carriers “unbundled” services that used to be 
free. Checked baggage fees, paying for food and drink onboard, fuel 
surcharges, and other fees are designed to keep the airline’s fare 
competitive with the low-cost carriers yet, at the same time, bring in a new stream of ancillary revenue to help offset cost 
increases and lagging ticket revenues. Airlines are also continuing efforts to lower costs. Fuel management programs and 
other process efficiencies including keeping airport costs in check help lower costs.  
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SECTION 2. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
INFORMATION SOURCES 

This report uses Diio Mi onboard, origin and 
destination, and schedule data. The most 
recent origin and destination data available is 
quarter ended June 30, 2014. A glossary of 
terms is provided in Appendix A.  
 

MARKET/AIRPORT OVERVIEW 

For year ended June 30, 2014, service was 
provided by United Airlines and American 
Airlines. GUC had year round service to Denver 
by United, seasonal service to Chicago O’Hare 
and Houston Intercontinental by United and 
seasonal service to Dallas/Ft. Worth by 
American. The highest number of annual 
departures at GUC was in 2007 while the 
highest number of seats were provided in 2009.  
 
GUC’s load factor has steadily improved over 
the last five years; however, the improvement 
was at the cost of seat capacity. United’s 
Denver load factor has generally improved 
quarter-over-quarter with United’s seasonal 
Chicago O’Hare load factors strong in the first 
quarter 2014 and the seasonal Houston 
Intercontinental service not performing as well 
as Chicago. American’s load factor improved 
with the reduction in seat capacity. 

TOP MARKETS 

From year ended June 30, 2005, to year ended 
June 30, 2014, GUC’s passengers decreased 
26 percent or 29 passengers daily each way 
(PDEW), and airline passenger revenue 
increased 13 percent. Fares increased by 53 
percent since 2005. Recently, passengers 
decreased from year ended June 30, 2013, to 
year ended June 30, 2014, by 4 percent while 
revenue increased 8 percent. 
 
For year ended June 30, 2014, GUC’s 
passengers at 82 PDEW generated $21,015 in 
airline passenger revenue daily. With 69 
percent of GUC seats, United had a 64 percent 
share of passengers and 68 percent share of 
revenue. American followed with a 35 percent 
passenger and 31 percent revenue share. 
 
While United’s passengers increased 14 
percent, American’s passengers decreased 24 
percent. Revenue increased for United by 27 
percent on an 11 percent increase in fares but 
revenue decreased for American on a 9 percent 
increase in fares. 
 
International passengers decreased 24 percent 
year-over-year. Canada was the top 
international region followed by Europe. 
 

AIRPORT COMPARISON 

GUC ranked 301st in total passengers among 
U.S. passenger airports for the year ended 
June 30, 2014. GUC’s percent of international 
passengers was 8 percentage points below the 
national average of 10 percent. GUC’s 
passengers decreased 4 percent since year 
ended June 30, 2013, while nationally 
passengers increased 2 percent. 
 
GUC ranked 287th in revenue, higher than total 
passengers. GUC’s average fare was higher 
than the national average by 18 percent, 
ranking 75th of the top 350 passenger airports. 
 
Regionally, GUC ranked 38th of 73 airports in 
the Northwest Region in terms of passengers. 
GUC’s average airfare was 27 percent greater 
than the Northwest Region average. While GUC 
had a 12 percent decrease in seats and 1 
percent increase in departures, the Northwest 
Region had a 1 percent increase in seats and 2 
percent loss in departures. 
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AIRLINE COMPARISON 
 
United Airlines: GUC had the 203rd highest 
seats and 210th highest departures in United’s 
237 airport domestic system. GUC’s load factor 
was 14 percentage points below the system 
average. GUC’s passengers increased 14 
percent while revenue improved 27 percent on 
11 percent fare growth while United’s system 
average had a decline of 1 percent in 
passengers and an increase in revenue and 
fare of 3 percent. GUC’s Denver revenue per 
available seat mile (RASM) was above average 
while GUC’s Houston Intercontinental RASM 
was below average. Insufficient data was 
available for Chicago O’Hare comparisons.  
 
American Airlines: GUC had the 219th highest 
seats and 222nd highest departures in 
American’s 224 airport domestic system. GUC’s 
load factor was 8 percentage points below the 
system average. GUC passengers decreased 
24 percent but revenue decreased 17 percent 
on a 11 percent fare increase. System-wide, 
American’s passengers increased 2 percent 
while revenue increased 6 percent on a 4 

percent fare growth. GUC’s RASM performance 
was at the Dallas/Ft. Worth average. 
 

MARKET OPPORTUNITIES 

American Airlines: With existing Dallas/Ft. 
Worth service, Los Angeles and Phoenix are 
the top market opportunities for American at 
GUC; however, Phoenix has historically been a 
small ski market. Chicago O’Hare service faces 
several hurdles with low historical load factors 
and existing seasonal United Chicago O’Hare 
service; however, if United is not interested in 
expanding Chicago O’Hare service, American 
could be approached to provide the service with 
financial support. Other nonstop American 
markets are unlikely at GUC. 
 
United Airlines: With existing Denver, Houston 
and Chicago O’Hare service, the top new 
market opportunity for United at GUC is 
nonstop San Francisco service. United has 
indicated that they will be growing their San 
Francisco hub and is scheduled to provide 
service in several other ski markets in 2015. 
Other United hub markets such as Newark and 
Washington Dulles are unlikely. 
 

Potential Airlines: GUC’s top new airline 
opportunities are Alaska Airlines Los Angeles 
service and the return of Delta to Salt Lake City 
or Atlanta. The primary hurdle will be 
overcoming the historically low load factors 
when Delta previously served the market. Other 
airlines such as Frontier Airlines, JetBlue 
Airways, Southwest Airlines and Spirit Airlines 
are unlikely to serve the GUC market in the 
near term. 
 

MARKET CONSIDERATIONS 

A significant number of local and visiting 
travelers are using alternate airports to access 
air service, primarily Denver. GUC retains only 
23 percent of the market. This high diversion 
provides an opportunity for an airline to expand 
or start service at GUC; however, new service 
additions, particularly in resort markets, rely on 
airline incentives in the form of revenue 
guarantees or subsidies. New GUC service will 
likely need airline incentives to initiate service in 
the future. Changes in the regional jet fleets 
which are limiting aircraft availability, and pilot 
shortages will also impact GUC’s ability to add 
new air service.  
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SECTION 3. SERVICE OVERVIEW 
 

he first step in evaluating the GUC air service market is understanding past and present 
airline service. This section provides an overview of: historical, current, and future 
scheduled airline service; and historical seats, passengers, load factor, and departures.  
 

SCHEDULED AIRLINE SERVICE 

Table 3.1 provides GUC’s departures by month for the year ended June 30, 2014. Service was 
provided by United Airlines year round and seasonally and American Airlines seasonally during the 
12-month period. GUC had service to four hubs including Denver year round and Chicago O’Hare, 
Dallas/Ft. Worth, and Houston Intercontinental seasonally. For six months of the year, GUC had 
seven to eight weekly roundtrips, primarily to Denver, increasing to 13 to 14 weekly roundtrips in 
July and August. For the winter season, service increases to 16 to 22 weekly roundtrips with 
service to four hubs.  
 

TABLE 3.1 GUC AIRLINE SERVICE - DEPARTURES/SEATS 

DESTINATION AIRLINE 
CY 2013 CY 2014 

JUL AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN 
Chicago, IL (ORD) United 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 2 5 0 0 0 
Dallas, TX (DFW) American 0 0 0 0 0 13 31 28 31 0 0 0 

Denver, CO United 61 58 33 31 30 44 37 39 58 31 31 30 
Houston, TX (IAH) United 0 0 0 0 0 13 6 2 5 0 0 3 

Total flights per month 61 58 33 31 30 72 75 71 99 31 31 33 
Total seats per month 3,050 2,900 1,650 1,550 1,500 5,972 7,196 6,670 8,298 1,550 1,550 1,710 

  
The primary changes during the 12-month period was due to seasonality of service. Seat capacity 
also fluctuated due to changes in aircraft during seasonal peaks. For example, during the winter 
peak season, United upgrades Denver service from 50-seat Embraer Regional Jet aircraft (ERJ) to 
66-seat Canadair Regional Jet (CRJ)-700 aircraft. 
 

  

T
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Table 3.2 shows annual scheduled airline service for 2005 through 2014. The highest service levels at GUC based on 
departures was in 2007 led by increased Denver service; however, the highest number of seats were provided in 2009 with 
seasonal service to Atlanta, Chicago O’Hare, Dallas/Ft. Worth, and Salt Lake City. Since 2009, departures and seats have 
dropped significantly with United reducing frequency to Denver by 50 percent over the five-year period. 
 
TABLE 3.2 GUC HISTORICAL SCHEDULED AIRLINE SERVICE 

DESTINATION AIRLINE 
ANNUAL FLIGHTS 

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 
Atlanta, GA Delta 14 0 0 2 15 13 0 0 0 0 

Chicago, IL (ORD) American 0 0 0 2 14 0 0 0 0 0 
United 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 12 

Dallas, TX (DFW) American 17 119 128 111 112 127 208 107 100 110 
United 57 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Denver, CO United 1,062 1,126 1,145 831 966 674 580 483 490 482 
Houston, TX (IAH) United 100 0 0 0 0 16 86 28 22 42 
Salt Lake City, UT Delta 0 0 0 14 93 51 0 0 0 0 

Annual flights 1,250 1,245 1,273 960 1,200 881 874 618 614 646 
Annual seats 64,068 73,722 70,918 62,864 76,105 65,645 63,995 49,915 47,864 45,736 

Note: Scheduled departures/seats 
 

LOAD FACTOR, AVAILABLE SEATS, AND PASSENGERS  

Exhibit 3.1 shows GUC’s available seats, onboard passengers, and load factors on a year ended basis.  
 
EXHIBIT 3.1 LOAD FACTOR, AVAILABLE SEATS, AND ONBOARD PASSENGERS 
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GUC’s load factor has steadily improved over the last five years; however, the improvement was at the cost of seat capacity. 
In 2014, GUC has experienced its highest average load factors but lowest level of seats. Onboard passengers have also 
declined but not at the same pace as seats. 
 
Table 3.3 provides a review of departures, load factor, and seats by market for each nonstop destination and carrier for the 
last 12 calendar quarters. On average, load factors ranged from 56 percent in the fourth quarter of 2012 to as high as 78 
percent in the third quarter of 2012. Total seats and seats per departure fluctuate significantly seasonally.  
  

TABLE 3.3 DEPARTURES, LOAD FACTOR, AND SEATS BY MARKET  

DESTINATION AIRLINE DATA ITEM 
2011 2012 2013 2014 

3 4 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 1 2 

Chicago, IL  
(ORD) United 

Departures 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 
Load Factor  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 90 0 

Seats 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 297 0 
Seats/dept 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 66 0 

Dallas, TX  
(DFW) American 

Departures 0 17 85 0 0 18 83 0 0 13 86 0 
Load Factor  0 65 60 0 0 55 64 0 0 72 76 0 

Seats 0 3,202 16,010 0 0 3,292 15,183 0 0 1,664 10,944 0 
Seats/dept 0 188 188 0 0 183 183 0 0 128 128 0 

Denver, CO United 

Departures 164 105 134 86 150 102 122 89 152 100 122 88 
Load Factor  67 54 64 62 78 60 66 58 76 62 72 62 

Seats 10,824 6,561 8,811 4,300 7,500 5,276 8,139 4,623 7,575 5,383 7,532 4,375 
Seats/dept 66 63 66 50 50 52 67 52 50 54 62 50 

Houston, TX  
(IAH) United 

Departures 0 14 14 0 0 9 5 0 0 11 9 3 
Load Factor  0 70 52 0 0 56 72 0 0 71 66 77 

Seats 0 1,736 1,736 0 0 1,080 600 0 0 1,260 1,036 198 
Seats/dept 0 124 124 0 0 120 120 0 0 120 122 66 

Total 

Departures 164 136 233 86 150 129 210 89 152 123 221 91 
Load Factor  67 64 60 62 78 56 65 58 76 69 75 65 

Seats 10,824 11,499 26,557 4,300 7,500 9,648 23,922 4,623 7,575 8,307 19,809 4,573 
Seats/dept 66 85 114 50 50 75 114 52 50 68 90 51 

 
On a market-by-market basis:  

 United’s Denver load factors have improved quarter-over-quarter in 2014. United’s Chicago O’Hare load factors were 
strong in the first quarter 2014 at 90 percent, albeit only five departures were provided. The seasonal Houston 
Intercontinental service did not perform as well as Chicago; however, performance was in line if not somewhat 
improved compared to prior years. 

 While American provided slightly less departures and fewer seats with the use of lower capacity aircraft in 2014 than 
in prior years, load factors improved. 

Seasonal 
Fluctuations 
Total seats and seats 
per departure fluctuate 
significantly 
seasonally. 
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SUMMARY OF MAIN POINTS 

 For year ended June 30, 2014, service was provided by United and American. GUC had year round service to 
Denver by United, seasonal service to Chicago O’Hare and Houston Intercontinental by United and seasonal service 
to Dallas/Ft. Worth by American. 

 The highest service levels at GUC based on departures was in 2007, while the highest number of seats were 
provided in 2009. Since 2009, departures and seats have dropped significantly with United reducing frequency to 
Denver by 50 percent over the five-year period. 

 GUC’s load factor has steadily improved over the last five years; however, the improvement was at the cost of seat 
capacity. United’s Denver load factor has generally improved quarter-over-quarter with United’s seasonal Chicago 
O’Hare load factors strong in the first quarter 2014 and the seasonal Houston Intercontinental service not performing 
as well as Chicago. American’s load factor improved with the reduction in seat capacity.  
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SECTION 4. TOP ORIGIN AND 
DESTINATION MARKETS 

 
his section provides information on GUC’s top origin and destination markets. Passengers, 
fares and revenue are detailed by market. These comparisons are also shown for the major 
carriers serving GUC. 

 

PASSENGER, REVENUE AND FARE TRENDS 

Exhibit 4.1 shows the trend from 2005 through 2014 for the year ended June 30 for GUC’s origin 
and destination passengers and revenue. Over the 10-year period GUC’s average passengers 
decreased 26 percent or 29.1 PDEW; airline passenger revenue, however, increased 13 percent. 
Passengers and revenue peaked in 2006 with 125.6 PDEW and $23,173 daily revenue each way. 
Recently passengers decreased from 2013 to 2014 by 4 percent while revenue increased 
8 percent. 
 
EXHIBIT 4.1 GUC PASSENGER AND REVENUE TREND 
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Exhibit 4.2 shows the changes in GUC fares over time. Average 
fares increased significantly from 2009 to 2014 with an increase of 
52 percent. Fares reached a 10-year high in 2014 at an average 
of $255. Prior to 2012, fares averaged less than $200 one-way. The 
largest single year increase was from 2013 to 2014 at an increase of 
13 percent. 
 
Exhibit 4.3 summarizes these changes over time. From 2005 to 
2007, GUC passengers increased 7 percent while fares increased 6 
percent leading to a revenue increase of 13 percent. From 2007 to 
2011 passengers decreased 16 percent while fares increased 13 
percent and revenue decreased 5 percent. From 2011 to 2014, there 
was a decrease in passengers of 18 percent while fares increased 
28 percent, and revenue increased 5 percent.  
 
GUC passengers over the last decade, from 2005 to 2014, 
decreased significantly at 26 percent while fares increased 53 
percent leading to a revenue improvement of 13 percent. 
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TOP 25 ORIGIN AND DESTINATION MARKETS 

Table 4.1 shows GUC’s top 25 origin and destination markets for the year ended June 30, 2014. Based on U.S. Department of 
Transportation (DOT) airline reported data, GUC served an average of 82 origin and destination PDEW generating $21,015 in 
daily origin and destination airline revenue. The net change from 2013 to 2014 was a 4 percent decrease in GUC passenger 
traffic on a 12 percent decrease in seats. With a 13 percent average fare increase year-over-year, total GUC passenger 
revenue increased 8 percent. The top five airport destinations included Dallas/Ft. Worth, Houston Intercontinental, Austin, 
Chicago O’Hare and New York LaGuardia.  
 
Overall only 19 percent of passengers on 
GUC flights originated from the Gunnison 
region, but there are significant variances 
by market. Markets with greater than 30 
percent origination from GUC included 
Denver and Los Angeles while markets 
with less than 10 percent origination from 
GUC included Baltimore and Shreveport. 
This type of information can be useful in 
strategic marketing efforts. 

 

  

TABLE 4.1 GUC TOP 25 ORIGIN AND DESTINATION PASSENGER MARKETS 

RANK AIRPORT 

YE 2Q 2014 - DAILY EACH WAY % CHANGE VS 2013 

PAX
% ORIGIN 

GUC 
REV  
($) 

FARE 
($) PAX REV FARE SEATS

1 Dallas, TX (DFW) 13.7 11 2,852 208 (10) 11 22  (32) 
2 Houston, TX (IAH) 8.9 13 2,179 245 22 41 16  48  
3 Austin, TX 3.7 12 892 239 3  16 13  - 
4 Chicago, IL (ORD) 3.5 21 798 230 48 56 5  - 
5 New York, NY (LGA) 3.1 24 919 292 19 39 17  - 
6 Boston, MA 2.5 18 630 257 11 10 (1) - 
7 Denver, CO 2.0 41 238 117 (58) (63) (12) (3) 
8 Atlanta, GA 2.0 18 478 236 (43) (27) 27  - 
9 San Antonio, TX 1.6 10 394 249 (11) (5) 7  - 

10 Tampa, FL 1.5 13 483 322 4  34 29  - 
11 Los Angeles, CA 1.4 31 332 230 (10) (9) 2  - 
12 San Francisco, CA 1.4 26 363 253 (11) (3) 10  - 
13 Washington, DC (IAD) 1.4 31 385 284 4  36 30  - 
14 Oklahoma City, OK 1.2 19 321 258 (9) 4  14  - 
15 Fort Lauderdale, FL 1.2 12 304 249 39 61 16  - 
16 Tulsa, OK 1.1 22 286 269 (33) (20) 19  - 
17 New Orleans, LA 1.0 14 307 321 (6) 22 29  - 
18 Philadelphia, PA 0.9 24 285 303 (7) 6  13  - 
19 Newark, NJ 0.9 25 319 346 (36) (22) 22  - 
20 Minneapolis, MN 0.8 25 201 237 (14) 2  18  - 
21 Little Rock, AR 0.8 16 198 237 16 14 (2) - 
22 Baltimore, MD 0.8 3 226 278 (13) 12 28  - 
23 St. Louis, MO 0.8 23 224 277 (11) 18 33  - 
24 Orlando, FL (MCO) 0.7 21 182 245 (25) (34) (12) - 
25 Shreveport, LA 0.7 2 155 221 102 60 (21) - 

All GUC markets 82.3 19 21,015 255 (4) 8  13  (12) 
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ORIGINATING VERSUS DESTINATION PASSENGERS 

To further show the breakout between originating (i.e. local) passengers versus destination (i.e. visiting) passengers, Exhibit 
4.4 provides PDEW by quarter since 2012 with a breakout of originating and destination passengers. The chart shows that a 
much higher percentage of passengers are visiting GUC versus originating from the area. This indicates that improvements to 
air service should focus on the visiting traveler versus local travel needs as is common in resort markets. 
 
The chart also shows how seasonal the GUC market is. PDEW increase significantly in the first quarter of each year for the 
winter ski season and drop to the lowest levels in the second quarter of each year. The third and fourth quarters increase 
somewhat but are still far below the levels in the first quarter. Much of this increase reflects not only visitor demand but 
available levels of commercial air service with airlines adding seat capacity in the first quarter. 
 
EXHIBIT 4.4 GUC PDEW BY POINT OF SALE 
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TOP 25 ORIGIN AND DESTINATION MARKETS BY AIRLINE 

Table 4.2 shows the breakdown of passengers and revenue for the top 25 GUC markets by airline for the year ended June 30, 
2014. With 69 percent of GUC seats, United Airlines had a 64 percent share of passengers and 68 percent share of revenue. 
American Airlines followed with a 35 percent passenger share and 31 percent revenue share on a 31 percent seat share. 
United had the highest average fare serving the market, at an average of $271, $46 higher than American’s average. 

 
TABLE 4.2 GUC TOP 25 ORIGIN AND DESTINATION MARKETS BY AIRLINE (PDEW YE 2Q 2014) 

RANK AIRPORT 
PASSENGERS REVENUE ($000S) FARE ($) 

UA AA OTHER UA AA OTHER UA AA 
1 Dallas, TX (DFW) 3.1 10.6 0.0 851 2,001 0 275 188 
2 Houston, TX (IAH) 8.4 0.5 0.0 2,063 116 0 246 225 
3 Austin, TX 2.5 1.2 0.0 619 273 0 248 222 
4 Chicago, IL (ORD) 3.0 0.4 0.0 724 75 0 238 172 
5 New York, NY (LGA) 2.6 0.6 0.0 843 75 0 326 135 
6 Boston, MA 1.7 0.8 0.0 452 179 0 271 226 
7 Denver, CO 2.0 0.1 0.0 228 10 0 115 199 
8 Atlanta, GA 0.9 1.1 0.0 217 245 16 244 221 
9 San Antonio, TX 1.0 0.6 0.0 272 123 0 266 219 

10 Tampa, FL 0.6 0.9 0.0 196 287 0 322 322 
11 Los Angeles, CA 1.3 0.1 0.0 318 15 0 236 149 
12 San Francisco, CA 1.4 0.0 0.0 360 3 0 254 198 
13 Washington, DC (IAD) 1.3 0.1 0.0 371 14 0 285 255 
14 Oklahoma City, OK 0.9 0.3 0.0 253 68 0 279 202 
15 Fort Lauderdale, FL 0.7 0.5 0.0 203 101 0 289 195 
16 Tulsa, OK 0.8 0.3 0.0 212 74 0 281 241 
17 New Orleans, LA 0.7 0.3 0.0 221 86 0 339 283 
18 Philadelphia, PA 0.6 0.4 0.0 170 115 0 291 322 
19 Newark, NJ 0.9 0.1 0.0 308 11 0 361 163 
20 Minneapolis, MN 0.7 0.2 0.0 163 38 0 242 217 
21 Little Rock, AR 0.4 0.5 0.0 107 91 0 278 201 
22 Baltimore, MD 0.6 0.3 0.0 149 78 0 268 298 
23 St. Louis, MO 0.6 0.2 0.0 183 41 0 287 240 
24 Orlando, FL (MCO) 0.3 0.4 0.0 78 104 0 245 244 
25 Shreveport, LA 0.3 0.4 0.0 74 81 0 216 226 

All markets 53.0 29.0 0.3 14,346 6,502 167 271 225 
Market share 64 35 0 68 31 1     
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Table 4.3 shows the top 25 markets for United to/from GUC. Only the top market, Houston Intercontinental, averaged more 
than five PDEW. Overall GUC’s United traffic was up a significant 14 percent with revenue increasing 27 percent on an 11 
percent increase in fares. United’s increases are due to seasonal Chicago O’Hare service in 2014 as well as additional 
seasonal service to Houston with an increase of 32 percent in scheduled departures and 25 percent in scheduled seats. On a 
market-by-market basis, six markets had passenger increases of 50 percent or greater with the largest percentage increases 
in the Chicago O’Hare (85 percent), San Antonio (92 percent), Fort Lauderdale (178 percent), and Seattle (76 percent) 
markets. None of the markets had passenger decreases of the same magnitude; however, the Denver market decreased 43 
percent, Atlanta decreased 29 percent and Tampa decreased 28 percent.  

  
TABLE 4.3 UNITED AIRLINES' GUC TOP 25 ORIGIN AND DESTINATION  
PASSENGER MARKETS 

RANK AIRPORT 

YE 2Q 2014 –  
DAILY EACH WAY 

% CHANGE  
VS 2013 

PAX REV ($) FARE ($) PAX REV FARE 
1 Houston, TX (IAH) 8.4  2,063  246  37  58  16  
2 Dallas, TX (DFW) 3.1  851  275  10  52  39  
3 Chicago, IL (ORD) 3.0  724  238  85  93  5  
4 New York, NY (LGA) 2.6  843  326  61  95  22  
5 Austin, TX 2.5  619  248  67  81  8  
6 Denver, CO 2.0  228  115  (43) (56) (22) 
7 Boston, MA 1.7  452  271  2  12  10  
8 San Francisco, CA 1.4  360  254  (9) 1  11  
9 Los Angeles, CA 1.3  318  236  (11) (7) 4  

10 Washington, DC (IAD) 1.3  371  285  26  73  38  
11 San Antonio, TX 1.0  272  266  92  94  1  
12 Oklahoma City, OK 0.9  253  279  18  43  21  
13 Atlanta, GA 0.9  217  244  (29) (12) 24  
14 Newark, NJ 0.9  308  361  (25) (10) 20  
15 Tulsa, OK 0.8  212  281  (18) (9) 12  
16 Fort Lauderdale, FL 0.7  203  289  178  254  27  
17 Minneapolis, MN 0.7  163  242  (17) (2) 19  
18 New Orleans, LA 0.7  221  339  41  118  55  
19 St. Louis, MO 0.6  183  287  15  52  33  
20 Tampa, FL 0.6  196  322  (28) (13) 20  
21 Kansas City, MO 0.6  143  238  (4) 23  28  
22 Philadelphia, PA 0.6  170  291  14  14  (1) 
23 Pittsburgh, PA 0.6  161  285  35  90  40  
24 Baltimore, MD 0.6  149  268  (2) 22  25  
25 Seattle, WA 0.5  175  330  76  139  36  

Total UA markets 53.0 14,346 271 14  27  11  
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Table 4.4 shows the top 25 markets for American Airlines to/from GUC. Unlike United with improvements in passengers and 
revenue, American experienced significant declines year-over-year. American’s passengers decreased 24 percent while 
revenue decreased 17 percent on a 9 percent increase in fares. The decrease was largely attributed to a decrease of 31 
percent in scheduled seats for the year ended June 30, 2014, compared to the year ended June 30, 2013.  
 
American’s top five markets were Dallas/Ft. Worth, Austin, Atlanta, Tampa and Boston, with Dallas/Ft. Worth having more than 
10 PDEW. Seven of the top 25 markets experienced passenger increases with the Little Rock market increasing by 84 
percent. Five markets had passenger decreases by more than 50 percent including Atlanta, San Antonio, Houston 
Intercontinental, Nashville and Tulsa.  

 
TABLE 4.4 AMERICAN AIRLINES' GUC TOP 25 ORIGIN AND DESTINATION PASSENGER MARKETS 

RANK AIRPORT 

YE 2Q 2014 –  
DAILY EACH WAY 

% CHANGE  
VS 2013 

PAX REV ($) FARE ($) PAX REV FARE 
1  Dallas, TX (DFW) 10.6  2,001  188  (14) (1) 15  
2  Austin, TX 1.2  273  222  (41) (34) 13  
3  Atlanta, GA 1.1  245  221  (51) (39) 23  
4  Tampa, FL 0.9  287  322  49  115  44  
5  Boston, MA 0.8  179  226  38  8  (22) 
6  San Antonio, TX 0.6  123  219  (55) (56) (1) 
7  New York, NY (LGA) 0.6  75  135  (46) (67) (39) 
8  Houston, TX (IAH) 0.5  116  225  (56) (52) 9  
9  Fort Lauderdale, FL 0.5  101  195  (17) (24) (8) 
10  Little Rock, AR 0.5  91  201  84  78  (3) 
11  Chicago, IL (ORD) 0.4  75  172  (38) (46) (12) 
12  Orlando, FL (MCO) 0.4  104  244  (20) (30) (12) 
13  Birmingham, AL 0.4  116  284  12  24  11  
14  Charlotte-Douglas, NC 0.4  119  294  (22) (10) 15  
15  West Palm Beach, FL 0.4  105  275  3  8  4  
16  Raleigh/Durham, NC 0.4  96  252  (45) (30) 26  
17  Shreveport, LA 0.4  81  226  33  17  (12) 
18  Philadelphia, PA 0.4  115  322  (29) (5) 34  
19  Nashville, TN 0.3  93  271  (53) (31) 45  
20  Oklahoma City, OK 0.3  68  202  (44) (48) (8) 
21  Tulsa, OK 0.3  74  241  (53) (41) 27  
22  New Orleans, LA 0.3  86  283  (45) (43) 4  
23  Baton Rouge, LA 0.3  75  253  10  32  20  
24  Houston, TX (HOU) 0.3  76  278  (43) (23) 34  
25  Washington, DC (DCA) 0.3  68  257  (25) 23  64  

Total AA markets 29.0  6,502  225  (24) (17) 9  

Declining 
Passengers and 
Revenue 
American experienced 
significant declines 
year-over-year, with a 
passenger decrease of 
24 percent and 
revenue decrease of 
17 percent.  
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TOP RESORT AIRPORT MARKETS 

To determine market strength, it can be helpful to review GUC against other resort markets. Table 4.5 provides an overview of 
the top 25 markets to/from resort airports. The percentage share GUC was of the total is provided to demonstrate which 
markets GUC has the greatest strength in comparison to the other resort airports. Of note are the Texas markets of Dallas/Ft. 
Worth, Houston Intercontinental and Austin. In each of these markets, GUC had a higher than average share of the total. 
While not shown, other Texas markets such as San Antonio also had a higher than average share. These higher than average 
shares are indicative of the nonstop service at GUC. It is likely that GUC’s share in non-Texas markets would increase with 
additional nonstop service. 
 
TABLE 4.5 TOP WINTER SKI AIRPORTS ORIGIN AND DESTINATION MARKETS (1Q 2014 ONLY) 

RANK AIRPORT 
RESORT AIRPORT - PDEW 

TOTAL 
GUC % 
SHARE EGE ASE JAC HDN MTJ SUN GUC MMH 

1  Los Angeles, CA 54.9  111.5 45.9  16.1  41.6  39.7  1.6  57.6  368.9  0.4  
2  Chicago, IL (ORD) 80.0  67.9  43.5  46.6  24.0  4.4  7.0  1.7  275.1  2.5  
3  Dallas, TX (DFW) 88.3  20.0  32.9  45.9  24.4  3.1  35.2  1.5  251.3  14.0  
4  Houston, TX (IAH) 57.4  42.6  17.5  56.6  34.2  1.7  15.8  0.8  226.7  7.0  
5  New York, NY (LGA) 29.2  73.7  42.6  22.6  22.1  0.5  6.0  0.1  196.7  3.0  
6  Newark, NJ 79.1  29.1  37.2  21.6  23.1  2.4  2.0  1.8  196.3  1.0  
7  Atlanta, GA 51.2  20.6  29.2  35.9  15.1  3.0  5.1  0.5  160.5  3.2  
8  San Francisco, CA 13.3  50.4  34.8  9.1  9.4  21.0  2.2  18.1  158.4  1.4  
9  Miami, FL 115.6  17.3  6.5  8.3  5.3  1.0  0.8  0.4  155.1  0.5  

10  New York, NY (JFK) 99.3  1.2  14.2  0.5  0.2  9.6  0.1  1.6  126.6  0.0  
11  Boston, MA 20.8  18.3  35.6  14.9  12.6  2.8  5.2  1.2  111.5  4.7  
12  Denver, CO 3.1  16.2  31.9  4.1  14.5  2.8  2.6  1.0  76.3  3.4  
13  Seattle, WA 1.5  7.1  13.1  11.3  4.0  42.7  0.8  3.0  83.5  1.0  
14  Minneapolis, MN 11.0  14.3  14.7  21.7  3.6  2.4  1.1  0.3  69.1  1.6  
15  Philadelphia, PA 10.3  14.9  19.9  11.5  6.5  2.5  1.8  0.3  67.7  2.7  
16  Fort Lauderdale, FL 15.3  19.4  6.6  12.5  6.0  0.7  3.4  0.1  64.0  5.3  
17  Austin, TX 10.9  10.5  10.1  13.9  8.9  1.2  7.3  0.6  63.6  11.5  
18  San Diego, CA 3.7  5.9  12.9  3.2  2.1  4.3  0.6  30.0  62.6  0.9  
19  Washington, DC (IAD) 8.9  20.7  15.9  8.4  5.6  0.4  2.1  0.9  63.0  3.4  
20  Tampa, FL 18.1  11.1  8.5  13.4  6.0  0.3  4.1  0.1  61.7  6.6  
21  Washington, DC (DCA) 10.6  10.8  21.2  6.4  5.6  2.4  1.0  0.5  58.5  1.6  
22  Orlando, FL (MCO) 11.3  11.7  13.4  11.5  4.1  1.4  1.9  0.8  56.1  3.4  
23  Detroit, MI 6.9  13.6  10.6  7.3  3.9  0.7  1.5  0.3  44.8  3.4  
24  Baltimore, MD 6.2  8.8  11.8  5.7  4.3  1.5  1.7  0.1  40.1  4.2  
25  New Orleans, LA 8.4  7.1  4.7  10.6  2.8  0.3  1.8    35.6  5.1  

Total 1,192.6 940.4 867.5 641.3  451.8 203.5 167.3 144.6 4,608.8 3.6  
Source: Diio Mi, Quarter Ended March 31, 2014 
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INTERNATIONAL MARKETS 

Overall international passengers have decreased 24 percent since the year ended June 30, 2013. Table 4.6 shows 
international traffic broken down by region and the change since 2013. Canada was the largest region followed by Europe. All 
regions with the exception of Canada, Europe and the Middle East experienced passenger declines with the Caribbean 
declining by the greatest percentage. International passenger revenue declined 40 percent on a 21 percent decline in fares. 
 
TABLE 4.6 GUC INTERNATIONAL PASSENGERS BY REGION 

REGION 
YE 2Q 2014 - DAILY EACH WAY % CHANGE VS 2013 
PAX REV ($) FARE ($) PAX REV FARE 

Canada 0.4 145 322  34  (2) (27) 
Europe 0.4 226 516  11  5  (5) 

Mexico & Central America 0.4 121 304  (40) (52) (20) 
South America 0.1 64 784  (64) (73) (25) 

Middle East 0.1 56 754  51  (67) (78) 
Asia 0.0 84 2,034  (23) (2) 28  

Caribbean 0.0 15 584  (91) (84) 76  
Australia & Oceania 0.0 10 648  - - - 
Total International 1.5  719  472  (24) (40) (21) 

SUMMARY OF MAIN POINTS 

 From year ended June 30, 2005, to year ended June 30, 2014, GUC’s passengers decreased 26 percent or 29.1 PDEW; 
airline passenger revenue, however, increased 13 percent. Average fares increased a significant 53 percent. Recently 
passengers decreased from 2013 to 2014 by 4 percent while revenue increased 8 percent. 

 For year ended June 30, 2014, GUC’s passengers at 82 PDEW generated $21,015 in airline passenger revenue daily. 
 With 69 percent of GUC year ended June 30, 2014, seats, United had a 64 percent share of passengers and 68 percent 

share of revenue. American followed with a 35 percent passenger and 31 percent revenue share.  
 While United’s passengers increased 14 percent, American’s passengers decreased 24 percent. United’s fare increased 

11 percent leading to a 27 percent increase in revenue. American’s fare increased 9 percent resulting in a 17 percent 
decline in revenue.  

 International passengers decreased 24 percent year-over-year. Canada was the top international region followed 
by Europe. 
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SECTION 5. AIRPORT COMPARISON 
he Airport Comparison section provides a benchmark comparison. This section compares 
GUC’s performance to other airports across the U.S. at the aggregate level. Comparisons 
include passengers, revenue, fares, seats, departures and average load factor to similarly 

sized markets. GUC is also compared to Northwest Region airports.  
 

RANKING OF U.S. AIRPORTS 

Table 5.1 provides a ranking and comparison of U.S. 
airports by total, domestic and international passengers. 
GUC ranked 301st in total passengers of all U.S. airports 
and was ranked 301st in domestic passengers. In terms of 
international passengers only, GUC ranked 305th. 
International passengers accounted for 2 percent of 
GUC’s total passengers. GUC’s percent of international 
passengers was 8 percentage points lower than the 
national average. In comparison, Montrose ranked 235th 
in total passengers (238 PDEW) with 5 percent 
representing international passengers. 
 
Compared to year ended June 30, 2013, GUC’s total 
PDEW and domestic PDEW decreased by 4 percent, 
while GUC’s international PDEW decreased 24 percent. 
Comparatively, total passengers increased nationally by 2 
percent while domestic passengers increased 1 percent 
and international passengers increased 4 percent. 
Montrose’s total passengers increased 8 percent. 
  

T
TABLE 5.1 US AIRPORTS COMPARISON RANKED BY TOTAL PASSENGERS (NON-DIRECTIONAL) 

RANK AIRPORT 

YE 2Q 2014 - DAILY EACH WAY % CHANGE YOY 
TOTAL  

PAX 
DOM  
PAX 

INTL  
PAX 

%  
INTL 

% 
 ORIGIN 

TOTAL 
PAX 

DOM 
PAX 

INTL 
PAX 

289 Worcester, MA 97 96 1 1 75 0  0  0  
290 Valdosta, GA 97 91 6 6 61 (3) (4) 2  
291 Texarkana, AR 96 91 5 5 57 22  24  3  
292 King Salmon, AK 95 95 0 0 46 1  1  (61) 
293 New Haven, CT 95 90 5 5 43 (9) (10) 8  
294 Walla Walla, WA 94 91 3 3 55 6  7  (3) 
295 Dubuque, IA 91 86 5 6 61 8  9  (9) 
296 Roswell, NM 90 85 5 6 52 (1) (0) (7) 
297 Brunswick, GA 88 84 5 5 41 2  1  19  
298 Homer, AK 87 86 0 0 48 (3) (3) 111  
299 Cody, WY 86 81 5 6 39 7  5  70  
300 Twin Falls, ID 83 80 3 4 37 22  21  49  
301 Gunnison, CO 82 81 2 2 19 (4) (4) (24) 
302 Butte, MT 82 81 1 1 32 30  30  140  
303 Albany, GA 82 78 4 5 53 (8) (9) 9  
304 Columbus, OH 79 79 0 0 53 188  188  - 
305 Dutch Harbor, AK 78 78 0 0 48 (3) (3) 11  
306 Pellston, MI 77 73 4 5 41 5  4  24  
307 Gillette, WY 77 74 3 4 49 (10) (10) (21) 
308 Mammoth Lakes, CA 74 72 2 3 25 (10) (11) 26  
309 Hancock, MI 73 65 8 11 56 (2) (4) 18  
310 Cordova, AK 72 72 0 0 55 7  7  (27) 
311 Aberdeen, SD 71 70 2 3 37 5  4  32  
312 Sioux City, IA 70 64 5 7 55 (3) (3) (4) 
313 Garden City, KS 69 62 7 10 60 13  12  26  

Total all US markets 1,364,592 1,221,577 143,014 10 - 2  1  4  
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Table 5.2 shows a ranking of revenue for all U.S. passenger airports. GUC ranked 287th. This is a higher ranking than 
passengers due to GUC’s higher than average fare. GUC’s average fare is higher than the national average by 18 percent. Of 
the 24 comparison markets shown, 17 airports had an average fare lower than GUC’s average fare. GUC’s yield at 23.6 cents 
is higher than the national average by 50 percent, while GUC’s average itinerary miles was 22 percent below the national 
average. Compared to year ended June 30, 2013, GUC’s revenue increased by 8 percent, while nationally revenue increased 
5 percent. In comparison to Montrose, Montrose ranked 217th in revenue with an average fare of $260, $5 higher than GUC, 
and increased 14 percent.  
 
TABLE 5.2 US AIRPORTS COMPARISON RANKED BY TOTAL REVENUE 

RANK AIRPORT 

YE 2Q 2014 - DAILY EACH WAY % CHANGE YOY 

REV ($) 
FARE 

($) YIELD (¢) 
ITIN 

MILES 
PAX 

RANK REV FARE YIELD PAX 
275 Grand Island, NE 24,418 155 14.8 1,045 259 5  (2) (1) 7  
276 Latrobe, PA 24,337 70 8.5 822 207 40  17  14  20  
277 Roswell, NM 23,855 265 26.5 999 296 (5) (4) (0) (1) 
278 Albany, GA 23,014 281 27.7 1,015 303 (1) 8  7  (8) 
279 Niagara Falls, NY 22,867 83 7.9 1,046 223 16  12  12  4  
280 Cody, WY 22,424 262 22.8 1,149 299 19  11  1  7  
281 Brunswick, GA 22,131 251 24.2 1,035 297 7  5  (2) 2  
282 Texarkana, AR 21,807 226 22.5 1,007 291 (1) (19) (13) 22  
283 Pellston, MI 21,620 282 24.5 1,152 306 8  3  (0) 5  
284 New Haven, CT 21,606 228 19.3 1,179 293 (1) 9  10  (9) 
285 King Salmon, AK 21,204 223 34.4 649 292 (3) (4) (4) 1  
286 Santa Maria, CA 21,120 167 15.8 1,052 278 (0) 5  9  (5) 
287 Gunnison, CO 21,015 255 23.6 1,083 301 8  13  10  (4) 
288 Pullman, WA 20,504 196 20.8 940 286 7  1  (5) 6  
289 Dubuque, IA 20,307 222 19.7 1,129 295 1  (6) (5) 8  
290 Gillette, WY 19,875 260 28.0 928 307 (6) 4  9  (10) 
291 Beaumont/Pt. Arthur, TX 19,803 185 22.2 833 284 104  (9) 3  123  
292 Redding, CA 19,213 284 17.5 1,625 315 (9) 1  5  (10) 
293 Hancock, MI 18,938 261 18.9 1,379 309 2  4  (3) (2) 
294 Martha's Vineyard, MA 17,706 136 35.4 384 275 18  8  1  9  
295 Twin Falls, ID 17,546 212 25.6 829 300 24  1  (2) 22  
296 Garden City, KS 17,270 252 22.5 1,118 313 30  15  12  13  
297 Joplin, MO 16,895 247 22.8 1,083 314 (2) (4) (3) 2  
298 Sioux City, IA 16,796 241 22.4 1,078 312 0  3  2  (3) 
299 Williamsport, PA 16,486 251 21.0 1,193 319 (10) (8) (5) (2) 

Total US domestic markets 296,127,633 217 15.7 1,382 - 5  3  3  2  
 

  

GUC Revenue 
Increased at a 
Higher Rate 
Compared to 2013, 
GUC’s revenue 
increased by 8 
percent, while 
nationally revenue 
increased 5 percent. 
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Table 5.3 provides a ranking of GUC’s fares within the top 350 U.S. passenger airports. Out of the top 
350 U.S. passenger airports, GUC had the 75th highest fare. GUC’s airfare was 18 percent higher than 
the national average. Compared to year ended June 30, 2013, GUC’s average fare increased by $29 or 
13 percent. Nationally, average fares increased by $7 (3 percent). Montrose’s average fare increased 6 
percent year-over-year and ranked 63rd. 
 
TABLE 5.3 TOP 350 US PASSENGER AIRPORTS RANKED BY FARE 

RANK AIRPORT 

YE 2Q 2014 CHANGE YOY
FARE 

($) 
PAX 

RANK 
REV 

RANK $ % 
63 Montrose, CO 260 235 217 14  6  
64 Gillette, WY 260 307 290 11  4  
65 Wausau, WI 259 210 204 (14) (5) 
66 Monroe, LA 259 213 205 (26) (9) 
67 Roanoke, VA 259 149 137 (1) (0) 
68 Yuma, AZ 258 243 224 (7) (3) 
69 Manhattan, KS 257 250 236 (12) (4) 
70 Barrow, AK 257 273 258 21  9  
71 Charleston, WV 257 168 157 5  2  
72 Gulfport/Biloxi, MS 257 158 146 12  5  
73 Carlsbad, CA 256 271 255 24  10  
74 Kahului, HI 255 55 49 22  9  
75 Gunnison, CO 255 301 287 29  13  
76 Watertown, NY 255 332 308 (8) (3) 
77 Gainesville, FL 254 180 171 8  3  
78 Shreveport, LA 253 153 139 (11) (4) 
79 San Luis Obispo, CA 253 197 195 (5) (2) 
80 Waterloo, IA 253 330 304 (7) (3) 
81 Jackson, MS 252 110 101 17  7  
82 Garden City, KS 252 313 296 32  15  
83 Tallahassee, FL 252 139 127 11  5  
84 Anchorage, AK 251 61 55 (16) (6) 
85 Williamsport, PA 251 319 299 (22) (8) 
86 Detroit, MI 251 20 18 12  5  
87 Brunswick, GA 251 297 281 11  5  

Total US markets 217 - - 7  3  
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Exhibit 5.1 further examines 
GUC’s fare in comparison to 
airports with 60 to 110 PDEW. 
The average fare is plotted 
against total origin and 
destination PDEW. GUC’s fare is 
higher than average for airports 
with a similar number of PDEW. 
 
Although GUC ranked 58th in 
average yield among the top 350 
U.S. passenger airports, the 
ranking has little meaning unless 
reviewed against itinerary miles. 
Exhibit 5.2 provides a chart 
showing average yield by 
itinerary miles for U.S. 
passenger airports with 60 to 
110 PDEW. At an average of 1,083 
itinerary miles and yield of 23.6 
cents, GUC performed above 
average compared to other airports 
with similar PDEW.  
 
 

  

Average Fare and 
Yield Performance 
Compared to markets 
with 60 to 110 PDEW, 
GUC’s fare is higher 
than average 
compared to other 
markets and 
performed above 
average on a yield 
basis. 
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EXHIBIT 5.1 AVERAGE FARE COMPARED TO PDEW
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To provide a comparison of seats, departures, and load factors, airports with 60 to 110 PDEW were reviewed (Table 5.4). Of 
the 41 airports, GUC ranked 27th in terms of seats and 39th in terms of departures. GUC ranked 20th in total passengers. On a 
load factor basis, GUC’s load factor of 73 percent was 5 percentage points higher than the average load factor of 68 percent 
and increased 9.6 percentage points over the prior year while on average for these airports the load factor improved 4.5 
percentage points. GUC’s decrease in seats of 12 percent over the prior year compared poorly against the 2 percent increase 
in seats at comparison airports. The 1 percent increase in departures was higher than the decrease in departures at the 
comparison airports of 4 percent.  
 
TABLE 5.4 SERVICE COMPARISON TO US AIRPORTS WITH 60-110 PDEW 

RANK AIRPORT 

YE 2Q 2014 CHANGE YOY 

SEATS 
DEPART-

URES 
SEATS/ 
DEPT 

LOAD 
FACTOR 

O&D 
PDEW SEATS %

DEPART-
URES % 

LOAD 
FACTOR 

PT 
15 Albany, GA 49,975 1,000 50 59 82 (2) (2) (4.0) 
16 Brunswick, GA 49,725 995 50 65 88 2  2  0.1  
17 Walla Walla, WA 49,666 654 76 69 94 3  3  2.6  
18 Columbus, MS 49,650 993 50 78 106 (0) (0) (0.2) 
19 Texarkana, AR 48,190 1,003 48 73 96 (5) (12) 15.9  
20 New Haven, CT 47,233 1,276 37 73 95 (2) (2) (5.5) 
21 Roswell, NM 45,682 1,012 45 71 90 3  (0) (3.1) 
22 Twin Falls, ID 45,658 1,391 33 63 83 30  21  (8.0) 
23 Gillette, WY 42,600 1,418 30 63 77 (15) (15) 4.6  
24 Worcester, MA 42,550 426 100 83 97 - - - 
25 Dubuque, IA 42,148 917 46 77 91 (1) (4) 5.4  
26 Dutch Harbor, AK 41,998 1,569 27 58 78 (2) 1  0.8  
27 Gunnison, CO 40,264 586 69 73 82 (12) 1  9.6  
28 Pellston, MI 40,075 800 50 69 77 3  3  2.4  
29 Cody, WY 39,925 799 50 79 86 (4) (9) 7.2  
30 Pocatello, ID 36,830 1,003 37 66 66 0  3  6.2  
31 Bemidji, MN 36,800 736 50 61 63 5  (15) (1.1) 
32 Aberdeen, SD 36,675 734 50 71 71 2  2  2.0  
33 Butte, MT 36,150 723 50 82 82 4  4  15.7  
34 Williamsport, PA 36,132 976 37 65 66 0  0  (0.7) 
35 Hancock, MI 34,925 699 50 68 73 2  2  (2.6) 
36 Paducah, KY 33,975 680 50 60 60 (2) (2) 1.8  
37 Joplin, MO 33,591 689 49 72 68 4  (2) (1.6) 
38 Redding, CA 32,865 1,096 30 71 68 (6) (6) (0.8) 
39 Garden City, KS 32,524 703 46 76 69 7  0  5.1  

Total Airports (60-110 PDEW) 2,001,098 57,359 35 68 3,412 2  (4) 4.5  
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To demonstrate the relationship between available seats and origin and destination passengers, Exhibit 5.3 plots seats 
against passengers. In general, airports below the line are in need of additional capacity whereas airports above the line have 
excess capacity. GUC is below average for airports with 60 to 110 PDEW indicating the market can support 
additional capacity.  
 
EXHIBIT 5.3 COMPARISON OF PASSENGERS TO AVAILABLE SEATS 
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NORTHWEST REGION AIRPORTS COMPARISON 

To provide a regional comparison, Table 5.5 compares GUC to other airports in the Northwest Region. For the purposes of 
this analysis and as defined by the FAA, the Northwest Region includes the states of Colorado, Idaho, Montana, Oregon, 
Utah, Washington and Wyoming. Of the 73 commercial service airports in the Northwest Region, GUC ranked 38th in 
passengers with a 4 percent decrease compared to a 3 percent increase for the region. GUC’s average airfare was 27 percent 
greater than the Northwest Region average. GUC’s airfares increased 13 percent compared to an increase of 2 percent for the 
region. GUC’s revenue increased 8 percent compared to a 5 percent increase for the Northwest Region. Montrose, in 
comparison, ranked 27th in the Northwest Region. 
 
TABLE 5.5 NORTHWEST REGION PASSENGER MARKETS (NON-DIRECTIONAL) 

RANK AIRPORT 

YE 2Q 2014 - DAILY EACH WAY % CHANGE YOY 

PAX REV ($) 
FARE 

($) 
YIELD 

 (¢) 
ITIN 

MILES PAX REV FARE YIELD 
26 Steamboat Springs, CO 246 57,974 236 18.9 1,249 (6) 2  8  5  
27 Montrose, CO 238 61,926 260 20.5 1,270 8  14  6  5  
28 Lewiston, ID 179 37,301 209 21.9 953 (1) 2  3  1  
29 St. George, UT 160 24,892 156 21.2 736 11  29  16  (1) 
30 Sun Valley, ID 146 36,311 249 24.4 1,022 4  16  12  (5) 
31 Wenatchee, WA 144 26,545 185 18.3 1,010 4  3  (1) 1  
32 Yakima, WA 143 28,451 199 18.5 1,075 0  (0) (0) 3  
33 Provo, UT 130 7,091 55 10.2 537 114  18  (45) (23) 
34 Pullman, WA 105 20,504 196 20.8 940 6  7  1  (5) 
35 Walla Walla, WA 94 15,306 162 19.5 833 6  3  (4) (2) 
36 Cody, WY 86 22,424 262 22.8 1,149 7  19  11  1  
37 Twin Falls, ID 83 17,546 212 25.6 829 22  24  1  (2) 
38 Gunnison, CO 82 21,015 255 23.6 1,083 (4) 8  13  10  
39 Butte, MT 82 15,498 188 21.3 883 30  33  2  (10) 
40 Gillette, WY 77 19,875 260 28.0 928 (10) (6) 4  9  
41 Pocatello, ID 66 11,754 178 27.4 651 12  8  (4) (6) 
42 Rock Springs, WY 58 15,080 261 29.3 892 (20) (19) 1  5  
43 Ogden, UT 43 2,264 53 9.7 544 36  46  7  7  
44 North Bend, OR 43 8,852 206 21.9 941 (6) (4) 2  1  
45 Laramie, WY 37 7,647 205 19.6 1,046 43  39  (3) (7) 
46 Sheridan, WY 37 9,159 247 28.4 870 3  1  (2) 1  
47 Cedar City, UT 35 4,255 123 24.7 498 11  5  (6) (11) 
48 Klamath Falls, OR 34 7,824 233 19.1 1,215 (18) (20) (3) 2  
49 Riverton, WY 32 8,026 248 29.8 833 (10) (7) 3  4  
50 Sidney, MT 25 3,515 142 42.0 338 (5) (12) (7) 2  

Total Northwest region 129,353 26,085,776 202 14.8 1,365 3  5  2  2  
Note: Northwest region includes CO/ID/MT/OR/UT/WA/WY. 
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To further review Northwest Region airports, a service comparison is provided in Table 5.6. GUC ranked 39th in total available 
seats in the Northwest Region and ranked 64th in total departures. While GUC experienced a 12 percent decrease in seats 
and a 1 percent increase in departures, the Northwest Region experienced a 1 percent increase in seats and 2 percent loss in 
departures. GUC’s load factor for the year ended June 30, 2014, was 13 percentage points below the Northwest 
Region average.  
 
TABLE 5.6 SERVICE COMPARISON TO NORTHWEST REGION AIRPORTS 

RANK AIRPORT 

YE 2Q 2014 CHANGE YOY 

SEATS 
DEPART-

URES 
SEATS/ 
DEPT 

LOAD 
FACTOR 

O&D 
PDEW 

SEATS 
% 

DEPART-
URES % 

LOAD 
FACTOR 

PT 
27 Montrose, CO 118,643 1,687 70 75 238 11  1  (0.5) 
28 Lewiston, ID 108,216 1,649 66 76 179 1  1  (0.9) 
29 Pullman, WA 90,250 1,188 76 67 105 (1) (1) 2.1  
30 St. George, UT 86,950 1,739 50 67 160 1  (9) 7.2  
31 Sun Valley, ID 81,901 1,671 49 66 146 13  (11) (4.7) 
32 Yakima, WA 77,482 1,020 76 67 143 (5) (28) 1.4  
33 Wenatchee, WA 76,494 1,007 76 69 144 (2) (19) 4.6  
34 Rock Springs, WY 52,995 1,767 30 54 58 (15) (15) 0.7  
35 Provo, UT 51,641 321 161 90 130 97  37  5.4  
36 Walla Walla, WA 49,666 654 76 69 94 3  3  2.6  
37 Twin Falls, ID 45,658 1,391 33 63 83 30  21  (8.0) 
38 Gillette, WY 42,600 1,418 30 63 77 (15) (15) 4.6  
39 Gunnison, CO 40,264 586 69 73 82 (12) 1  9.6  
40 Cody, WY 39,925 799 50 79 86 (4) (9) 7.2  
41 Pocatello, ID 36,830 1,003 37 66 66 0  3  6.2  
42 Butte, MT 36,150 723 50 82 82 4  4  15.7  
43 Cedar City, UT 31,600 642 49 42 35 (9) (14) (0.7) 
44 Cheyenne, WY 27,259 1,391 20 40 20 (22) (23) 1.6  
45 North Bend, OR 24,467 1,287 19 65 43 (7) (13) 2.2  
46 Sheridan, WY 23,861 824 29 52 37 (9) (20) 0.4  
47 Riverton, WY 23,560 928 25 52 32 (12) (26) (5.9) 
48 Laramie, WY 21,369 701 30 59 37 (7) (26) 13.9  
49 Seattle, WA (LKE) 21,321 2,735 8 63 4 (17) 19  16.7  
50 Friday Harbor, WA 20,496 3,399 6 37 4 (60) (51) 3.0  
51 Sidney, MT 19,721 1,575 13 60 25 (13) 31  2.1  

Total Northwest Region Airports 83,222,701 797,523 104 86 129,352 1  (2) (0.2) 
 
  



PAGE 28 
 

 

A
IR

 S
ER

VI
C

E 
M

AR
KE

T 
R

ES
E

AR
C

H
 –

 G
U

N
N

IS
O

N
/C

R
E

S
TE

D
 B

U
TT

E 
R

E
G

IO
N

A
L 

A
IR

PO
R

T 
 

SUMMARY OF MAIN POINTS 

 GUC ranked 301st in total domestic and international passengers among U.S. passenger airports for the year ended June 
30, 2014. GUC ranked 301st in domestic passengers, but in terms of international passengers GUC ranked 305th.  

 GUC’s percent of international passengers was 8 percentage points below the national average of 10 percent.  
 GUC’s passengers decreased 4 percent since year ended June 30, 2013, while nationally passengers increased 

2 percent.  
 GUC ranked 287th in revenue, higher than total passengers. GUC’s average fare is higher than the national average by 18 

percent ranking 75th of the top 350 passenger airports.  
 In a ranking of airports with 60 to 110 PDEW, GUC ranked 27th of the 41 airports in terms of seats. GUC’s load factor of 

73 percent was 5 percentage points above the average load factor of 68 percent and increased 9.6 percentage points 
over the prior year while on average the load factor improved 4.5 percentage points for these airports. 

 GUC ranked 38th of 73 airports in the Northwest Region in terms of passengers. GUC’s average airfare was 27 percent 
greater than the Northwest Region average. While GUC had a 12 percent decrease in seats and 1 percent increase in 
departures, the Northwest Region had a 1 percent gain in seats and 2 percent loss in departures.  
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SECTION 6. AIRLINE COMPARISON 
 

his section compares GUC’s 
performance with other airports 
served by GUC’s incumbent 

airlines. These comparisons are important 
from an airline and community standpoint 
and should be monitored quarterly as 
under-performing markets may be at risk 
of service being reduced or cancelled and 
over-performing markets can be potential 
candidates for expanded service.  
 
Airline planners review various 
indicators, including: passengers, 
revenue, fare, yield, RASM, and load 
factors. RASM is the unit revenue (i.e. 
revenue divided by available seat miles) 
generated and is a key indicator to 
understanding and comparing 
performance of multiple stations/markets. A comparison of U.S. airports is provided to examine 
how GUC is performing in each airline’s system. Table 6.1 provides an overview of the onboard 
passengers, seats, and departures at GUC for the year ended June 30, 2014.  
 

UNITED AIRLINES 

For the year ended June 30, 2014, United provided GUC year round nonstop service to Denver 
with the number of weekly roundtrips fluctuating between seven and 14 seasonally. United also 
provided nonstop seasonal service to Chicago O’Hare and Houston Intercontinental. United 
operated a mix of CRJ-700 and ERJ-145 aircraft at Denver, a mix of CRJ-700 and Airbus A319s at 
Houston, and the CRJ-700 at Chicago O’Hare.  

  

T

TABLE 6.1 PASSENGERS, SEATS AND DEPARTURES BY 
AIRLINE - YE 2Q 2014 (NON-DIRECTIONAL) 

AIRLINE 
ONBOARD 

PAX SEATS DEPARTURES
United Airlines 19,197 27,656 487  

American Airlines 9,467 12,608 99  
Total 28,664 40,264 586  
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Table 6.2 provides a comparison of United’s seats, departures, and load factor. GUC had 27,656 seats and 487 departures, 
representing the 203rd highest seats and 210th highest departures out of United’s 237 U.S. markets. Seats and departures 
increased over the prior year by 2 percent. Passengers kept up with the increase in capacity, resulting in an increase in the 
load factor of 5 percentage points. Comparatively, United’s domestic system seats and departures decreased by 3 and 5 
percent, respectively. GUC’s load factor was 14 percentage points lower than United’s U.S. average. Montrose ranked 128th in 
seats and 141st in departures with a 17 percent increase in seats and 1 percent increase in departures year-over-year. 
Montrose’s average load factor was 4 percentage points higher than GUC. 
 
TABLE 6.2 UNITED - COMPARISON OF DEPARTURES, SEATS, AND LOAD FACTOR (NON-DIRECTIONAL) 

RANK AIRPORT 

YE 2Q 2014 CHANGE YOY 

SEATS 
DEPART-

URES 
SEATS/ 
DEPT 

LOAD 
 FACTOR 

% 
SEATS 

% 
DEPART-
URES % 

LOAD 
FACTOR 

PTS 
191 Paducah, KY 33,975 680 50 60 (2) (2) 2  
192 Muskegon, MI 33,475 670 50 45 (2) (2) (2) 
193 Monroe, LA 33,454 853 39 78 (15) (9) 18  
194 Tyler, TX 32,843 875 38 71 (12) (10) 12  
195 Redding, CA 32,775 1,093 30 71 (6) (6) (1) 
196 Shenandoah Valley, VA 31,158 884 35 43 (20) (26) 6  
197 Yuma, AZ 30,915 1,031 30 66 (1) (1) 4  
198 Chico, CA 30,645 1,022 30 59 (4) (4) 5  
199 Altoona, PA 29,496 838 35 29 7  (2) (2) 
200 Modesto, CA 28,365 946 30 34 (9) (9) (3) 
201 Clarksburg, WV 28,255 847 33 44 (2) (5) (3) 
202 Hobbs, NM 27,962 579 48 61 (2) 1  (0) 
203 Gunnison, CO 27,656 487 57 70 2  2  5  
204 Crescent City, CA 26,985 900 30 58 (2) (2) 3  
205 Fairbanks, AK 25,356 164 155 74 26  27  (1) 
206 Jamestown, NY 24,073 1,267 19 30 0  0  2  
207 Du Bois, PA 21,793 1,147 19 25 0  0  0  
208 Parkersburg, WV 21,318 1,122 19 32 (7) (7) (4) 
209 Rock Springs, WY 21,105 704 30 58 (29) (29) (1) 
210 Gillette, WY 21,090 701 30 73 (26) (27) 6  
211 Franklin, PA 21,024 1,107 19 25 (1) (1) 0  
212 Laramie, WY 20,940 698 30 58 56  56  6  
213 Myrtle Beach, SC 20,388 288 71 84 (13) (23) 6  
214 Cody, WY 20,200 404 50 82 (4) (11) 6  
215 Beckley, WV 19,712 558 35 20 6  (3) 1  

All UA Domestic markets 148,320,487 1,684,762 88 84 (3) (5) 0  
 

 

Increasing Seats, 
Departures and 
Load Factor 
United’s GUC seats 
and departures 
increased 2 percent 
over the prior year and 
the load factor 
increased 5 
percentage points. 
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Table 6.3 provides a comparison of passengers, revenue, fare, and yield in United’s passenger 
comparable markets. GUC ranked 195th in passengers and 192nd in revenue out of United’s 237 U.S. 
markets. At 3 percent below the system average, GUC had the 97th highest average fare and the 17th 
highest average yield (39 percent higher than the system average at an average itinerary stage length 
38 percent below the system average). Compared to the prior year, passengers increased 14 percent 
while United’s domestic passengers declined 1 percent. GUC’s United revenue increased 27 percent 
while United’s system revenue increased 3 percent. The average fare in the GUC market increased 11 
percent, significantly higher rate of increase than the 3 percent system average increase. Montrose 
ranked 131st in passengers and 130th in revenue, with passengers and revenue increasing 18 and 24 
percent, respectively. 

 
TABLE 6.3 UNITED - COMPARISON OF PASSENGERS, REVENUE, FARE, AND YIELD 

RANK AIRPORT 

YE 2Q 2014 - DAILY EACH WAY % CHANGE YOY 

PAX 
REV  

($000S) 
FARE 

($) 
YIELD 

(¢) 
ITIN  

MILES PAX REV FARE YIELD
183 Monroe, LA 72 18.4 254 20.4 1,248 12  0  (10) (9) 
184 Killeen, TX 70 18.9 271 16.8 1,613 (17) (13) 5  3  
185 Santa Fe, NM 69 17.1 247 21.3 1,157 449  385 (12) (15) 
186 Hancock, MI 65 16.5 253 19.1 1,324 1  3  2  (6) 
187 College Station, TX 65 15.1 233 19.4 1,200 (15) (25) (11) (2) 
188 Tyler, TX 64 15.3 238 22.0 1,083 7  2  (5) (4) 
189 Fayetteville, NC 64 23.4 365 16.3 2,234 75  111 21  (6) 
190 Redding, CA 62 17.4 279 17.4 1,601 (7) (6) 1  4  
191 Key West, FL 57 14.0 244 18.3 1,338 (55) (42) 29  (5) 
192 Paducah, KY 57 12.7 222 21.7 1,023 2  5  3  7  
193 Yuma, AZ 54 13.6 253 16.7 1,516 15  14  (1) (7) 
194 Myrtle Beach, SC 53 9.7 183 20.3 902 (31) (37) (8) (1) 
195 Gunnison, CO 53 14.3 271 24.8 1,093 14  27  11  8  
196 Eau Claire, WI 52 11.5 221 23.0 964 2  (0) (2) 9  
197 Chico, CA 52 11.7 227 14.3 1,591 10  4  (5) 1  
198 Santa Maria, CA 51 15.6 308 17.9 1,721 10  7  (3) (6) 
199 Hobbs, NM 46 13.2 287 28.2 1,017 (1) 7  8  3  
200 Cody, WY 45 13.3 298 22.1 1,352 6  20  13  3  
201 Gillette, WY 43 12.8 297 27.3 1,089 (19) (11) 10  9  
202 Helena, MT 41 11.6 282 20.6 1,367 (17) (14) 3  4  
203 Muskegon, MI 40 8.2 205 20.1 1,018 (3) (3) 0  (9) 
204 St. George, UT 38 6.9 183 16.9 1,083 239  254 5  (22) 
205 Laramie, WY 36 7.2 201 19.6 1,030 60  53  (4) (5) 
206 Rock Springs, WY 35 10.0 290 29.1 996 (28) (26) 2  3  
207 Shenandoah Valley, VA 35 7.9 229 16.8 1,360 (5) (9) (4) (5) 
All UA domestic markets 218,256 61,038.0 280 15.9 1,755 (1) 3  3  3  
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Exhibit 6.1 shows the RASM for 
markets served by United to Denver 
plotted against the stage length 
(under 500 miles) for the year ended 
June 30, 2014. GUC had a RASM of 
35.1 cents at a stage length of 152 
miles, above United’s Denver 
average. This is an improvement 
over 2013 when GUC’s RASM was 
32.6 cents. GUC’s Denver load 
factor of 69 percent was significantly 
below United’s system average of 87 
percent at Denver although similar to 
load factors for other markets with 
stage lengths under 250 miles. 
 
Exhibit 6.2 shows the RASM for 
markets served by United to  
Houston plotted against the stage 
length (700 to 1,100 miles) for the 
quarter ended March 31, 2014. GUC 
had a RASM of 13.9 cents at a stage 
length of 886 miles. GUC performed 
below United’s Houston average. 
There is insufficient data for 
comparisons to 2013. GUC’s Houston 
load factor of 65 percent was below 
United’s system average of 82 
percent at Houston.  
 
Note, there was insufficient data to 
provide comparisons for GUC’s 
Chicago O’Hare service. 

  

EXHIBIT 6.1 UNITED AIRLINES DENVER RASM PERFORMANCE (YE 2Q 2014) 
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EXHIBIT 6.2 UNITED AIRLINES HOUSTON INTERCONTINENTAL RASM PERFORMANCE
(1Q 2014 ONLY)  
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AMERICAN AIRLINES 

For the year ended June 30, 2014, American served GUC to 
Dallas/Ft. Worth seasonally. The Dallas/Ft. Worth service, averaging 
seven weekly flights, was served with the 128-seat Airbus A-
319 aircraft.  
 
Table 6.4 provides a comparison of American’s departures, load 
factor, and seats. GUC had 12,608 seats for the year ended June 
30, 2014, and 99 departures, representing the 219th highest service 
level in terms of seats and 222nd highest number of departures of 
American’s 224 U.S. markets. GUC’s seats decreased over the prior 
year by 32 percent while departures decreased 2 percent. 
Comparatively, American’s domestic seats increased 1 percent and 
departures decreased 1 percent. GUC’s load factor was 8 
percentage points below American’s domestic average. GUC’s 
average load factor improved 8 percentage points over the 
prior year. Montrose ranked 220th in seats and 219th in departure, 
with a 17 percent decrease in seats and 3 percent decrease 
in departures. 

 
  

TABLE 6.4 AMERICAN - COMPARISON OF SEATS, DEPARTURES, AND LOAD FACTOR  
(NON-DIRECTIONAL) 

RANK AIRPORT 

YE 2Q 2014 CHANGE YOY 

SEATS 
DEPART-

URES 
SEATS/ 
DEPT 

LOAD 
FACTOR 

% 
SEATS 

% 
DEPART-
URES %

LOAD 
FACTOR 

PTS 
200 Jackson Hole, WY 38,216 242 158 86 (7) 9  2  
201 Erie, PA 37,925 1,025 37 76 (12) (12) 7  
202 Rapid City, SD 37,722 759 50 79 27  28  (2) 
203 Williamsport, PA 36,132 976 37 65 0  0  (1) 
204 Eugene, OR 35,750 715 50 83 100+ 100+ (10) 
205 Joplin, MO 33,591 689 49 72 4  (2) (2) 
206 Garden City, KS 32,524 703 46 76 7  0  5  
207 Longview, TX 32,234 676 48 66 0  (3) 9  
208 Lake Charles, LA 31,631 696 45 83 5  (2) 13  
209 Sioux City, IA 31,109 636 49 77 (4) (2) (2) 
210 Wausau, WI 30,154 640 47 78 (4) (2) 21  
211 Springfield, IL 29,752 650 46 75 2  (0) 11  
212 Grand Island, NE 29,239 643 46 78 4  (0) 0  
213 Watertown, NY 27,458 610 45 72 5  3  1  
214 Waterloo, IA 27,331 616 44 73 (3) (4) 9  
215 Steamboat Springs, CO 24,618 211 117 73 (27) 4  8  
216 Marquette, MI 21,329 436 49 66 36  38  1  
217 Aspen, CO 18,858 294 64 71 (13) (13) 1  
218 Redmond, OR 17,775 356 50 82 100+ 100+ (9) 
219 Gunnison, CO 12,608 99 128 75 (32) (2) 12  
220 Montrose, CO 9,950 186 54 83 (17) (3) (1) 
221 Nantucket, MA 6,275 126 50 75 (3) (3) 5  
222 Martha's Vineyard, MA 6,175 124 50 74 16  16  3  
223 Fort Worth-Alliance, TX 1,235 9 137 86 - - - 
224 Rockford, IL 450 3 150 89 (38) (40) (2) 
All AA domestic markets 219,923,679 2,176,138 101 83 1  (1) (0) 
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Table 6.5 shows how GUC ranks based on passengers among American’s domestic markets. GUC ranked 220th of 
American’s 224 domestic passenger markets. GUC also ranked 220th in revenue. In fare and yield, GUC ranked 146th in 
average fare and 69th in yield. GUC’s average fare was 3 percent lower than American’s domestic average, and GUC’s yield 
was 30 percent higher than the system average on an average itinerary mile length 25 percent below the system average. 
Compared to the prior year, passengers decreased 24 percent and revenue decreased 17 percent while the average fare 
increased 9 percent and yield increased 11 percent. Comparatively, American’s domestic passengers increased 2 percent with 
revenue and fares improving 6 and 4 percent, respectively. Montrose ranked 219th in passengers and revenue, with decreases 
in passengers and revenue of 25 and 21 percent, respectively.  

 
TABLE 6.5 AMERICAN - COMPARISON OF PASSENGERS, REVENUE, FARE, AND YIELD  

RANK AIRPORT 

YE 2Q 2014 - DAILY EACH WAY % CHANGE YOY 

PAX 
REV 

($000S) 
FARE 

($) 
YIELD  

(¢) 
ITIN 

MILES PAX REV FARE YIELD 
200 Binghamton, NY 84 19.9 237 19.3 1,229 (0) 5  6  8  
201 Rapid City, SD 82 23.1 281 21.3 1,316 18  26  6  0  
202 Erie, PA 79 17.2 219 19.6 1,118 (3) (1) 2  (1) 
203 Elmira, NY 74 18.4 248 20.0 1,237 (30) (25) 8  4  
204 Lake Charles, LA 71 16.5 231 22.6 1,023 25  16  (7) (8) 
205 Garden City, KS 67 16.7 247 22.9 1,078 13  29  15  12  
206 Springfield, IL 66 15.3 231 20.6 1,122 10  7  (3) (1) 
207 Joplin, MO 66 15.9 241 23.4 1,031 3  (1) (4) (5) 
208 Sioux City, IA 64 15.0 233 22.9 1,019 (5) (1) 4  4  
209 Wausau, WI 64 15.3 238 20.4 1,167 31  22  (6) (2) 
210 Grand Island, NE 63 16.1 256 22.2 1,155 4  6  2  4  
211 Williamsport, PA 61 14.9 243 21.1 1,153 1  (6) (7) (3) 
212 Longview, TX 58 11.6 201 21.6 932 15  8  (6) (7) 
213 Steamboat Springs, CO 56 11.9 214 18.0 1,190 (27) (23) 6  8  
214 Waterloo, IA 53 11.9 224 20.7 1,083 10  3  (7) 1  
215 Watertown, NY 52 12.8 246 17.1 1,444 4  1  (3) (3) 
216 Redmond, OR 47 9.9 210 17.6 1,191 204  136  (22) 9  
217 Marquette, MI 39 9.6 248 20.0 1,240 40  34  (4) 1  
218 Aspen, CO 37 12.3 330 24.8 1,334 (12) 2  16  6  
219 Montrose, CO 34 9.1 264 20.3 1,302 (25) (21) 6  9  
220 Gunnison, CO 29 6.5 225 21.6 1,039 (24) (17) 9  11  
221 Nantucket, MA 18 4.4 238 34.7 687 3  (1) (4) (4) 
222 Martha's Vineyard, MA 17 4.1 233 35.9 649 15  10  (5) (3) 
223 Rockford, IL 0 0.0 165 9.9 1,659 0  0  0  0  
224 Fort Worth-Alliance, TX - - - - - - - - - 

All AA domestic markets 305,788 70,921.0 232 16.7 1,391 2  6  4  4  
 

  

Decreasing 
Passengers and 
Revenue 
Compared to the prior 
year, GUC passengers 
decreased 24 percent 
and revenue 
decreased 17 percent 
while the average fare 
increased 9 percent 
and yield increased 11 
percent. 
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Exhibit 6.3 shows the RASM for 
markets served by American to 
Dallas/Ft. Worth plotted against the 
stage length (under 1,000 miles) for 
the quarter ended March 31, 2014. 
GUC had a RASM of 15.9 cents at a 
stage length of 678 miles, generally 
at American’s Dallas/Ft. Worth 
average. This is a significant 
improvement over the first quarter of 
2013 when GUC’s RASM was 12.0 
cents. GUC’s Dallas/Ft. Worth load 
factor of 76 percent was below 
American’s system average of 81 
percent at Dallas/Ft. Worth.  
 

SUMMARY OF MAIN POINTS 

 United Airlines: GUC had the 203rd highest seats and 
210th highest departures in United’s 237 airport domestic 
system. GUC’s load factor was 14 percentage points 
below the system average. Passengers increased 14 
percent while revenue improved 27 percent on an 11 
percent fare growth. GUC’s RASM performance was 
above average at Denver representing an improvement 
over 2013 but was below average at Houston 
Intercontinental. GUC’s load factor was below the hub 
average at Denver and Houston. 
 

 American Airlines: GUC had the 219th highest seats 
and 222nd highest departures in American’s 224 airport 
domestic system. GUC’s load factor was 8 percentage 
points below the system average. Passengers decreased 
24 percent but revenue decreased 17 percent on a 9 
percent fare growth. GUC’s RASM performance was at 
American’s Dallas/Ft. Worth average and improved 
significantly since the prior year; however, GUC’s load 
factor was 5 percentage points below the Dallas/Ft. 
Worth hub average. 

EXHIBIT 6.3 AMERICAN AIRLINES’ DALLAS/FT. WORTH RASM PERFORMANCE 
(1Q 2014 ONLY)  
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SECTION 7. MARKET 
OPPORTUNITIES 

his section evaluates market 
opportunities in current and 
potential markets. The section is 

divided into incumbent carriers and 
potential carriers. Each incumbent carrier’s 
relevant factors that may affect GUC 
service in the future are addressed. The 
likely interest and opportunities for new 
carriers in the GUC market are 
also assessed. 

 

INCUMBENT AIRLINES 

Currently, United Airlines and American Airlines provide service at GUC. Each of the airlines are 
discussed in this section with a review of their existing departures and seats by hub/focus city, 
equipment type used, and potential opportunities in the GUC market. 

 

American Airlines 

The American/US Airways merger officially closed December 9, 2013. The merged airline will 
become the largest airline in the world. The majority of senior management is from US Airways, 
including the Chief Executive Officer, President, Chief Commercial Officer and Chief Financial 
Officer. While the merged airline has codeshares already in place, pricing has issues, unions still 
need to be combined and the frequent flyer program, with AAdvantage being the surviving 
program, will be merged in the second quarter 2015 using features of both programs. A single 
operating certificate is anticipated in 2015.  

 
  

T
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The new American has started to connect the dots across the system with several new market adds to traditional US Airways 
hubs. American’s strength was primarily north to south, from Michigan to Mexico, as well as the Caribbean. US Airways’ 
strength was primarily in the Northeast and Southeast; however, they also had service in larger southern California markets. 
American is also working on re-banking their Dallas/Ft. Worth, Miami and Chicago O’Hare hubs. It is unlikely that American will 
have major structural changes to their network like United Airlines, Delta Air Lines and Southwest Airlines post-merger. 
Phoenix is the only hub potentially “at-risk” but is unlikely to be affected in the near term. 

 

HUBS/FOCUS CITIES 

Table 7.1 compares American’s departures and seats in March 2015 with the prior year. Overall average daily seats increased 
1 percent while departures decreased 1 percent. Domestic seats increased 2 percent while domestic departures decreased 
less than 1 percent. Internationally, seats decreased 5 percent while departures decreased 8 percent. The most significant hub 
changes year-over-year were at Los Angeles with increases in seats and departures of 7 percent while at Washington National 
seats decreased 5 percent and departures decreased 12 percent.  
 
TABLE 7.1 AMERICAN - DEPARTURES AND SEATS BY HUB 

HUB/FOCUS CITY 

MARCH 2015 MARCH 2014 % CHANGE YOY 

AVG 
DAILY 
SEATS 

AVG  
DAILY 

DEPART-
URES 

AVG 
SEATS/ 

DEPART-
URE 

AVG 
DAILY 
SEATS 

AVG  
DAILY 

DEPART-
URES 

AVG 
SEATS/ 

DEPART-
URE 

AVG 
DAILY 
SEATS 

AVG  
DAILY 

DEPART-
URES 

AVG 
SEATS/ 

DEPART-
URE 

Dallas, TX (DFW) 91,134 786 116 88,059 779 113 3  1  3  
Charlotte-Douglas, NC 68,693 655 105 68,900 659 105 (0) (1) 0  

Miami, FL 50,243 336 149 48,762 340 143 3  (1) 4  
Chicago, IL (ORD) 44,230 453 98 42,332 463 91 4  (2) 7  
Philadelphia, PA 39,774 435 91 41,106 452 91 (3) (4) 0  

Phoenix, AZ (PHX) 38,367 296 129 37,657 299 126 2  (1) 3  
Los Angeles, CA 23,495 185 127 22,019 174 126 7  7  0  

Washington, DC (DCA) 20,961 240 87 22,029 271 81 (5) (12) 8  
New York, NY (LGA) 14,957 155 97 15,138 153 99 (1) 1  (2) 

Domestic 592,825 5,868 101 581,347 5,890 99 2  (0) 2  
International 109,724 718 153 114,928 779 148 (5) (8) 4  

Total 702,549 6,586 107 696,275 6,669 104 1  (1) 2  
Source: Diio Mi; As of 12/10/14 
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AIRCRAFT IN USE 

The merged American uses several regional codeshare partners. Table 7.2 outlines the aircraft in use for American in March 
2015. Over half of the departures at Charlotte, Chicago O’Hare, Philadelphia, Washington National and New York LaGuardia 
are provided by regional carriers in regional jet and turboprop aircraft. In total, regional partners provide 52 percent 
of departures. Only 4 percent of departures are provided with turboprop aircraft.  
 

TABLE 7.2 AMERICAN - AIRCRAFT IN USE 
AIRCRAFT  

TYPE 
OPERATING 

CARRIER 
SEATING 

CAPACITY 
AVERAGE DAILY DEPARTURES - MARCH 2015 

DFW CLT ORD PHL MIA PHX DCA LAX LGA OTHER TOTAL 
Embraer E-175 Republic 80 0 30 82 66 35 0 26 0 4 225 469 

Canadair CRJ-900 
Mesa 79 41 28 0 2 0 58 0 25 0 149 304 
PSA 79 0 71 0 3 0 0 0 0 1 73 147 

SkyWest 79 0 0 0 0 0 12 0 0 0 12 23 
Embraer E-170 Republic 69 0 1 0 14 0 0 38 0 1 56 109 

Canadair CRJ-700 
Envoy 67 29 0 52 0 0 0 4 1 34 126 246 
PSA 67 0 40 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 40 80 

Canadair CRJ-
100/200 

Air Wisconsin 50 0 40 0 116 0 0 66 0 18 226 466 
ExpressJet 50 44 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 46 90 

PSA 50 0 94 0 14 0 0 13 0 0 118 239 
SkyWest 50 0 0 13 0 0 33 0 40 0 87 173 

Embraer ERJ-145 
Envoy 50 174 0 124 0 29 0 0 0 0 343 669 

ExpressJet 50 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 15 
TransStates 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 15 15 

Bombardier DHC-8-
300 Piedmont 50 0 47 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 47 94 

Embraer ERJ-140 Envoy 44 8 0 7 0 0 0 1 0 20 51 87 
Bombardier DHC-8-

200 Piedmont 37 0 16 0 71 0 0 3 0 2 92 184 

Mainline 481 288 174 149 272 194 89 119 76 1,333 3,175 
Total 786 655 453 435 336 296 240 185 155 3,044 6,586 

Source: Diio Mi; As of 12/10/14 
 
Even without the formal combination of American and US Airways in place, aircraft swapping has occurred. For example, US 
Airways 79-seat regional jets now operate in Los Angeles and Dallas/Ft. Worth on traditional American routes. This has 
allowed for more effective schedules by utilizing the right-sized aircraft at the hubs. It also frees up other smaller regional jets 
to fly elsewhere. Going forward, more cross-fleeting is anticipated, especially once the brand merger is complete.  
 
Prior to the merger, American placed a record order for 500-plus aircraft in 2011/2012. The order replaces: MD-80 aircraft with 
Boeing 737-800 and Airbus A319s; Boeing 757s with Airbus A321s; and Boeing 767-200 aircraft with Airbus A321Ts. In 
addition to the aircraft ordered for replacement, the order also includes added Boeing 777-300ER aircraft for the longer stage 



PAGE 39 
 

 

A
IR

 S
ER

VI
C

E 
M

AR
KE

T 
R

ES
E

AR
C

H
 –

 G
U

N
N

IS
O

N
/C

R
E

S
TE

D
 B

U
TT

E 
R

E
G

IO
N

A
L 

A
IR

PO
R

T 
 

length routes, Boeing 787-8, Boeing 787-9 and Airbus A350-900 aircraft. American also ordered more than 100 76-seat 
regional jets including the CJR-900 and ERJ-175. This large influx of new aircraft sets American on a path to have the 
youngest fleet of the legacy airlines.  
 

MARKET OPPORTUNITIES 

American serves multiple ski resort areas on a seasonal basis with GUC being served seasonally from Dallas/Ft. Worth. 
American also serves Aspen, Vail/Eagle, Steamboat Springs, Jackson Hole and Montrose.  As shown in Table 7.3, American 
serves some resorts seasonally from Chicago O’Hare, Los Angeles, New York Kennedy, Miami and Phoenix. 
 
Los Angeles and Chicago O’Hare are large ski markets and 
would be high priorities for GUC service. With regard to Los 
Angeles, American provides seasonal service to Aspen and 
Vail/Eagle and is a top market priority for GUC. Chicago 
O’Hare seasonal service is already provided by United and 
would be an unlikely addition by American. For the 2008/2009 
winter season, American provided once weekly service to 
Chicago O’Hare at GUC; however, load factors averaged only 
36 percent for the three months of service.  
 
Phoenix is another potential market for American; however, 
Phoenix has not historically been a very large ski market with 
somewhat low demand to resort areas and is a circuitous 
routing for most connecting markets other than southern 
California. Only Montrose has seasonal service to Phoenix of 
the ski markets included in the comparison. 
 
While Vail/Eagle has seasonal service to New York Kennedy 
and Miami, they are not considered high priority destinations 
for new American service at GUC. 
 

  

TABLE 7.3 AMERICAN - DEPARTURES BY SEASON 

HUB 
RESORT 
AIRPORT 

SEASON 
WINTER SUMMER SHOULDER 

DFW 

ASE 206 69 11 
EGE 280 122 25 
GUC 121 0 6 
HDN 130 0 7 
JAC 119 122 7 
MTJ 119 69 7 

JFK EGE 104 0 5 

LAX ASE 103 69 6 
EGE 102 0 6 

MIA EGE 104 0 6 

ORD 
EGE 98 0 6 
HDN 104 0 6 
JAC 0 10 0 

PHX MTJ 29 0 2 
TOTAL 1,619 461 100 

Source: Diio Mi: As of 12/12/14 
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United Airlines 

In 2012, United/Continental Airlines completed their merger. While 
the merged company continues to work towards full integration, 
United has suffered through a series of issues in their reservations 
and operating systems. In 2013, United experienced the grounding 
of their Boeing 787 fleet due to safety concerns. Wall Street and 
United’s unions have publicly questioned United’s performance in 
comparison to American and Delta. 
 

HUBS/FOCUS CITIES 

United operates hubs at Houston Intercontinental, Chicago O’Hare, Newark, Denver, San Francisco, Washington Dulles, and 
to a lesser extent Los Angeles. United hubs all have major competition with one or more other airlines. Table 7.4 shows that 
all but Chicago O’Hare has experienced shrinkage in seats with the most notable decreases at Washington Dulles. Overall 
daily seats declined 6 percent while departures were down 9 percent since March 2014. Decreases internationally are similar 
to domestic decreases in seats and departures. 
 
TABLE 7.4 UNITED - DEPARTURES AND SEATS BY HUB 

HUB/FOCUS 
MARKET 

MARCH 2015 MARCH 2014 % CHANGE YOY 

AVG DAILY 
SEATS 

AVG DAILY 
DEPART-

URES 

AVG 
SEATS/ 

DEPART-
URE 

AVG DAILY 
SEATS 

AVG DAILY 
DEPART-

URES 

AVG 
SEATS/ 

DEPART-
URE 

AVG DAILY 
SEATS 

AVG DAILY 
DEPART-

URES 

AVG 
SEATS/ 

DEPART-
URE 

Houston, TX (IAH) 53,220 553 96 55,013 580 95 (3) (5) 1  
Chicago, IL (ORD) 52,364 562 93 51,207 578 89 2  (3) 5  

Newark, NJ 41,479 388 107 42,979 393 109 (3) (1) (2) 
Denver, CO 35,426 394 90 35,689 394 91 (1) 0  (1) 

San Francisco, CA 32,435 277 117 33,185 295 112 (2) (6) 4  
Washington, DC (IAD) 20,092 219 92 24,454 268 91 (18) (18) 1  

Los Angeles, CA 18,661 167 112 20,384 189 108 (8) (11) 3  
Domestic 360,235 4,135 87 382,450 4,574 84 (6) (10) 4  

International 104,220 722 144 110,778 783 142 (6) (8) 2  
Total all markets 464,454 4,857 96 493,228 5,356 92 (6) (9) 4  

Source: Diio Mi; As of 12/10/14 
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AIRCRAFT IN USE 

Table 7.5 provides the average daily departures by aircraft and operating carrier for March 2015 and demonstrates the mix of 
regional carrier aircraft by hub. The number of regional carrier flights exceeds the number of mainline flights at Chicago 
O’Hare, Houston, Denver and Washington Dulles. This occurred due to United shrinking its mainline fleet, particularly smaller 
aircraft, and outsourcing markets to its regional codeshare partners. United’s pilot scope contract allows for more large 
regional jets. Large regional aircraft are expected to increase to 255 by 2016 with 102 70-seat regional jets and 153 76-seat 
regional jets being added. With a hard cap of 450 regional aircraft this will require a reduction of the existing 300-plus 50-seat 
regional jets in the network today. Seventy of the ERJ-175 aircraft (76-seat, dual class) are slated for delivery in 2014 and 
2015 with the balance delivered in the future. 
 

TABLE 7.5 UNITED - AIRCRAFT IN USE 
AIRCRAFT  

TYPE 
OPERATING 

CARRIER 
SEATING  

CAPACITY 
AVERAGE DAILY DEPARTURES - MARCH 2015 

ORD IAH DEN EWR SFO IAD LAX OTHER TOTAL 

Embraer E-175 
Mesa 76 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 8 16 

SkyWest 76 5 0 0 0 19 0 0 24 48 
Bombardier DHC-8-400 Republic 74 0 0 34 29 0 0 0 65 129 

Embraer E-170 Shuttle America 70 32 2 13 18 0 0 0 60 125 

Canadair CRJ-700 
GoJet 66 42 0 13 0 0 5 0 56 116 
Mesa 66 12 0 0 0 0 23 0 34 69 

SkyWest 66 27 39 42 0 26 3 25 159 320 
Bombardier DHC-8-300 CommutAir 51 0 0 0 3 0 1 0 4 8 

Canadair CRJ-100/200
ExpressJet 50 13 0 0 0 0 30 0 42 85 
SkyWest 50 56 14 92 0 50 0 24 226 463 

Embraer ERJ 
Mesa 50 136 253 57 124 0 35 0 642 1,246 

Trans States 50 28 7 0 0 0 35 0 75 145 
ATR-42/72 Cape Air 46 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 9 

Bombardier DHC-8-200 CommutAir 37 0 0 0 20 0 17 0 35 72 
Embraer EMB-120 SkyWest 30 0 0 8 0 33 0 29 69 138 

Mainline 212 230 135 194 150 70 89 789 1,867 
Total 562 553 394 388 277 219 167 2,297 4,857 

Source: Diio Mi; As of 12/10/14 
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MARKET OPPORTUNITIES 

United provides the highest level of service to the most ski 
resort destinations of any airline.  As shown in Table 7.6, the 
majority of resort airports are served annually to Denver. 
Several other hubs, including Newark, Washington Dulles, 
Houston Intercontinental, Los Angeles, Chicago O’Hare and 
San Francisco, are also served seasonally. 
 
United provides GUC with Denver service year round and 
seasonal Houston Intercontinental and Chicago O’Hare 
service. Historically, Continental, prior to merger, provided 
GUC with seasonal Dallas/Ft. Worth (2005) and Newark 
(2004) service.  
 
The primary opportunity for United at GUC is San Francisco 
service. United has indicated that they will be growing their 
San Francisco hub and is scheduled to provide service in 
several other resort markets in 2015, including Aspen, 
Steamboat Springs, Jackson Hole, Mammoth Lakes, 
Montrose and Sun Valley. Los Angeles is also a potential 
market for United at GUC. They currently provide service to 
Aspen, Steamboat Springs, Jackson Hole and Montrose; 
however, United has been actively reducing service at Los 
Angeles. New service adds at Los Angeles are unlikely in the 
near term.  
 
While United serves other resort markets nonstop to Newark 
(Vail/Eagle, Steamboat Springs, Jackson Hole and Montrose) 
and Washington Dulles (Steamboat Springs and Jackson 
Hole), nonstop service at GUC are less likely in the 
near term. 
 

  

TABLE 7.6 UNITED - DEPARTURES BY SEASON 

HUB 
RESORT  
AIRPORT 

SEASON 
WINTER SUMMER SHOULDER 

DEN 

ASE 1,067 1,059 704 
EGE 400 240 162 
GUC 188 180 128 
HDN 411 293 184 
JAC 366 450 260 
MMH 10 0 0 
MTJ 461 480 284 
SUN 38 75 0 

EWR 

EGE 104 0 6 
HDN 15 0 0 
JAC 38 0 1 
MTJ 23 0 0 

IAD HDN 12 0 1 
JAC 18 0 0 

IAH 

ASE 300 90 18 
EGE 104 24 6 
GUC 30 15 1 
HDN 116 34 7 
JAC 38 23 2 
MTJ 103 28 6 

LAX 

ASE 404 126 75 
HDN 56 0 0 
JAC 104 76 6 
MTJ 29 0 0 

ORD 

ASE 425 113 26 
GUC 18 0 1 
HDN 25 0 2 
JAC 109 228 7 
MTJ 111 0 6 

SFO 

ASE 178 0 12 
HDN 14 0 0 
JAC 96 74 5 
MMH 142 0 9 
MTJ 29 0 0 
SUN 93 75 0 

TOTAL 5,675 3,683 1,919 
Source: Diio Mi: As of 12/12/14 

United Market 
Opportunity 
With anticipated 
growth at San 
Francisco, United 
nonstop service from 
GUC to San Francisco 
is a top opportunity. 
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POTENTIAL AIRLINES 

This section includes a discussion of airlines that do not currently serve the GUC market.  
 

Alaska Airlines 

Alaska is consistently one of the more profitable of the major airlines. Looking forward, it is anticipated that Alaska will continue 
to add flying to Seattle in response to Delta’s growth and competition in Seattle.  
 

HUBS/FOCUS CITIES 

Table 7.7 compares Alaska’s average daily departures and seats in March 2015 to March 2014. The majority of Alaska’s flying 
is based in Seattle and Portland, but has made overtures to focus cities in California. Alaska grew seats and departures at 
each of its hubs/focus cities with the exception of Los Angeles that declined year-over-year. The highest growth was at Seattle 
followed by Portland and Anchorage. Overall seats increased 10 percent with departures increasing 7 percent. The growth 
was primarily in domestic markets, with Alaska’s international capacity declining 3 percent.  

 
TABLE 7.7 ALASKA - DEPARTURES AND SEATS BY HUB 

HUB/FOCUS 
MARKET 

MARCH 2015 MARCH 2014 % CHANGE YOY 

AVG DAILY 
SEATS 

AVG DAILY 
DEPART-

URES 

AVG SEATS/ 
DEPART- 

URE 
AVG DAILY 

SEATS 

AVG DAILY 
DEPART-

URES 

AVG SEATS/ 
DEPART- 

URE 
AVG DAILY 

SEATS 

AVG DAILY 
DEPART-

URES 

AVG SEATS/ 
DEPART-

URE 
Seattle, WA 32,390 266 122 28,140 242 116 15  10  5  
Portland, OR 11,935 117 102 11,005 110 100 8  6  2  

Los Angeles, CA 5,420 37 145 5,619 41 138 (4) (8) 5  
Anchorage, AK 5,139 43 121 4,749 40 119 8  7  1  
San Diego, CA 3,195 24 136 3,008 22 134 6  5  1  

Domestic 98,311 827 119 87,846 765 115 12  8  4  
International 9,765 85 115 10,029 87 115 (3) (3) 0  

Total all markets 108,077 911 119 97,874 853 115 10  7  3  
Source: Diio Mi; As of 12/10/14 
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AIRCRAFT IN USE 

Table 7.8 provides Alaska’s aircraft in use for March 2015. Fifty-five percent of departures are provided on mainline aircraft 
while 41 percent are provided with Horizon Air’s Bombardier Q400 aircraft. The remaining departures are contracted through 
SkyWest airlines with the CRJ-700. Alaska has placed a large order for more Boeing aircraft, specifically 50 Boeing 737-
900ERs and the Boeing 737MAX. 
 
TABLE 7.8 ALASKA - AIRCRAFT IN USE 

AIRCRAFT TYPE 
OPERATING 

CARRIER 
SEATING 

CAPACITY 
AVERAGE DAILY DEPARTURES - MARCH 2015 

SEA PDX ANC LAX SAN OTHER TOTAL 
Bombardier DHC-8-

400 Horizon 76 108 71 10 7 4 172 371 

Canadair CRJ-700 SkyWest 70 10 8 0 0 2 22 42 
Mainline 148 38 33 31 17 232 498 

Total 266 117 43 37 24 425 911 
Source: Diio Mi; As of 12/10/14 
  

MARKET OPPORTUNITIES 

Table 7.9 provides a summary of Alaska’s service at resort airports. Alaska currently only serves Mammoth Lakes, Sun Valley 
and Steamboat Springs, primarily with seasonal service. In each case, Alaska provides the service under a subsidy or revenue 
guarantee agreement. While GUC’s stage length to Los Angeles of 714 miles, 701 miles to San Diego, and 990 miles to 
Seattle is outside Alaska’s typical operating stage length for the Bombardier Q400, subsidies or minimum revenue guarantees 
and/or the use of CRJ-700 aircraft through their codeshare agreement with SkyWest make these services a possibility, with 
Los Angeles as the top market to pursue.  
 
TABLE 7.9 ALASKA - DEPARTURES BY SEASON 

HUB 
RESORT  
AIRPORT 

SEASON 
WINTER SUMMER SHOULDER 

LAS MMH 22 0 2 

LAX MMH 206 117 109 
SUN 101 101 0 

SAN MMH 67 0 4 

SEA HDN 45 0 0 
SUN 103 110 9 

Total 544 328 124 
Source: Diio Mi: As of 12/12/14 
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Allegiant  

Allegiant continues to discuss opportunities to Mexico and Caribbean with potential service initiation in 2015. Allegiant has 
been changing their strategy with several larger market adds in 2014, including Cincinnati, Indianapolis, Omaha, Oklahoma 
City, Pittsburgh, and Tulsa. Allegiant currently serves 98 cities with the majority of their growth in these top markets except 
Las Vegas. 
 

HUB/FOCUS CITIES 

In general, Allegiant’s leisure destination oriented service is focused primarily on service to Orlando-Sanford, Las Vegas, 
Tampa-St. Petersburg and Phoenix-Mesa with limited service in select other markets such as Punta Gorda. With the exception 
of Las Vegas, service is provided through secondary airports (e.g. Sanford, Mesa). Service is generally on a less than daily 
basis (two to three times weekly) from cities having limited access to service at larger airports. Table 7.10 compares 
Allegiant’s average daily departures and seats in March 2015. Allegiant’s primary growth is in Florida markets. Overall seats 
increased 7 percent with departures increasing 8 percent. To date, all of Allegiant’s service is domestic. 

 
TABLE 7.10 ALLEGIANT - DEPARTURES AND SEATS BY FOCUS CITY 

FOCUS CITY 

MARCH 2015 MARCH 2014 % CHANGE YOY 

AVG 
DAILY 
SEATS 

AVG  
DAILY 

DEPART-
URES 

AVG 
SEATS/ 

DEPART-
URE 

AVG 
DAILY 
SEATS 

AVG  
DAILY 

DEPART-
URES 

AVG 
SEATS/ 

DEPART-
URE 

AVG 
DAILY 
SEATS 

AVG  
DAILY 

DEPART-
URES 

AVG 
SEATS/ 

DEPART-
URE 

Orlando, FL (SFB) 3,929 23.2 170 3,688 21.7 170 7  7  (0) 
Las Vegas, NV 3,875 22.3 174 3,903 22.1 176 (1) 1  (2) 

Tampa, FL (PIE) 2,732 16.0 170 2,194 12.9 170 25  24  0  
Phoenix, AZ (AZA) 2,703 16.6 162 2,661 16.4 163 2  2  (0) 
Punta Gorda, FL 1,494 9.0 166 1,365 8.2 166 9  9  0  
Bellingham, WA 951 6.0 159 1,277 7.1 179 (26) (16) (11) 

Domestic 32,629 192.9 169 30,383 178.3 170 7  8  (1) 
International - - - - - - - - - 

Total all markets 32,629 192.9 169 30,383 178.3 170 7  8  (1) 
Source: Diio Mi; As of 12/10/14 
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AIRCRAFT IN USE 

Table 7.11 provides Allegiant’s aircraft in use for 
March 2015. Allegiant’s fleet is primarily 
composed of MD-80 aircraft reconfigured to 166-
seats, representing 67 percent of their fleet. 
Allegiant added six Boeing 757 aircraft to 
facilitate their entry into the Hawaiian market. 
The Boeing 757 gave Allegiant the potential to 
serve longer haul domestic mainland markets. 
Allegiant also took delivery of several Airbus 
A319/A320 aircraft, anticipating 19 total aircraft 
by 2016. The A319/320 can serve longer 
distances than the MD-80 aircraft.  
  

MARKET OPPORTUNITIES 

Allegiant serves only one of the resort airports, Montrose (Table 7.12). The service to Montrose is on a seasonal basis. With 
Montrose service just one hour from the Gunnison area, it is unlikely that Allegiant would consider serving the GUC market 
unless a business case could be made to compliment (not negatively impact) the Montrose service. 
 

Delta Air Lines 

Delta has been focused on lowering unit costs and enhancing customer experience. Delta eliminated Memphis as a hub in 
their network and purchased a 49 percent interest in Virgin Atlantic. In the West, Delta has been active in creating an 
international hub at Seattle anticipating more than 100 daily departures in 2015. 
 

HUBS/FOCUS CITIES 

Across the Delta system, Delta operates an extensive route network with hubs/focus cities at Atlanta, Minneapolis, Detroit, Salt 
Lake City, New York LaGuardia and Kennedy, Los Angeles, and Seattle. Table 7.13, next page, provides frequency and 
capacity changes at Delta’s hubs. All but Minneapolis and Detroit experienced increases in seats over 2014 though Salt Lake 
City, while up in seats, experienced a decrease in departures like Minneapolis and Detroit. The largest increase occurred at 
the Seattle hub followed by Los Angeles and New York Kennedy. Overall, Delta’s system-wide seats increased 4 percent and 
departures increased 2 percent with a slightly higher increase internationally than domestically. 

TABLE 7.11 ALLEGIANT - AIRCRAFT IN USE 
AIRCRAFT 

TYPE 
SEATING 

 CAPACITY
AVERAGE DAILY DEPARTURES - MARCH 2015 

SFB LAS AZA PIE PGD BLI OTHER TOTAL 
Boeing 757 228 0 3 0 0 0 0 4 7 
Airbus A320 177 8 0 0 6 0 0 22 36 

MD-80 166 15 18 11 10 9 2 65 130 
Airbus A319 156 0 1 6 0 0 4 9 20 

Total 23 22 17 16 9 6 100 193 
Source: Diio Mi; As of 12/10/14 

TABLE 7.12 ALLEGIANT - DEPARTURES BY SEASON 
FOCUS  

CITY 
RESORT  
AIRPORT 

SEASON 
WINTER SUMMER SHOULDER 

AZA MTJ 29 0 0 
LAX MTJ 29 0 0 

Total 58 0 0 
Source: Diio Mi: As of 12/12/14 

Allegiant Market 
Opportunity 
It is unlikely that 
Allegiant will consider 
serving the GUC 
market with Allegiant’s 
existing Montrose 
service. 
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TABLE 7.13 DELTA - DEPARTURES AND SEATS BY HUB 

HUB 

MARCH 2015 MARCH 2014 % CHANGE YOY 

AVG 
DAILY 
SEATS

AVG 
DAILY 

DEPART-
URES 

AVG 
SEATS/ 

DEPART-
URE 

AVG 
DAILY 
SEATS

AVG 
DAILY 

DEPART-
URES 

AVG 
SEATS/ 

DEPART-
URE 

AVG 
DAILY 
SEATS

AVG 
DAILY 

DEPART-
URES 

AVG 
SEATS/ 

DEPART-
URE 

Atlanta, GA 128,458 967 133 124,551 953 131 3  1  2  
Minneapolis, MN 42,911 400 107 43,275 413 105 (1) (3) 2  

Detroit, MI 40,897 406 101 42,207 429 98 (3) (5) 2  
Salt Lake City, UT 24,635 233 106 24,234 247 98 2  (6) 8  

New York, NY (JFK) 23,019 175 132 20,072 146 138 15  20  (4) 
New York, NY (LGA) 22,616 244 93 22,280 242 92 2  1  1  

Los Angeles, CA 20,006 151 132 17,081 125 137 17  21  (3) 
Seattle, WA 10,599 85 125 5,969 36 165 78  134  (24) 
Domestic 513,391 4,732 108 495,095 4,667 106 4  1  2  

International 88,054 541 163 84,769 508 167 4  7  (2) 
Total all markets 601,445 5,273 114 579,864 5,174 112 4  2  2  

Source: Diio Mi; As of 12/10/14 
 

AIRCRAFT IN USE 

Delta’s fleet distribution by hub is depicted in Table 7.14. Delta has reduced the total number of 50-seat regional jets in its 
network while adding larger regional jets and mainline flying. This includes reducing the number of 50-seat regional jets from 
nearly 310 aircraft to 100 by 2015. Delta is acquiring 88 Boeing 717 aircraft from Southwest beginning with 16 aircraft in 2013 
and 36 each in 2014/2015. They are also purchasing 40 CRJ-900 aircraft to be operated by Pinnacle Airlines with 12 deliveries 
in 2013 and 28 in 2014 and 100 Boeing 737-900ER with deliveries from 2013 through 2018. 
 
TABLE 7.14 DELTA - AIRCRAFT IN USE 

AIRCRAFT  
TYPE 

OPERATING  
CARRIER 

SEATING 
CAPACITY 

AVERAGE DAILY DEPARTURES - MARCH 2015 
ATL DTW MSP LGA SLC JFK LAX SEA OTHER TOTAL 

Embraer E-175 
Compass 77 0 4 21 0 4 0 41 16 76 162 

Shuttle America 77 0 1 2 20 0 0 0 0 30 52 

Canadair CRJ-900 
Endeavor Air 76 3 26 47 29 0 38 0 0 163 305 
ExpressJet 76 54 22 8 2 0 0 0 0 107 193 
SkyWest 76 0 2 12 0 43 0 22 12 92 184 

Embraer E-170 
Compass 70 0 0 13 0 0 0 0 0 13 26 

Shuttle America 70 0 1 0 26 0 0 0 0 32 59 

Canadair CRJ-700 
ExpressJet 66 21 43 8 32 0 0 0 0 111 215 

GoJet 66 0 6 0 38 0 3 0 0 49 96 
SkyWest 66 1 0 7 0 18 0 10 19 54 109 

Canadair CRJ-100/200 Air Wisconsin  50 0 8 0 0 0 8 0 0 40 55 
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TABLE 7.14 DELTA - AIRCRAFT IN USE 
AIRCRAFT  

TYPE 
OPERATING  

CARRIER 
SEATING 

CAPACITY 
AVERAGE DAILY DEPARTURES - MARCH 2015 

ATL DTW MSP LGA SLC JFK LAX SEA OTHER TOTAL 
Endeavor Air 50 2 98 52 3 0 0 0 0 192 347 
ExpressJet 50 135 7 0 2 0 0 0 0 155 299 
SkyWest 50 1 10 59 0 58 0 0 0 139 267 

Embraer ERJ Chautauqua 50 0 23 0 8 0 15 0 0 82 128 
Embraer EMB-120 SkyWest 30 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 3 7 

Mainline 749 155 172 84 106 111 78 38 1,274 2,768 
Total 967 406 400 244 233 175 151 85 2,611 5,273 

Source: Diio Mi; As of 12/10/14 
 

MARKET OPPORTUNITIES 

Delta serves multiple ski resort areas on a seasonal basis 
and two ski areas on an annual basis into Salt Lake City. As 
shown in Table 7.15, Delta serves resorts seasonally from 
Atlanta, New York Kennedy, Los Angeles, Minneapolis 
and Seattle. 
 
Delta previously served GUC to Atlanta seasonally until 
2010, Dallas/Ft. Worth in 2003/2004, and Salt Lake City 
seasonally in 2009/2010. The top opportunity for Delta at 
GUC is re-instated Salt Lake City service; however, 
previous load factors were very low averaging only 33 
percent over the two seasonal periods. Atlanta performed 
better for Delta at GUC but still averaged only 52 percent. 
The historically low load factor performance in these two 
potential markets will need to be overcome for Delta to 
consider re-instating service. In addition to Atlanta and Salt 
Lake City, Minneapolis is also an opportunity with Delta 
providing seasonal service to multiple resort airports 
including Aspen, Vail/Eagle, Steamboat Springs and 
Jackson Hole. With their existing limited resort service at 
Los Angeles, New York Kennedy and Seattle, service to 
GUC is unlikely. 

TABLE 7.15 DELTA - DEPARTURES BY SEASON 

HUB 
RESORT 
AIRPORT 

SEASON 
WINTER SUMMER SHOULDER 

ATL 

ASE 99 0 0 
EGE 100 0 0 
HDN 94 0 0 
JAC 63 92 0 
MTJ 34 0 0 

JFK JAC 6 0 0 
LAX JAC 26 15 0 

MSP 

ASE 18 0 0 
EGE 3 0 0 
HDN 100 0 0 
JAC 33 67 0 

SEA JAC 15 0 0 

SLC 
JAC 345 364 346 
SUN 276 343 198 

Total 1,212 881 544 
Source: Diio Mi: As of 
12/12/14    

Delta Service 
Opportunity 
While Salt Lake City 
and Atlanta service are 
top market 
opportunities for GUC, 
the historically low load 
factors will need to be 
overcome for Delta to 
consider re-instating 
service. 
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Frontier Airlines 

Frontier was purchased by Indigo Partners, which previously owned Spirit Airlines. Indigo is transforming Frontier into an ultra 
low-cost carrier, likely similar to Spirit. It is anticipated that Frontier will be less Denver centric and focus on opportunistic 
growth in larger markets. Their existing growth has been in very large markets, while canceling service to smaller markets. 
 

HUBS/FOCUS CITIES 

Frontier is actively recreating their hub/focus cities in 2015. Frontier has announced significant reductions at Denver, 
particularly to/from smaller cities, and added service to larger markets including Orlando and Chicago O’Hare. Overall, seats 
and departures will increase 11 percent with all of the additions occurring domestically and seats and departures declining 
internationally year-over-year (Table 7.16). 
 
TABLE 7.16 FRONTIER - DEPARTURES AND SEATS BY FOCUS CITY 

FOCUS CITY/ 
HUB 

MARCH 2015 MARCH 2014 % CHANGE YOY 

AVG 
DAILY 
SEATS 

AVG  
DAILY 

DEPART-
URES 

AVG 
SEATS/ 

DEPART-
URE 

AVG 
DAILY 
SEATS 

AVG  
DAILY 

DEPART-
URES 

AVG 
SEATS/ 

DEPART-
URE 

AVG 
DAILY 
SEATS 

AVG  
DAILY 

DEPART-
URES 

AVG 
SEATS/ 

DEPART-
URE 

Denver, CO 9,680 67 145 13,647 93 147 (29) (28) (1) 
Orlando, FL (MCO) 2,130 15 146 729 5 149 192  198  (2) 
Chicago, IL (ORD) 1,703 10 165 218 1 161 681  660  3  

Domestic 32,336 221 147 28,608 195 147 13  13  (0) 
International 3,563 23 157 3,804 25 151 (6) (10) 4  

Total all markets 35,899 243 148 32,413 220 147 11  11  0  
Source: Diio Mi; As of 12/10/14 
 

AIRCRAFT IN USE 

Table 7.17 recaps the current Frontier fleet. Frontier uses the Airbus A319 and the Airbus A320 for their operations.  
 
TABLE 7.17 FRONTIER - AIRCRAFT IN USE 

AIRCRAFT 
 TYPE 

OPERATING  
CARRIER 

SEATING 
CAPACITY 

AVERAGE DAILY DEPARTURES - MARCH 2015 
DEN MCO ORD OTHER TOTAL 

Airbus A320 Frontier 168 16 4 9 49 78 
Airbus A319 Frontier 138 51 11 1 103 165 

Total 67 15 10 152 243 
Source: Diio Mi; As of 12/10/14 
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MARKET OPPORTUNITIES 

Table 7.18 shows that Frontier provides service to only one 
resort airport, Jackson Hole to Denver. With Frontier’s larger 
aircraft and move away from smaller markets to larger 
markets, Frontier service in the GUC market is unlikely. 
 

JetBlue Airways 

With consistently strong profits, JetBlue has generally grown at a fairly fast rate compared to other airlines. However, recently, 
JetBlue has slowed their growth from historical numbers but continues growth mainly to the Caribbean and Latin America.  
 

HUBS/FOCUS CITIES 

JetBlue Airways operates hubs at New York Kennedy and Boston with several other focus cities such as Fort Lauderdale and 
Orlando. Average daily seats are up 6 percent in March 2015 compared to the prior year while departures are up 5 percent 
(Table 7.19). All markets listed increased except for San Juan, Puerto Rico, and Long Beach. JetBlue has grown by double 
digit percentage increases at Fort Lauderdale, West Palm Beach, Washington National, and New York LaGuardia. The 
significant growth at Washington National is due to American’s slot divestiture whereby JetBlue received 24 additional slots. 
Capacity has grown by a higher percentage in international markets compared to domestic markets.  
 

TABLE 7.19 JETBLUE - DEPARTURES AND SEATS BY FOCUS CITY 

FOCUS CITY/HUB 

MARCH 2015 MARCH 2014 % CHANGE YOY 
AVG 

DAILY 
SEATS 

AVG DAILY  
DEPART- 

URES 

AVG SEATS/ 
DEPART- 

URE 

AVG 
DAILY 
SEATS 

AVG DAILY 
DEPART-

URES 

AVG SEATS/ 
DEPART- 

URE 

AVG 
DAILY 
SEATS 

AVG DAILY 
DEPART-

URES 

AVG SEATS/ 
DEPART- 

URE 
New York, NY (JFK) 21,086 150 141 20,521 149 138 3  1  2  

Boston, MA 14,926 123 122 14,569 120 121 2  2  0  
Fort Lauderdale, FL 9,811 72 136 8,632 64 136 14  13  0  
Orlando, FL (MCO) 8,132 61 134 7,774 58 134 5  5  (0) 

San Juan, PR 4,864 37 131 5,164 39 132 (6) (5) (1) 
West Palm Beach, FL 3,251 23 141 2,952 22 137 10  7  3  

Washington, DC (DCA) 3,160 30 107 2,063 18 118 53  69  (9) 
Long Beach, CA 3,097 21 150 3,358 22 150 (8) (8) 0  

Newark, NJ 2,879 21 138 2,818 21 136 2  1  1  
New York, NY (LGA) 2,850 19 150 2,550 17 150 12  12  0  

Domestic 95,347 730 131 90,612 691 131 5  6  (0) 
International 19,430 137 142 17,813 131 136 9  4  4  

Total all markets 114,778 867 132 108,425 822 132 6  5  0  
Source: Diio Mi; As of 12/10/14 

 

TABLE 7.18 FRONTIER - DEPARTURES BY SEASON 

HUB 
RESORT 
AIRPORT 

SEASON 
WINTER SUMMER SHOULDER 

DEN JAC 0 99 0 
Total 0 99 0 

Source: Diio Mi: As of 12/12/14 
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AIRCRAFT IN USE 

Table 7.20 outlines JetBlue’s aircraft fleet in use. JetBlue primarily operates the 150-seat Airbus A320 and the 100-seat ERJ-
190. JetBlue has limited flying with the larger Airbus A321. 
 

TABLE 7.20 JETBLUE - AIRCRAFT IN USE 
AIRCRAFT  

TYPE 
SEATING  

CAPACITY 
AVERAGE DAILY DEPARTURES - MARCH 2015 

JFK BOS FLL MCO SJU DCA PBI EWR LGB LGA OTHER TOTAL 
Airbus A321 190 7 0 2 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 3 14 

Airbus A319/20/21 159 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 12 23 
Airbus A320 150 95 53 48 41 21 4 17 16 21 19 172 508 
Embraer 190 100 36 69 22 20 15 26 5 5 0 0 124 321 

Total 150 123 72 61 37 30 23 21 21 19 311 867 
Source: Diio Mi; As of 12/10/14 

 

MARKET OPPORTUNITIES 

JetBlue does not operate at any of the resort airports. In Colorado, JetBlue serves Denver to/from Boston and New York 
Kennedy an average of one to two times daily. GUC service is unlikely in the short term with existing market sizes and 
JetBlue’s large aircraft. 
  

Southwest Airlines 

The Southwest/AirTran Airways merger is complete; however, Southwest and AirTran continue to work on integrating the two 
companies which was anticipated by the end of 2014. Southwest’s new reservations system is the major remaining obstacle 
and will likely be implemented in 2015. In October 2014, the Wright Amendment, which restricts operations by Southwest at 
Dallas Love field, expired and led to new nonstop service to markets like Los Angeles, San Diego and Phoenix. Expansion 
plans in 2015 are expected to be modest, with capacity increasing 2 to 3 percent with larger gauge aircraft, and will likely 
continue to occur internationally.  
 

HUBS/FOCUS CITIES 

Table 7.21, next page, compares Southwest’s focus city average daily departures and seats in March 2015 with the prior year. 
All but Houston Hobby and Atlanta experienced increases in capacity over March 2014. The most significant percentage 
increases have occurred at Dallas Love Field and Los Angeles. Overall seats have increased 1 percent while departures have 
decreased 1 percent year-over-year. Notably, international capacity has increased 19 percent. 
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TABLE 7.21 SOUTHWEST - DEPARTURES AND SEATS BY FOCUS CITY 

FOCUS CITY 
/HUB 

MARCH 2015 MARCH 2014 % CHANGE YOY 
AVG 

DAILY 
SEATS 

AVG DAILY 
DEPART-

URES 

AVG SEATS/ 
DEPART- 

URE 
AVG DAILY 

SEATS 

AVG DAILY 
DEPART-

URES 

AVG SEATS/ 
DEPART- 

URE 

AVG 
DAILY 
SEATS 

AVG DAILY 
DEPART-

URES 

AVG SEATS/ 
DEPART- 

URE 
Chicago, IL (MDW) 34,653  232  149  33,447  228  146  4  1  2  

Las Vegas, NV 30,670  208  148  30,240  208  145  1  (0) 2  
Baltimore, MD 29,376  199  147  28,651  199  144  3  0  2  

Phoenix, AZ (PHX) 25,105  170  148  23,870  164  145  5  4  1  
Denver, CO 24,465  166  148  23,151  158  147  6  5  1  

Dallas, TX (DAL) 20,789  146  142  15,952  116  138  30  26  3  
Houston, TX (HOU) 20,127  144  140  20,741  148  140  (3) (3) (0) 
Orlando, FL (MCO) 19,405  131  148  19,221  135  142  1  (3) 4  

Atlanta, GA 17,525  123  143  19,840  156  127  (12) (21) 12  
Los Angeles, CA 15,818  109  146  14,588  101  145  8  8  1  

Domestic 512,815 3,523 146 506,973 3,571 142 1  (1) 3  
International 7,179 48 150 6,055 44 137 19  8  9  

Total all markets 519,994 3,571  146  513,028  3,615  142  1  (1) 3  
Source: Diio Mi; As of 12/10/14 

 

AIRCRAFT IN USE 

Table 7.22 outlines Southwest’s aircraft fleet in use. Southwest operates a fleet of Boeing 737 aircraft.  
 
TABLE 7.22 SOUTHWEST - AIRCRAFT IN USE 

AIRCRAFT 
TYPE 

SEATING 
CAPACITY 

AVERAGE DAILY DEPARTURES - MARCH 2015 
MDW LAS BWI PHX DEN DAL HOU MCO ATL LAX OTHER TOTAL 

B737-800 175 47 34 30 27 27 16 8 21 1 13 183 406 
B737-700 143 185 130 123 109 117 80 83 83 91 63 1,346 2,409 

B737-300 143 0 27 32 21 11 15 15 19 24 14 231 408 
137 0 17 15 14 12 6 8 8 8 19 138 245 

B737-500 122 0 0 0 0 0 29 30 0 0 0 45 104 
Total 232 208 199 170 166 146 144 131 123 109 1,944 3,571 

Source: Diio Mi; As of 12/10/14 
 

MARKET OPPORTUNITIES 

Like JetBlue, Southwest does not operate at any of the resort airports. Southwest service is unlikely in the GUC market. With 
Southwest’s current model of high frequency, daily service with larger aircraft and their significant Denver presence, GUC 
market sizes will not support Southwest’s model at this time. 
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Spirit Airlines 

Spirit has been actively growing their presence in point-to-point 
markets. Spirit plans significant growth, but their current growth has 
been focused in larger markets that can support daily service utilizing 
aircraft with high density seating. In general, Spirit service has been 
less than stable with their fleet being redeployed to markets perceived 
to offer a greater opportunity.  
 

HUBS/FOCUS CITIES 

Spirit primarily serves leisure markets with a focus on Fort 
Lauderdale, Chicago O’Hare, Dallas/Fort Worth, Detroit and Las Vegas. Table 7.23 compares average departures and seats 
in March 2015 with the prior year. Overall Spirit’s seats and departures have increased 26 and 24 percent, respectively, with 
larger percentage increases domestically than internationally. The most significant increases occurred in the Chicago O’Hare, 
Detroit and Dallas/Ft. Worth markets.  
 
TABLE 7.23 SPIRIT AIRLINES - DEPARTURES AND SEATS BY HUB 

HUB/ 
FOCUS CITY 

MARCH 2015 MARCH 2014 % CHANGE YOY 

AVG 
DAILY 
SEATS 

AVG  
DAILY 

DEPART-
URES 

AVG 
SEATS/ 

DEPART-
URE 

AVG 
DAILY 
SEATS 

AVG  
DAILY 

DEPART-
URES 

AVG 
SEATS/ 

DEPART-
URE 

AVG 
DAILY 
SEATS 

AVG  
DAILY 

DEPART-
URES 

AVG 
SEATS/ 

DEPART-
URE 

Fort Lauderdale, FL 8,323 49 171 7,512 45 169 11  9  2  
Chicago, IL (ORD) 4,199 26 162 3,098 19 163 36  37  (1) 
Dallas, TX (DFW) 4,144 25 168 3,380 21 160 23  17  5  

Detroit, MI 3,939 24 162 2,983 18 164 32  34  (2) 
Las Vegas, NV 3,757 25 150 3,434 23 149 9  9  1  

Domestic 49,788 302 165 38,849 239 163 28  27  1  
International 5,272 31 173 4,729 29 164 11  6  5  

Total 55,060 332 166 43,578 267 163 26  24  2  
Source: Diio Mi; As of 12/10/14 
 

AIRCRAFT IN USE 

Table 7.24, next page, outlines Spirit’s aircraft fleet in use. Spirit plans to take delivery of 22 additional aircraft by the end of 
2015. An additional 63 aircraft are anticipated by 2021. 
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TABLE 7.24 SPIRIT AIRLINES - AIRCRAFT IN USE 
AIRCRAFT 

TYPE 
SEATING 

CAPACITY 
AVERAGE DAILY DEPARTURES - MARCH 2015 

FLL ORD LAS DFW DTW OTHER TOTAL
Airbus A321 218 4 0 0 0 1 3 8 
Airbus A320 178 30 13 4 17 10 116 190 
Airbus A319 145 15 13 21 8 13 65 134 

Total 49 26 25 25 24 184 332 
Source: Diio Mi; As of 12/10/14 

 

MARKET OPPORTUNITIES 

Spirit does not operate at any of the resort airports. Spirit service is unlikely in the GUC market with Spirit only serving the 
Denver market in Colorado. With Spirit’s larger aircraft and Denver presence, GUC’s market size is too small to warrant 
service with Spirit’s larger aircraft.  
 

AIRCRAFT USED AT RESORT AIRPORTS 

Elevation and mountainous terrain at resort airports have an impact on the service that can potentially be added, since certain 
aircraft types are likely unable to operate in the market unrestricted, i.e. payload restrictions. The primary restrictions affecting 
resort markets are typically on smaller, 50-seat regional jets. Table 7.25 provides a summary of aircraft that are operated in 
resort markets for the year ended May 2015.  
 

TABLE 7.25 AIRCRAFT IN USE AT RESORT AIRPORTS 

AIRLINE 
AIRCRAFT TYPE - TOTAL DEPARTURES 

TOTAL CR7 DH4 319/320 757 737 ERJ CRJ E70/75 CR9 M80 
United 5,738 3,046 654 239 502 639 452       11,270 
Delta 1,586   603 187 118     100 9 34 2,637 

American 482   635 602 126 69 31 110 110 16 2,181 
Alaska 45 951                 996 
Frontier     99               99 
Allegiant                   58 58 

Air Canada     8               8 
Total 7,851  3,997  1,999  1,028  746  708  483  210  119  108  17,249  

Source: Diio Mi YE May 2015; Note: Airports include Aspen, Vail/Eagle, GUC, Steamboat Springs, Jackson Hole, Mammoth Lakes, Montrose and Sun Valley. 
 
United provides the highest level of operations at resort airports. Delta and American follow United with the number of 
departures but represent less than a quarter of the departures compared to United. The CRJ-700 and Bombardier Q400 are 
the primary aircraft used at resort airports. The two aircraft represent 69 percent of total operations. Aspen, Mammoth Lakes 
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and Sun Valley are primarily served with the CRJ-700 and Bombardier Q400 at this time. Some resort airports, including GUC, 
are also served with mainline aircraft. 
 

SUMMARY OF MAIN POINTS 

 American Airlines: With existing Dallas/Ft. Worth service, Los Angeles and Phoenix are the top market opportunities 
for American at GUC; however, Phoenix has historically been a low demand ski market. Chicago O’Hare service 
faces several hurdles with low historical load factors and existing seasonal United Chicago O’Hare service; however, 
if United is not interested in expanding Chicago O’Hare service, American could be approached to provide the service 
with financial support. Other nonstop American markets are unlikely at GUC.  

 United Airlines: With existing Denver, Houston and Chicago O’Hare service, the top new market opportunity for 
United at GUC is nonstop San Francisco service. United has indicated that they will be growing their San Francisco 
hub and is scheduled to provide service in several other ski markets in 2015. Other United hub markets such as 
Newark and Washington Dulles are unlikely.  

 Potential Airlines: GUC’s top new airline opportunity is the return of Delta to Salt Lake City or Atlanta. The primary 
hurdle will be overcoming the historically low load factors when Delta previously served the market. Other airlines 
such as Alaska, Frontier, JetBlue, Southwest and Spirit are unlikely to serve the GUC market in the near term. 
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SECTION 8. MARKET 
CONSIDERATIONS 

his section addresses market 
considerations not addressed in 
previous sections and next steps 

that GUC should consider to retain and/or 
improve air service. 
 

AIR TRAVEL DEMAND 

The GUC catchment area generates over 
245,000 origin and destination 
passengers annually, or 336 PDEW 
based on the most recent true market 
estimate. Flanked by diversionary airports 
including Montrose 65 miles to the west 
(one-plus hour drive), Grand Junction 130 miles to the northwest (two-plus hour drive), Colorado 
Springs 200 miles to the east (three-plus hour drive) and Denver 225 miles to the northeast (3.5-
hour drive), GUC retains just 23 percent of the estimated market. It is important for local 
passengers and visitors to use GUC to keep the existing air service and attract new service. 
 

AIR SERVICE INCENTIVES 

Incentives in highly seasonal, tourist destinations such as ski resorts are very common. Many 
resort or destination communities financially support new service based on a desire to add more 
visitors to the local area, increasing hotel occupancies or the number of skiers. Due to these 
incentives, pure economic projections for potential new service sometimes has little bearing on 
what is the next best opportunity or route. These incentives will affect everything from the routes 
flown, frequency of service, length of service (number of months), and type of aircraft flown.  
 

T
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Air service at GUC is closely tied to the tourism industry, with approximately 81 percent of passengers at GUC originating from 
another airport. The current seasonal service to Dallas/Ft. Worth, Houston Intercontinental and Chicago O’Hare are supported 
by incentives from various groups within the Gunnison area, primarily the Rural Transit Authority (RTA) or Crested Butte 
Mountain Resort (CBMR). It is possible that without these incentives the service would not exist and future air service 
additions will likely require similar incentives.  

  

REGIONAL JET FLEET CHANGES AND AVAILABILITY 

While most 50-seat regional jets cannot profitably operate in resort markets, it is an important issue to understand when 
considering potential new service and aircraft availability. Recently, fuel costs have dropped; however, the significant rise in 
fuel costs over the last decade made 50-seat regional jets generally economically marginal. This has resulted in airlines 
replacing 50-seat and smaller regional jets with 70-seat and larger regional jets with demand for these larger aircraft far 
exceeding availability. In response to this situation, carriers are trimming frequency, eliminating service, and only very 
selectively increasing service in markets. Pilot scope changes have sped up the reduction in 50-seat aircraft (see following 
subsection). Forecasting how airlines will handle the transition from 50-seat regional jets to 70-seat regional jets is difficult, 
particularly from a timing standpoint. Individual carrier’s strategy have varied.  

 
The oldest 50-seat or smaller regional jets are approximately 20 years old, but many are still around 10 years old. Bombardier 
CRJs have life-limiting parts which preclude them from flying past a certain age based on the number of cycles or hours. There 
is currently no replacement for the 50-seat or smaller regional jet on the horizon. Bombardier and Embraer have indicated 
limited interest in pursuing a replacement for the smaller regional jets. Manufacturers are currently targeting new narrow-body 
aircraft and larger regional jets. Internal forecasts show little demand for aircraft below 70 seats. There is an opportunity for a 
new entrant aircraft manufacturer as the free market will dictate a replacement if an economic case warrants it.  
 
As 70-seat aircraft are phased in to replace 50-seat aircraft, in general, market frequencies will likely decline. Adverse 50-seat 
regional jet economics may cause cancellation of service in some markets that could subsequently be reinstated as additional 
70-seat regional jets become available. For GUC, the primary impact will be the limited availability of the larger regional jets to 
initiate new nonstop service or increase existing service. 
 

PILOT SHORTAGES 

Regulatory requirements have led to pilot shortages. The regulatory changes were brought about by a Colgan Air accident in 
February 2009. Public and government outcry over pilot training and crew rest led to changes in the rules that affect pilot 
availability. The most significant change is the requirement that all pilots for Part 121 carriers be Airline Transport Pilot (ATP) 

Reduction in the 
Regional Jet Fleet 
For GUC, the primary 
impact of the reduction 
of the 50-seat regional 
jet fleet will be the 
limited availability of 
the larger regional jets 
to initiate new nonstop 
service. 
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rated, which requires 1,500 hours of flight time. In the past a first officer could have as few as 250 hours with a Commercial 
Certificate. Limited options exist today on getting from 250 hours to 1,500 hours. There are significantly fewer military pilots 
entering the workforce as the military is training fewer pilots annually. Civilian (private) flight training is drastically more 
expensive than a decade ago and costs are harder to justify for trainees. It can cost up to $100,000 for training up to Certified 
Flight Instructor. Many instructors make less than $20,000 per year upon graduation and need to instruct for several years to 
get to 1,500 hours total. Initial pay at many regionals is less than $25,000 per year. Other changes include a mandatory 
retirement age for airline pilots and longer minimum crew rest, an increase from eight hours to 10 hours. Pilot retirements will 
accelerate over the next five years as pilots hired during the 1980s hiring boom start to retire. The result of these changes on 
regional airlines is significant. For example, Great Lakes Airlines was forced to eliminate 30 of their pilots, and Republic 
announced the reduction of 27 Embraer regional jets partially due to the pilot shortage. Hiring pressure has been reported by 
the airlines. 
 

NEXT STEPS 

Priority 1 – Support Existing Service 

Performance has been mixed on GUC’s existing service. While United’s passengers, revenue, load factor and RASM 
generally improved year-over-year, American’s passengers and revenue were down with improved load factor and RASM 
driven in large part by the capacity reduction. GUC’s primary focus should be on promoting and supporting existing hub 
service. Performance of current service should be monitored regularly. Marketing and support of existing commercial air 
service is critical to continued success of GUC services. Airlines stress the importance of marketing programs beyond the 
initial start-up of service to support the success and continuation of service. Success of service at GUC will create other 
opportunities on existing carriers or potential new carriers.  
 

Priority 2 – Additional Winter Hub Service 

Like other resort airports, new winter hub service will likely rely on incentives to the air carriers whether in the form of a 
revenue guarantee or subsidy. Top market opportunities include Alaska Airlines service to Los Angeles, American service to 
Los Angeles or Phoenix, United service to San Francisco, and Delta service to Salt Lake City or Atlanta. While each of these 
new service opportunities face obstacles including aircraft availability, sufficient incentives could lead to new air service at 
GUC. 
  

Priority 3 – Additional Summer Hub Service 

Currently, seasonal service is focused on the winter season. With the high demand from Texas, additional summer service to 
Texas should be investigated as a way of growing the market outside of the winter peak period.   
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APPENDIX A. GLOSSARY 
 
Airport catchment area (ACA) 
The geographic area surrounding an airport 
from which that airport can reasonably expect to 
draw passenger traffic. The airport catchment 
area is sometimes called the service area. 
 

Aircraft codes 
319/320 ................................... Airbus A319/320 
737 .................................................. Boeing 737 
757 .................................................. Boeing 757 
CR7 ......................... Canadair Regional Jet 700 
CR9 ......................... Canadair Regional Jet 900 
CRJ ......................... Canadair Regional Jet 200 
DH4 ........................... Bombardier Dash 8 Q400 
E70/75 ............... Embraer Regional Jet 170/175 
ERJ ................................. Embraer Regional Jet 
M80 ........................ McDonnell-Douglas MD-80 
 

Airline codes 
AA ......................................... American Airlines 
UA .............................................. United Airlines 
 

Airport codes 
ANC .......................................... Anchorage, AK 
ASE .................................................. Aspen, CO 
ATL ................................................. Atlanta, GA 
AZA ...................................... Phoenix-Mesa, AZ 
BLI ............................................ Bellingham, WA 
BOS ................................................ Boston, MA 

Airport codes (continued) 
BWI ............................................. Baltimore, MD 
CLT ................................ Charlotte-Douglas, NC 
DAL................................. Dallas-Love Field, TX 
DCA .......................... Washington-National, DC 
DEN ................................................ Denver, CO 
DFW ............................... Dallas/Fort Worth, TX 
DTW ................................................. Detroit, MI 
EGE ........................................... Vail/Eagle, CO 
EWR ............................................... Newark, NJ 
FLL .................................... Fort Lauderdale, FL 
GUC ............................................ Gunnison, CO 
HDN ............................. Steamboat Springs, CO 
HOU ................................... Houston-Hobby, TX 
IAD............................... Washington-Dulles, DC 
IAH....................... Houston-Intercontinental, TX 
JAC ...................................... Jackson Hole, WY 
JFK .............................. New York-Kennedy, NY 
LAS ............................................ Las Vegas, NV 
LAX ......................................... Los Angeles, CA 
LGA .......................... New York-LaGuardia, NY 
LGB ......................................... Long Beach, CA 
LKE ................................. Seattle-Kenmore, WA 
MCO .......................... Orlando-International, FL 
MDW .................................. Chicago-Midway, IL 
MIA .................................................... Miami, FL 
MMH ................................ Mammoth Lakes, CA 
MSP ........................................ Minneapolis, MN 
MTJ............................................. Montrose, CO 
ORD .................................... Chicago-O'Hare, IL 

Airport codes (continued) 
PBI ..................................West Palm Beach, FL 
PDX .............................................. Portland, OR 
PGD ........................................ Punta Gorda, FL 
PHL ......................................... Philadelphia, PA 
PHX ............................. Phoenix-Sky Harbor, AZ 
PIE ........................... Tampa-St. Petersburg, FL 
SAN ........................................... San Diego, CA 
SEA .................................. Seattle-Tacoma, WA 
SFB .................................. Orlando-Sanford, FL 
SFO ..................................... San Francisco, CA 
SJU ................................ San Juan, Costa Rica 
SLC ...................................... Salt Lake City, UT 
SUN ........................................... Sun Valley, ID 
 

Average airfare 
The average of the airfares reported by the 
airlines to the U.S. DOT. The average airfare 
does not include taxes or passenger facility 
charges and represents one-half of a roundtrip 
ticket (one-way). 
 

Codeshare(s), codeshare partners, 
codeshare agreements 
A marketing practice in which two airlines share 
the same two-letter code used to identify 
carriers in the computer reservation systems 
used by travel agents. 
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Hub 
An airport used by an airline as a transfer point 
to get passengers to their intended destination. 
It is part of a hub and spoke model. Also an 
airport classification system used by the FAA. 
 

Initiated (origin) passengers 
Origin and destination passengers who began 
their trip from within the catchment area. 
 

Itinerary miles 
Average total flight miles. 
 

Load factor 
The percentage of airplane capacity that is used 
by passengers.  
 

Nonstop flight 
Air travel between two points without stopping 
at an intermediate airport. 
 

Onboard passengers 
The number of passengers transported on one 
flight segment. 
 

Origin and destination (O&D) 
passengers 
Includes all originating and destination 
passengers. In this report, it describes the 
passengers arriving and departing an airport. 

Passenger Facility Charge 
Fee imposed by airports of $1 to $4.50 on 
enplaning passengers. The fees are used by 
airports to fund FAA approved airport 
improvement projects. 
 

Pax 
Abbreviation for passengers. 
 

PDEW 
Abbreviation for passengers daily each way. 
 

Point-to-point 
Nonstop service that does not stop at an 
airline’s hub and whose primary purpose is to 
carry local traffic rather than connecting traffic. 
 

RASM 
Acronym for Revenue per Available Seat Mile, 
also referred to as unit revenue. Available seat-
miles are aircraft miles flown on each flight 
multiplied by the seat capacity available for 
sale. Passenger revenue is the number of 
paying passengers flown multiplied by the fare 
they paid. 
 

Regional jet 
A jet aircraft with a single aisle designed for 
seating fewer than 100 passengers.  
 

Stage length 
Distance of itinerary nonstop leg. 
 

U.S. DOT 
Acronym for United States Department of 
Transportation. 
 

YE 
Acronym for year ended (i.e., 12 months 
ended). 
 

Yield 
Yield is calculated by dividing total revenue by 
total itinerary miles. 
 

YOY 
Acronym for Year-over-year. 



 
 
 

 

FOR MORE INFORMATION, PLEASE CONTACT 
MEAD & HUNT, INC. ■ 959 REDCEDAR WAY ■ COPPELL, TX 75019 

360-600-6112 ■ AIRSERVICE@MEADHUNT.COM ■ WWW.MEADHUNT.COM 
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SECTION 1 

Introduction 

Gunnison-Crested Butte Regional Airport (GUC), located in Gunnison County, Colorado, is 

currently preparing a Master Plan. As part of the Master Plan, Noise Exposure Maps (NEMs) were prepared 

for the following scenarios: 

 Existing Conditions, using the Master Plan baseline year of 2014 

 Future Conditions, using the Master Plan out-year forecast for 2034 

This noise analysis technical report describes the methodology used to develop the NEMs and the 

resulting noise exposure levels in the vicinity of the airport.   
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SECTION 2 

Methodology 

The NEMs were developed using the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) Aviation 

Environmental Design Tool (AEDT) Version 2b.  The AEDT was developed by the FAA using methods 

and calculations from SAE International’s Aerospace Information Report (AIR) 1845, Procedure for the 

Calculation of Airplane Noise in the Vicinity of Airports.   

The AEDT produces aircraft noise contours that delineate areas of equal day-night average sound 

level (DNL).  The AEDT works by defining a network of grid points at ground level around an airport.  It 

then selects the shortest distance from each grid point to each flight track and computes the noise exposure 

generated by each aircraft operation, along each flight track. Corrections are applied for atmospheric 

acoustical attenuation, acoustical shielding of the aircraft engines by the aircraft itself, and aircraft speed 

variations. The noise exposure levels for each aircraft are then summed at each grid location. The 

cumulative noise exposure levels at all grid points are then used to develop noise exposure contours for 

selected values (e.g. DNL 65, 70 and 75 dB). Using the results of the grid point analysis, noise contours of 

equal noise exposure can then be plotted. 

The DNL is a 24-hour time-weighted sound level that is expressed in A-weighted decibels and is 

abbreviated as dB(A) or dB.  The FAA, and other federal agencies, use DNL as the primary measure of 

noise impact because: it correlates well with the results of attitudinal surveys regarding noise; it increases 

with the duration of noise events; and, it accounts for an increased sensitivity to noise at night by increasing 

each noise event that occurs during nighttime hours (i.e., 10 pm to 7 am) by 10 dB(A).  

In Appendix A of 14 CFR Part 150, the FAA identifies, as a function of yearly (365-day average) 

DNL value, land uses which are compatible and land uses which are not compatible in an airport environs.   

As shown in Table 2-1, the FAA considers all land uses to be compatible with aircraft noise if the DNL is 

less than 65 dB(A).  

FAA Order 1050.1F, Environmental Impacts: Policies and Procedures1 stipulates the following 

regarding the analysis and documentation of noise exposure: 

  

For proposed airport development and other actions in the immediate vicinity of an airport, the 

AEDT is used to provide noise exposure contours at the DNL 65, 70, and 75 dB levels (additional 

contours may be provided on a case-by-case basis). For all comparisons analyzed, the analysis 

will identify noise increases of DNL 1.5 dB or more over noise sensitive areas that are exposed to 

noise at or above the DNL 65 dB noise exposure level, or that would be exposed at or above the 

DNL 65 dB level due to a 1.5 dB or greater increase, when compared to the no action alternative 

for the same timeframe. 

 
Accordingly, this report includes documentation of DNL contours, land uses, and flight tracks for 

the Existing Conditions and Future Conditions.  

  

                                                      
1 Federal Aviation Administration Order 1050.1F, Appendix B, Section B-1.4. July 2015.  
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Table 2-1. Land Use Compatibility 

 

Land use 

DNL expressed in dB(A) 

Below 65 65–70 70–75 75–80 80–85 Over 85 

Residential       
Residential, other than mobile homes and transient lodgings Y N(1) N(1) N N N 

Mobile home parks Y N N N N N 

Transient lodgings Y N(1) N(1) N(1) N N 

Public Use       
Schools Y N(1) N(1) N N N 

Hospitals and nursing homes Y 25 30 N N N 

Churches, auditoriums, and concert halls Y 25 30 N N N 

Governmental services Y Y 25 30 N N 

Transportation Y Y Y(2) Y(3) Y(4) Y(4) 

Parking Y Y Y(2) Y(3) Y(4) N 

Commercial Use       
Offices, business and professional Y Y 25 30 N N 

Wholesale and retail—building materials, hardware and farm 

equipment 
Y Y Y(2) Y(3) Y(4) N 

Retail trade—general Y Y 25 30 N N 

Utilities Y Y Y(2) Y(3) Y(4) N 

Communication Y Y 25 30 N N 

Manufacturing and Production       
Manufacturing, general Y Y Y(2) Y(3) Y(4) N 

Photographic and optical Y Y 25 30 N N 

Agriculture (except livestock) and forestry Y Y(6) Y(7) Y(8) Y(8) Y(8) 

Livestock farming and breeding Y Y(6) Y(7) N N N 

Mining and fishing, resource production and extraction Y Y Y Y Y Y 

Recreational       
Outdoor sports arenas and spectator sports Y Y(5) Y(5) N N N 

Outdoor music shells, amphitheaters Y N N N N N 

Nature exhibits and zoos Y Y N N N N 

Amusements, parks, resorts and camps Y Y Y N N N 

Golf courses, riding stables and water recreation Y Y 25 30 N N 

SLUCM=Standard Land Use Coding Manual.    Y (Yes) = Land Use and related structures compatible without restrictions.    N (No) = Land Use and 

related structures are not compatible and should be prohibited.  NLR = Noise Level Reduction (outdoor to indoor) to be achieved through 

incorporation of noise attenuation into the design and construction of the structure. 

25, 30, or 35=Land use and related structures generally compatible; measures to achieve NLR of 25, 30, or 35 dB must be incorporated into design and 

construction of structure. 

 (1) Where the community determines that residential or school uses must be allowed, measures to achieve outdoor to indoor Noise Level Reduction 

(NLR) of at least 25 dB and 30 dB should be incorporated into building codes and be considered in individual approvals. Normal residential 

construction can be expected to provide a NLR of 20 dB, thus, the reduction requirements are often stated as 5, 10 or 15 dB over standard construction 

and normally assume mechanical ventilation and closed windows year round. However, the use of NLR criteria will not eliminate outdoor noise 

problems. 

(2) Measures to achieve NLR 25 dB must be incorporated into the design and construction of portions of these buildings where the public is received, 

office areas, noise sensitive areas or where the normal noise level is low. 

(3) Measures to achieve NLR of 30 dB must be incorporated into the design and construction of portions of these buildings where the public is 

received, office areas, noise sensitive areas or where the normal noise level is low. 

(4) Measures to achieve NLR 35 dB must be incorporated into the design and construction of portions of these buildings where the public is received, 

office areas, noise sensitive areas or where the normal level is low. 

(5) Land use compatible provided special sound reinforcement systems are installed. 

(6) Residential buildings require an NLR of 25. 

(7) Residential buildings require an NLR of 30. 

(8) Residential buildings not permitted. 

Source: 14 CFR Part 150 
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SECTION 3 

Existing Conditions (2014)  

 This section details the development of DNL contours for the existing 2014 condition. The data 

used as input to the AEDT for the year 2014 NEM were comprised of the following: 

 

 Runway layout and use,  

 Number of aircraft operations, 

 Operational time-of-day, 

 Aircraft fleet mix, and 

 Flight tracks and profiles. 

 

This section discusses each of the above data elements and concludes with the NEM.  

 

3.1 Runway Layout and Use  

GUC has two runways: Runway 06-24, which is 9,400 feet long and 150 feet wide; and Runway 

17-35, which is 3,000 feet long and 150 feet wide. Runway 17-35 is constructed of gravel and turf and is 

therefore only available from May 1st through December 1st and is used only when conditions permit. 

Annually, Runway 06-24 is used for approximately 96% of operations and Runway 17-35 is used for 

approximately 4% of operations at the airport. Helicopters take off and land at two areas: near runway-end 

06 and runway-end 35.   

3.2 Aircraft Operations 

An aviation activity forecast was prepared as part of the Master Plan with a baseline year of 2014. 

The overall forecast of aviation activity was divided into categories of aircraft.  The 2014 aircraft operations 

by category is provided in Table 3-1.  As shown, in 2014 there were 7,629 operations – an average of 

approximately 21 operations per day. An aircraft operation is defined as either one arrival or one departure. 

A touch-and-go operation – an arrival of an aircraft and the departure of the same aircraft – is defined as 

two operations. 
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Table 3-1. 2014 Aircraft Operations by Category  
 

Aircraft Category 
Annual 

Operations 

Regional Jet 1,032  
Narrow Body 262  
Single-Engine Piston 181  
Multi-Engine Piston 367  
Turboprop 1,850  
Business Jet 2,137  
Helicopter 700  
Military Fixed Wing 1,000  
Military Helicopter 100  
Total Operations 7,629  
Subtotal – Itinerant  6,255  
Subtotal – Local 1,374  

Source: Gunnison-Crested Butte Airport Master Plan 2015   
 

 

3.3 Operational Time-of-Day 

As previously stated, DNL is calculated such that aircraft operations that occur after 10 pm and 

before 7 am (i.e., during the nighttime) are penalized by the addition of 10 dB(A) to each operation.  It was 

estimated that approximately two percent of itinerant operations at the airport occur during nighttime hours 

(no local operations typically occur during nighttime hours).  

3.4 Fleet Mix 

The FAA’s Traffic Flow Management System Count (TFMSC) for calendar year 2014 was used to 

develop the 2014 AEDT aircraft fleet mix for GUC. TFMSC data provides information on traffic counts by 

airport and includes the specific aircraft types operating at that airport. TFMSC source data are created 

when pilots file flight plans.  

The AEDT includes a number of individual aircraft types as well as a number of FAA-approved 

substitute aircraft. The TFMSC data for GUC was reviewed and each aircraft type was assigned an AEDT 

aircraft type (or approved substitute).  

For the purposes of preparing DNL contours, operational data were segregated by aircraft type and 

by type of operation. An itinerant operation is defined as an aircraft departure where the aircraft leaves the 

airport vicinity and lands at another airport, or an aircraft landing where the aircraft arrives from another 

airport. Local operations are aircraft conducting touch-and-go training operations. A touch-and-go 

operation occurs when an aircraft departs an airport, lands on a runway and then departs again without 

stopping.  

The 2014 AEDT aircraft operations and fleet mix are provided in Table 3-2.  
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Table 3-2. 2014 Aircraft Operations and AEDT Fleet Mix 

Operation Type Aircraft Category AEDT Aircraft Annual Operations 

Itinerant 

Regional Jet EMB14L                                            683  
CRJ9-ER                                            349  

Narrow Body A319-131 262 

Single-Engine Piston 

GASEPV                                               33  
CNA182                                                 4  
CNA206                                                 4  
GASEPF                                                 5  

Multi-Engine Piston BEC58P                                               57  
PA31                                               90  

Turboprop 

DHC6                                            721  
CNA441                                            691  
CNA208                                            296  
HS748A                                               22  

Business Jet 

LEAR35                                            453  
CIT3                                            236  

CNA55B                                            213  
CNA560U                                            179  
MU3001                                            173  
CL600                                            133  

CNA560E                                            115  
ECLIPSE500                                               96  

CNA525C                                               91  
CNA750                                               84  
CNA680                                               84  
F10062                                               70  
CNA500                                               54  
CNA510                                               36  
CL601                                               28  
IA1125                                               26  

GIV                                               26  
GV                                               29  
GIIB                                                 8  

Helicopter B212                                            700  

Military Fixed Wing C130                                               50  
C17                                               50  

Military Helicopter UH-60                                            100  
Subtotal - Itinerant                                        6,255  

Local 

Single-Engine Piston 
GASEPV                                            114  
CNA182                                               10  
CNA206                                               10  

Multi-Engine Piston BEC58P                                            220  

Turboprop DHC6                                               60  
CNA441                                               60  

Military Fixed Wing C130                                            450  
C17                                            450  

Subtotal - Local                                        1,374  

Total                                         7,629  

Note: Values and totals reflect rounding.  

Sources: Traffic Flow Management System Counts (TFMSC), Gunnison-Crested Butte Airport Master Plan 2015, KB Environmental Sciences 
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3.5 Flight Tracks and Profiles  

The AEDT uses airport-specific ground tracks and vertical flight profiles to compute three-

dimensional flight paths for each modeled aircraft. The default AEDT vertical profiles, which consist of 

altitude, speed, and thrust settings, are compiled from data provided by aircraft manufacturers.  

The location of flight paths is an important factor in determining the geographic distribution of 

noise contours on the ground. Flight paths utilized by arriving, departing, and local touch-and-go aircraft 

(fixed-wing and helicopters) were input into the AEDT. The itinerant arrival and departure flight tracks 

modeled in AEDT are shown in Figures 3-1 and 3-2, respectively.  

The local touch-and-go tracks are shown in Figure 3-3. There is a touch-and-go track from each 

runway end. Touch-and-go operations use a left traffic pattern from Runways 24 and 35; a right hand pattern 

is used on Runways 6 and 17. Military touch-and-go operations on Runway 06-24 were modeled with a 

larger flight track pattern, which accommodates the size of aircraft used (i.e., C-130 and C-17).  

3.6 Noise Exposure Map 

The DNL 65 dB contour for 2014 is presented in Figure 3-4. Of note, the DNL 65 dB contour does 

not encompass Runway 17-35 due to the low number of operations on the runway; and, the DNL 70 and 

75 dB contours are too small to be displayed on the map. Table 3-3 provides the area, in acres, of each 

contour interval (i.e., DNL 65-69 dB, 70-74 dB, and 75 dB and greater).  As shown, the total area 

encompassed by the DNL 65 dB contour is 110 acres. The DNL 65 dB contour lies within the airport’s 

property boundary, and there are no residences or other noise sensitive land uses within the contour.    

 

Table 3-3. 2014 Noise Contour Areas   

 

DNL  
(dB) 

Area  
(Acres) 

65 - 69 67 
70 - 74 33 

75 +   10 
Total 110 

Note: Values and totals reflect 

rounding.  
Source: AEDT 2b  
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Figure 3-1. AEDT Itinerant Flight Tracks – Arrival 

 
Source: KB Environmental Sciences, Inc. 
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Figure 3-2. AEDT Itinerant Flight Tracks – Departure 

 
Source: KB Environmental Sciences, Inc. 
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Figure 3-3. AEDT Touch-and-Go Flight Tracks  

 
Source: KB Environmental Sciences, Inc. 
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Figure 3-4. 2014 DNL Contours 

 
Source: KB Environmental Sciences, Inc. 
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SECTION 4 

Future Conditions (2034)  

This section discusses the input data developed for the year 2034 Future Conditions scenario and 

the resulting Noise Exposure Map. The 2034 scenario includes the same runway layout and use, flight 

tracks, and profiles as the Existing Conditions. However, the year 2034 aircraft operations and fleet mix 

were defined using the aviation activity forecast from the Master Plan.  

 

4.1 Runway Layout and Use  

The airfield configuration modeled for the 2034 scenario was the same as the Existing Conditions 

in 2014.  Likewise, the runway use for the 2034 scenario was the same as the Existing Conditions in 2014.    

4.2 Aircraft Operations 

The Master Plan forecast of operations for the year 2034 by aircraft category is presented in Table 

4-1.  As shown, the 2034 forecast includes 10,052 operations – an average of approximately 28 operations 

per day.     

 

Table 4-1. 2034 Aircraft Operations by Category  
 

Aircraft Category 
Annual 

Operations 

Regional Jet 1,352  
Narrow Body 260  
Single-Engine Piston 300  
Multi-Engine Piston 415  
Turboprop 2,650  
Business Jet 2,990  
Helicopter 985  
Military Fixed Wing 1,000  
Military Helicopter 100  
Total Operations 10,052  

Subtotal – Itinerant  8,444  

Subtotal – Local  1,608  

Source: Gunnison-Crested Butte Airport Master Plan, 2015   
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4.3 Operational Time-of-Day 

The percentages of nighttime operations for the 2034 scenario were the same as those for the 

Existing Conditions 2014.    

4.4 Fleet Mix 

The 2034 aircraft fleet mix was determined by multiplying the percentages by aircraft type from 

2014 by the total operations forecasted to occur at the airport in 2034. Of note, Stage 2 business jets (e.g., 

GIIB) will be phased-out before 2034. The 2034 AEDT aircraft operations and fleet mix are provided in 

Table 4-2.  
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Table 4-2. 2034 Aircraft Operations and AEDT Fleet Mix 

Operation Type Aircraft Category AEDT Aircraft Annual Operations 

Itinerant 

Regional Jet EMB14L                                            895  
CRJ9-ER                                            457  

Narrow Body A319-131 260 

Single-Engine Piston 

GASEPV                                               38  
CNA182                                                 7  
CNA206                                                 7  
GASEPF                                                 9  

Multi-Engine Piston BEC58P                                               63  
PA31                                            102  

Turboprop 

DHC6                                         1,008  
CNA441                                            966  
CNA208                                            424  
HS748A                                               32  

Business Jet 

LEAR35                                            634  
CIT3                                            331  

CNA55B                                            298  
CNA560U                                            250  
MU3001                                            242  
CL600                                            186  

CNA560E                                            160  
ECLIPSE500                                            135  

CNA525C                                            128  
CNA750                                            118  
CNA680                                            118  
F10062                                               98  
CNA500                                               76  
CNA510                                               51  
CL601                                               39  
IA1125                                               37  

GIV                                               37  
GV                                               52  
GIIB                                                 0   

Helicopter B212                                            985  

Military Fixed Wing C130                                               50  
C17                                               50  

Military Helicopter UH-60                                            100  
Subtotal - Itinerant                                        8,444  

Local 

Single-Engine Piston 
GASEPV                                            206  
CNA182                                               16  
CNA206                                               16  

Multi-Engine Piston BEC58P                                            250  

Turboprop DHC6                                            110  
CNA441                                            110  

Military Fixed Wing C130                                            450  
C17                                            450  

Subtotal - Local                                        1,608  

Total                                       10,052  

Note: Values and totals reflect rounding.  

Sources: Traffic Flow Management System Counts (TFMSC), Gunnison-Crested Butte Airport Master Plan 2015, KB Environmental Sciences 
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4.5 Flight Tracks   

The flight tracks, flight track use, and profiles for the 2034 scenario were the same as those for the 

Existing Conditions 2014.  

 

4.6 Noise Exposure Map 

The DNL 65 dB contour for the 2034 scenario is presented in Figure 4-1. Of note, the DNL 65 dB 

contour does not encompass Runway 17-35 due to the low number of operations on the runway; and, the 

DNL 70 and 75 dB contours are too small to be displayed on the map. Table 4-3 provides the area, in acres, 

of each contour interval (i.e., DNL 65-69 dB, 70-74 dB, and 75 dB and greater).  As shown, the total area 

encompassed by the 2034 DNL 65 dB contour is 121 acres. The 2034 DNL 65 dB contour is slightly larger 

than the 2014 DNL 65 dB contour due to the forecast increase in operations. As with the Existing 

Conditions, the DNL 65 dB contour remains within the airport’s property boundary. There are no residences 

or other noise sensitive land uses within the contour.  

 

Table 4-3. 2034 Noise Contour Areas   

 

DNL  
(dB) 

Area  
(Acres) 

65 – 69 72 
70 – 74 37 
75 +   13 
Total 121 

Note: Values and totals reflect 

rounding.  

Source: AEDT 2b  
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Figure 4-1. Future 2034 DNL Contours 

 
Source: KB Environmental Sciences, Inc. 
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SECTION 5 

Conclusion 

Noise Exposure Maps were prepared as part of the Gunnison-Crested Butte Regional Airport 

Master Plan. DNL contours were modeled to identify existing and future noise exposure levels surrounding 

the airport. The DNL 65 dB contours for the Existing Conditions 2014 and Future Conditions 2034 

scenarios were within the airport’s property boundary. Therefore, no incompatible land uses (residences, 

schools, places of worship, etc.) were within the limits of the DNL 65 dB contours.  
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