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Program Evaluation Section     September 28, 2012 

Purpose 
The Management Audit Committee requested 
an audit of the Wyoming Aeronautics 
Commission (Commission).  Specifically, it 
requested that auditors conduct an analysis of 
the various types of federal and state grant 
construction projects and air service 
enhancement grants.   
 
The Committee’s request was based on 
overall concerns about current mission and 
whether the Commission’s duties and 
responsibilities are appropriate given that 
mission.  Since the previous Management 
Audit Committee evaluation in 2002, the 
Commission, as well as the Aeronautics 
Division (Division) has varied responsibilities 
and programs.  The main statutory programs 
include:  Airport Improvement Program 
(AIP); Air Service Enhancement Program; 
and the Loan Program.   
 
Background 
The Commission was created by the 
Legislature as an independent commission 
with its own staff, budget, and equipment 
primarily to coordinate air search and rescue 
missions, as well to enforce licensure 
requirements in 1937.   
 
During the 1991 Wyoming State government 
reorganization, the Commission, along with 
its staff and budget, was transferred to the 
newly created Wyoming Department of 
Transportation through a statutory Type 1 
transfer [W.S. 9-2-1707 (b) (i)].   
 

The Commission’s duties during this period 
were primarily to disburse state funds for the 
maintenance and improvement of runways 
and buildings necessary for cargo shipping, 
air taxis and ambulances, military transport, 
and commercial flights.   
 
W.S. 10-3-101 (a) and (b) created the 
Wyoming Aeronautics Commission and 
established the number of commissioners and 
representative districts.  W.S. 10-2-201 
through W.S. 10-3-602 discuss statutory 
requirements related to the following areas: 1) 
powers and duties; 2) investigative authority; 
3) airport construction and improvement 
grants and loans; and 4) air service 
enhancement financial aid. 
 
In 2002, the Management Audit Committee 
directed its staff to conduct an evaluation of 
the Commission’s mission and purpose.  Staff 
recommended the Legislature consider 
making statutory changes to segregate grant 
duties and create a state-level advocate for air 
service in the state.   
 
After the audit, multiple pieces of legislation 
passed, which provided additional 
responsibility and authority to the 
Commission.  During the 2003 Legislative 
Session, Senate File 66 and Senate File 120 
were adopted to modify the Commission’s 
duties and to assign air service enhancement 
grant-making authority to the Wyoming 
Business Council (WBC). 
 
Our evaluation examined three primary 
statutorily created programs:  1) Wyoming 
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Aviation Capital Improvement Program 
(WACIP); 2) Wyoming Air Service 
Enhancement Program (ASEP); and the 3) 
Loan Program.   
 
Results in Brief 
Chapter 2:  The Wyoming Aeronautics 
Commission and the Aeronautics Division are 
administering the federal Airport 
Improvement Program in compliance with 
federal law, federal regulations, and state law.  
However, certain areas can be improved to 
provide additional accountability, especially 
in the area of state-funded only airport 
construction grants.   
 
1) WYDOT does not actively audit airport 
construction projects. 
 
2) General Fund and State Highway Fund 
monies are not broken out in the budget 
request. 
 
3) Priority Rating Model does not consider 
subjective criteria, is driven by federal 
funding, and inappropriately documented. 
 
4) Needs Gap projects remain unfunded.   
 
5) Division has facilitated the development of 
goals and indicators for WACIP, but those 
goals and indicators are not updated. 
 
6) The Division spends little time discussing 
WACIP modifications with the Commission 
for its review and approval. 
 
7) Files are not maintained in a consistent 
manner. 
 
Chapter 3:  The Air Service Enhancement 
Program (ASEP) provides minimum revenue 
guarantees and other assistance to airlines 
serving or anticipating serving Wyoming 
communities.  However, the program does not 
routinely report data at the project level as it 
relates to statutory assurances.  Also, the 

Division and Commission have struggled with 
establishing formal direction for the program.       
 
In addition, the Division has not promulgated 
rules related to ASEP, which could be helpful 
to establish a better process to ensure that 
statutory benefits occur, as well as requiring 
certain language in applications and contracts 
to this end.   
 
The Division expends $125,270 annually for 
the purpose of analyzing data to monitor 
“leakage.”  Also, $480,080 has been 
expended on contracts with Forecast Inc., for 
analyzing data and other services.  Contract 
language has not been updated to accurately 
reflect the deliverables received by the 
Division. 
 
ASEP carryovers amount to $1.9 million.  
Carryover amounts and reversions are not 
consistently tracked and reported to the 
Commission or in budget documents to the 
Legislature on an annual basis.   
 
Four additional areas under the purview of the 
Division and Commission could be improved 
to increase overall accountability of the 
program:  1) Grant Amount Determination; 2) 
Minimum Performance Standards; 3) 
Contract Wording; and 4) Alternative 
Funding and local Match Determinations.    
 
Chapter 4:  The Wyoming Aeronautics 
Commission Loan Program is meeting 
statutory intent.  However, oversight can be 
improved and the program could have better 
organizational placement to ensure additional 
accountability.    
 
The loan program may be inappropriately 
placed within the Division.  Although 
Division staff has expertise related to the 
programmatic aspects of aeronautics projects, 
they have no expertise in the area of banking 
or loan management.  This may increase the 
chances of mistakes with loan processing, 
payment, or other areas. 
 



There does appear to be a separation of duties 
with respect to the loans.  For example, 
Division staff is responsible for the loan 
application process, WYDOT’s Financial 
Services prepares loan amortizations, and the 
State Treasurer disburses loan funds.  Loan 
payments are received by Division staff, 
passed along to WYDOT’s Financial 
Services, and ultimately sent to the State 
Treasurer to post the payment to the 
appropriate loan account.  More specifically, 
the principal payment goes back to the loan 
account, while any interest is posted to the 
PMTF.  Although Division staff tracks 
payments, they do not break out interest 
payments; the State Treasurer’s Office 
completely tracks all activity on the loans.   
 
Chapter 5:  Maine appears to the only 
comparator state identified as having a 
subsidy program through its aeronautics 
program.  Maine’s aeronautics webpage 
identified The Small Community Air Service 
Program as statutorily intended to promote 
essential air service.  The program was 
patterned after the federal Essential Air 
Service Program (EAS).  Statute allows 
subsidies to be provided to certified FAA 
airlines as long as the requesting community 
only has one air carrier providing scheduled 
services.   
 
Despite the fact that other states do not have a 
similar ASEP program, the majority of 
airlines that service Wyoming communities 
also service other states.  
 
Even without a state funded program such as 
ASEP, comparator states may be attracting air 
service through the use of federal monies.  
Most of the comparator states reviewed 
during the course of the audit consistently use 
federal funding programs such as the Small 
Community Air Service Development 
Program (SCASDP) or Essential Air Service 
(EAS). 
 
 
 

Agency Comments 
 
The Wyoming Aeronautics Commission and 
the Aeronautics Division agree with 22 of 24 
recommendations.  They partially agree with 
recommendations #9 and #13.  They did not 
comment on two Matters for Legislative 
Consideration (recommendations #2 and #25).  
 
 
Copies of the full report are available from the Wyoming 
Legislative Service Office.  If you would like to receive the 
full report, please fill out the enclosed response card or 
phone 307-777-7881.  The report is also available on the 
Wyoming Legislature’s website at http://legisweb.state.wy.us 
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Recommendation 

Summary 

 
Page 
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Addressed 

 
Agency 

Response 

2 1 

WYDOT’s Internal Review Service should audit airport 
construction projects.  In addition, The Review Service should 
create auditing create criteria based on high risk areas and provide 
sub-recipient certification to local airports.     

44 WYDOT Agree 

2 2 
The Legislature should consider passing legislation that will 
formalize WYDOT’s Internal Review Services duties and 
responsibilities.   

45 
Matter for 
Legislative 

Consideration 
N/A 

2 3 

The Division should, at a minimum, report the General Fund and 
State Highway Fund dollars expended in categories above as part 
of their biennial budget presentation.   

 

The budget should also pay particular attention to the state-funded 
only airport construction project request.   

48 Aeronautics 
Division Agree 

2 4 

The Division should continue using the 2003 revised Priority 
Rating Model and save all documentation related to decisions with 
respect to subjective and objective criteria.  The Division should 
also reconstitute the Task Force in order to meet periodically for 
the purpose of updating the PRM pursuant to the 2006 PRM 
Manual. 

51 Aeronautics 
Division Agree 

2 5 
The Division and the Task Force should review, at minimum, the 
placement and weight of the federal criteria within the PRM 
formula.  This review should be done to ensure that projects not 

51 Aeronautics 
Division  Agree  
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funded in part by the federal government (e.g. cross-wind runways, 
aprons at small general aviation (GA) airports) receive fair 
assessment under the model for prioritization.  We recommend that 
the subjective criteria such as the local priority rating be integrated 
into the PRM formula as weighted criteria. 

2 6 

The Division should work towards identifying projects within the 
Needs Gap Assessment that would occur if funding were available. 
Based on this information, the Division should calculate an annual 
amount needed to fund these projects and explore ways in which 
these projects could receive that funding. 

53 Aeronautics 
Division Agree 

2 7 

The AIIP or similar assessment should be conducted regularly to 
maintain a more accurate inventory of the State’s aviation system, 
goals and objectives.  The Division should also begin updating 
airport report cards at the completion of projects so that they can 
show how those projects have contributed to meeting the state 
system goals and objectives listed in the AIIP.  Such 
documentation and reporting would be beneficial to WYDOT’s 
strategic planning, as well as reporting responsible use of funds to 
lawmakers.  

58 Aeronautics 
Division Agree 

2 8 

The Commission and Division should reevaluate the data and 
information that is collected as part of AIIP and the Balanced 
Scorecard process, and determine what should be reported 
consistently to the Commission and the Legislature.    

58 Aeronautics 
Division Agree 

2 9 

Projects requiring Commission approval should be separated into 
individual action or informational items.  Changes to projects 
should be compiled into reports separate from the WACIP update 
and should include details on change orders, modifications, 
amendments, and other changes to the projects.  These reports 
should be available to the Legislature and/or the Commission.   

61 Aeronautics 
Division 

Partially 
Agree 
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2 10 

The Division should draft internal policies and/or guidelines with 
respect to file maintenance to ensure that key documents are 
maintained in a consistent and uniform manner.  Policies and/or 
guidelines should also include guidance for project managers to use 
when maintaining detail about project modifications. 

65 Aeronautics 
Division Agree 

3 11 

The Division should collect and report data consistent with the five 
main statutory areas.  This information should be broken out by 
individual project.  Contracts should also reflect estimates with 
respect to each statutory benefit.    

76 Aeronautics 
Division Agree 

3 12 

The Commission and the Division should establish formal 
benchmarks for determining the success of ASEP.  While doing so, 
the benefits required pursuant to W.S. 10-3-601 (b) should be 
included.      

84 
Aeronautics 
Commission 
and Division 

Agree 

3 13 

The Commission and the Division should promulgate rules to 
ensure that ASEP is consistent with legislative intent, including but 
not limited to the benefits listed in W.S. 10-3-601(b).  Rules should 
also define benchmarks for the success of the program in 
accordance with W.S. 10-3-601(g).  Finally, rules should annotate 
a process for approving Non-MRG project applicants.    

84 
Aeronautics 
Commission 
and Division 

Partially 
Agree 

3 14 
The Commission and the Division should periodically identify the 
types of projects they believe are important to fund for any given 
year in case budgetary constraints are a factor.   

84 
Aeronautics 
Commission 
and Division 

Agree 

3 15 

The Commission should review the current contract with Forecast, 
Inc. to ensure deliverables are being fulfilled. Additionally, the 
Division should establish a process for regular review of contractor 
obligations to ensure contract provisions are met. 

93 
Aeronautics 
Commission 
and Division 

Agree 
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3 16 

The Commission should reevaluate the Forecast, Inc. contract in 
relation to the five statutorily outlined requirements.  Additionally, 
the Commission should determine if contracting for services with 
the other companies discussed in the finding is being done in the 
most cost-effective manner.     

94 
Aeronautics 
Commission 
and Division 

Agree 

3 17 
The Division should develop a process to evaluate and compare 
state and local Forecast, Inc., contracts to prevent duplication of 
information and overpayment to vendors. 

94 
Aeronautics 
Commission 
and Division 

Agree 

3 18 The Division should ensure that its modified ASEP database will 
be able to track statutorily required goals.   94 Division Agree 

3 19 

WYDOT should work with the State Auditor’s Office to develop a 
specific Highway Fund Account for ASEP.   

 

To originally meet the intent of the carry-over statute, WYDOT 
created a separate budget unit (1002) within the State Highway 
Fund (H06).  Monies expended from H06 are reimbursed by 
expenditures from the General Fund throughout the biennium.  
This, however does not present as much transparency as a separate 
fund account would provide.   

101 WYDOT Agree 

3 20 
The Division should consistently report annual carryover amounts 
for consideration by the Commission and the Legislature as part of 
the appropriations process.   

101 Division Agree 

3 21 
The Division should consistently report the amount and frequency 
of project reversions to the Commission, especially before the 
Commission votes on new funding requests. 

101 Division Agree 
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3 22 

The Division and the Commission should establish measures 
independent of airline influence to determine the appropriate grant 
amounts, including local match amounts, and adjust grant amounts 
based on performance indicators as specified by W.S. 10-3-601(b). 

107 
Aeronautics 
Commission 
and Division 

Agree 

3 23 

The Division and the Commission should require applicants to 
provide proof that Commission funding is necessary because other 
avenues of funding are unavailable, pursuant to W.S. 10-3-
601(d)(ii). 

107 
Aeronautics 
Commission 
and Division 

Agree 

4 24 

WYDOT’s Internal Review Service should monitor Commission 
loan projects.  In addition, the Internal Review Service should 
create auditing criteria based on high risk areas and provide sub-
recipient certification to local airports.     

117 WYDOT Agree 

4 25 The Legislature may wish to consider moving the Loan Program 
back under the purview of the State Loan and Investment Board.   117 

Matter for 
Legislative 

Consideration 
N/A 

5 26 
The Division should encourage local airports to apply for and fully 
utilize SCASDP funding. Furthermore, EAS funding may serve to 
alleviate anxieties over potential airline departure. 

123 Division Agree 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Wyoming Aeronautics Commission  

 
Introduction:  Objective and Scope, Methodology  .............................................................................. 1 

Chapter 1:  Background  ....................................................................................................................... 7 

Chapter 2:  The Wyoming Aeronautics Commission complies with federal law and regulations. ........  35 

Chapter 3:  The Air Service Enhancement Program does not adequately track statutorily required 
benefits.. ..................................................................................................................................................  67 

Chapter 4:  The Wyoming Aeronautics Commission Loan Program is meeting statutory intent ........  109 

Chapter 5:  Other States Offer Ideas. .................................................................................................  119 

Chapter 6:  Conclusion    ................................................................................................................... 133 

Management Audit Committee Response  ........................................................................................ 135 

Agency Response ................................................................................................................................. 139 

Appendices  

(A) Selected Statutes and Rules  ................................................................................................  A-1 

(B) Wyoming Airport Locations and Classifications .............................................................B-1 

(C) Needs Gap Assessment (Unfunded Needs as of 8/10/12) .................................................C-1 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 



List of Acronyms and Definitions 

Wyoming Aeronautics Commission 

 
ACIP .............................................................................. Federal Airport Capital Improvement Plan 
 
AIP .....................................................................................  Federal Airport Improvement Program 
 
AIIP ......................................................................... Wyoming Inventory and Implementation Plan 
 
ASEP ......................................................................................... Air Service Enhancement Program 
 
AWOS ............................................................................. Automated Weather Observation System 
 
Commission ............................................................................ Wyoming Aeronautics Commission 
 
FAA .............................................................................................. Federal Aviation Administration 
 
IRS ............................................................................................................ Internal Review Services 
 
JPA ........................................................................................................................ Joint Powers Act 
 
MRG ......................................................................................................... Minimum Revenue Guarantee  
 
NAVAID.............................................................................................................. Navigational Aids  
 
NPIAS......................................................................... National Plan of Integrated Airport Systems 
 
OMB .......................................................................................... Office of Management and Budget 
 
OSLI .................................................................................... Office of State Lands and Investments 
 
PMP .............................................................................................. Pavement Management Program 
 
PMTF .............................................................................................. Permanent Mineral Trust Fund 
 
PRM .............................................................................................................. Priority Rating Model 
 
SLIB ............................................................................................ State Loan and Investment Board   
 
STIP ................................................................................... State Transportation Improvement Plan 
 
 



WACIP ................................................................... Wyoming Aviation Capital Improvement Program 
 
WBC ..................................................................................................... Wyoming Business Council 
 
 



INTRODUCTION 

Objective, Scope, and Methodology 

 

- 1 - 

 Introduction 
  
 The Management Audit Committee requested an audit of the 

Wyoming Aeronautics Commission (Commission).  Specifically, 
it requested that auditors conduct an analysis of the various types 
of federal and state grant construction projects and Air Service 
Enhancement grants.   
 
The Committee’s request was based on overall concerns about the 
current mission and whether the Commission’s duties and 
responsibilities are appropriate given that mission.  Since the 
previous Management Audit Committee evaluation in 2002, the 
Commission as well as the Aeronautics Division (Division) has 
varied responsibilities and programs.  The main statutory 
programs include:  Airport Improvement Program (AIP); Air 
Service Enhancement Program; and the Loan Program.   

  
 Objective  
  

 W.S. 28-8-107(b) authorizes the Legislative Service Office to 
conduct program evaluations, performance audits, and analyses of 
policy alternatives.  Generally, the purpose of such research is to 
provide a base of knowledge from which policymakers can make 
informed decisions. 

 On June 30, 2011, the Management Audit Committee directed 
staff to conduct an audit of the Aeronautics Commission 
Wyoming (WAC). 
 
More specifically, the report addresses the following questions 
approved by the Management Audit Committee: 
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 1) How well does WAC administer and monitor federal and state 
grant-in-aid projects for airport construction and improvement 
related to effectiveness, efficiency, and timeliness of the 
projects?     

2) How well does WAC administer and monitor state General 
and Highway Funds used for air services enhancement related 
to effectiveness, efficiency, and timeliness of the projects?  

3) How well does WAC administer and monitor its current loan 
portfolio to ensure timely repayment of loans, as well as 
effectiveness and efficiency of the programs that receive state 
funds?   

4) Have the awards and distribution of grant and loan funds made 
a positive impact on the air service industry in Wyoming?   

5) How effective is WAC with respect to assisting the federal 
government with its planning (National Plan of Integrated 
Airport Systems-NPIAS), as well as developing its own 
planning process pursuant to W.S. 10-3-401(d)?  

6) W.S. 10-3-201(c)(i), (ii), and (iii) require enhancement of 
private aviation including promotion of private aviation 
schools, interest in private flying and privately-owned planes, 
study of aerospace engineering across Wyoming schools, and 
participating and sponsoring aerospace education.   

 What long-term goals or plans have been adopted to 
achieve these statutory requirements? 

7) Is the rate-setting process related to the state’s aircraft fair and 
reasonable, and are state agencies appropriately using these 
services? 

8) Does the WAC envision a need for its investigative authority 
and should it rely solely on the federal government to 
investigate air disasters in Wyoming? 

9) Responsibility for coordination of air search and rescue 
missions was transferred to the Military Department.   

 Should funding aircraft rescue and firefighting training and 
related expenses be funded through the Military 
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Department rather than WAC? 

10) The Air Service Enhancement Account (W.S. 10-3-602) was 
set up within the State Highway Fund (H06).  Does this allow 
enough transparency for tracking how these funds are being 
used?    

During the planning phase of the evaluation, staff applied a risk 
assessment to prioritize the above questions.  As a result of that 
assessment, staff focused on the following questions:  Questions 
#1 through #5, as well as Question #10. 

  
 Scope and Methodology 

 This audit was conducted according to statutory requirements and 
professional standards and methods for governmental audits.  The 
research was performed from September 2011 through August 
2012.  The general time frame for which we included information 
for this report is BFY 2007 through BFY 2013 (unless otherwise 
noted).   

 Our research methods included: 
 
Interviews and Tours 
 
1) Interviewed various WYDOT and Division officials, including 

officials from the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) and 
the Government Accountability Office (GAO).   

 
2) Discussed the draft audit report with the Chair and Vice Chair 

of the Wyoming Aeronautics Commission during the exit 
conference.   

 
3) Toured the airports in Cheyenne, Casper, and Laramie.  We 

also interviewed airport officials with respect to sample airport 
construction projects.   

 
Research and Analysis 
4) Reviewed state and federal statutes, rules and regulations. 
 
5) Reviewed budget, appropriation, and expenditure and revenue 
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information.   
 

6) Reviewed articles and publications related to aeronautics 
planning and reporting in Wyoming.   

 
7) Reviewed previous studies related to the Aeronautics 

Commission.    
 

8) Conducted initial internet research related to aeronautics on 
the state and federal levels.   

 
9) Reviewed and analyzed data related to the Wyoming Aviation 

Capital Improvement Program (WACIP), the Air Service 
Enhancement Program (ASEP), and the Loan Program.    

 
10)  Sampled seventeen (17) WACIP projects, eleven (11) ASEP 

projects, five (5) loan projects, and five (5) marketing and 
other programs for a total of thirty-eight (38) projects.  We 
also reviewed project file folders and checked those folders 
against an audit checklist.   

 
11)  Surveyed other states with similar characteristics, such as 

population and rural nature, to Wyoming for context with 
other states’ programs.  In addition, similarities related to 
having established aeronautics commission, advisory boards 
and councils and general organization of aeronautics entities 
were considered. 

 
12) Surveyed local airports consistent with project locations 

included in our sample.  Note:  It should be noted that 
overwhelmingly local airports were complimentary of 
Aeronautics division staff, as well as their expertise and 
helpfulness.  Concerns expressed related to individual 
programs, etc., are included throughout the report.   

  
 Area for Further Study 
  
 During the course of our evaluation, we identified a potential topic 

for further study.  More specifically, we identified a possible risk 
related to the lack of state law or rules requiring pass through 
agencies to monitor, review, or participate in bid processes used 
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by local governments and subdivisions.  Some oversight of these 
processes could be beneficial.   
 
It should be noted, however, that the Wyoming Department of 
Audit may sample projects to review bid processes while auditing 
local governments.  We also found that the Division does require 
proof of advertising, bid tabulations, and concurrence in awards. 

  
 Potential Scope Limitation 
  
 Attempts to contact Forecast Inc. early in the audit process were 

unsuccessful.  In addition, we did not receive access to the 
following monthly Forecast Inc., spreadsheets until we 
interviewed the contractor at the end of our audit process:  1) 
Wyoming Passenger Totals; 2) Wyoming Pricing; and 3) 
Wyoming Weekly Seats Flights.  Also, we did not receive a 
spreadsheet (Air Service Status Report) being developed by the 
Division and Forecast Inc. until that interview.  According to the 
contractor, the Air Service Status Report includes data at the 
Minimum Revenue Guarantee (MRG) project level.   
 
We are satisfied that the findings in Chapter 3 related to the Air 
Service Enhance Program (ASEP) are fully supported by our 
analysis of February data on passenger totals provided by the 
Division.  However, we would have been able to conduct more 
meaningful analysis at the Minimum Revenue Guarantee (MRG) 
project level had we had access to the monthly updates to the 
spreadsheets discussed above.  This analysis could have helped 
the Division as it implements the recommendations in Chapter 3.   

  
 Acknowledgements 

 The Legislative Service Office expresses appreciation to the 
Wyoming Aeronautics Commission and Aeronautics Division 
staff for their continued cooperation throughout this audit. 
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CHAPTER 1 

Background  

 

- 7 - 

 Wyoming Aeronautics Commission 
oversees multiple program areas.   

  
 The Wyoming Aeronautics Commission (Commission) was 

created by the Legislature as an independent commission with its 
own staff, budget, and equipment primarily to coordinate air 
search and rescue missions, as well to enforce licensure 
requirements in 1937.  During the 1991 Wyoming State 
government reorganization, the Commission, along with its staff 
and budget, was transferred to the newly created Wyoming 
Department of Transportation through a statutory Type 1 transfer 
[W.S. 9-2-1707 (b) (i)].   
 
The Commission’s duties during this period were primarily to 
disburse state funds for the maintenance and improvement of 
runways and buildings necessary for cargo shipping, air taxis and 
ambulances, military transport, and commercial flights.  W.S. 10-
3-101 (a) and (b) created the Wyoming Aeronautics Commission 
and established the number of commissioners and representative 
districts.  W.S. 10-2-201 through W.S. 10-3-602 discuss statutory 
requirements related to the following areas: 1) powers and duties; 
2) investigative authority; 3) airport construction and 
improvement grants and loans; and 4) air service enhancement 
financial aid. 
 

2002 Management 
Audit Committee 

evaluation  

In 2002, the Management Audit Committee directed its staff to 
conduct an evaluation of the Commission’s mission and purpose.  
Staff recommended the Legislature consider making statutory 
changes to segregate grant duties and create a state-level advocate 
for air service in the state.  Staff further recommended considering 
amending statutes to accomplish the following:  
 

1. Granting the Wyoming Business Council (WBC) 
responsibility for air service promotion grants; 

 
2. Granting the Transportation Commission authority to 

approve airport infrastructure grants; and 



Page 8 September 28, 2012 
 

3. Granting the WAC new duties or disband it. 
 
As a result of the legislative audit, a flurry of legislation followed 
in subsequent years to reflect these recommendations.  During the 
2003 Legislative Session, Senate File 66 and Senate File 120 were 
adopted to modify WAC’s duties and to assign air service 
enhancement grant-making authority to the WBC. 
 

 Senate File 66 (2003): 1) Changed and expanded WAC’s 
duties including increasing the number of commissioners 
by one; 2) Directed the Commission to adopt formal 
policies related to its duties; 3) Enabled the Commission to 
lend assistance to communities related to air service and 
military air service issues; 4) Required the creation of a 
five year capital improvement plan; and 5) Increased the 
Aviation Loan Program funding from $2 million to $4 
million. 

 
 Senate File 120 (2003): Authorized the Wyoming 

Business Council to offer financial assistance to persons or 
businesses that would improve air service in the state.  The 
Legislature appropriated $3 million to accomplish that 
task. 

 
 House Bill 143 (2004): Authorized the Military 

Department to supervise and coordinate air search and 
rescue missions, which were previously assigned duties of 
the Commission.  

 
  House Bill 60 (2004): Modified 2003 Senate File 120 and 

extended provisions through June 30, 2006. 
 

 House Bill 53 (2005): Transferred the Air Service 
Enhancement Program to Commission. 

 
 Senate File 114 (2007): Defined “enhanced air service” 

for purposes of the Air Service Enhancement Act to 
include “assisting airports in the state with commercial air 
service to have the appropriate level of state or federal 
security configuration to accommodate proposed air 
service and aircraft capacity.”   
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 Wyoming Aviation Capital Improvement Program 
(WACIP) 

  
Statutory and rule 

authority  
W.S. 10-3-401 and W.S. 10-3-402 discuss the authority and 
process used by the Commission to “make grants-in-aid from 
state funds for construction and development of airports to 
counties, cities, towns and joint powers boards within the state.” 
W.S. 10-3-401(d) requires a plan for the use of state and federal 
funds and for Legislative review 120 days prior to each biennial 
legislative budget session.   
 
To accomplish this mandate, the Wyoming Aeronautics Division 
(Division) developed a tool called the Wyoming Aviation Capital 
Improvement Program or WACIP.  According to the Division’s 
website, the WACIP is a compilation of all anticipated 
improvement projects for each public airport in Wyoming.  The 
Division has referred to WACIP as a budgeting, planning, and 
programming tool.  In addition, W.S.  10-3-201(d) requires the 
Commission to develop policy “as may be appropriate for the 
division to implement the decisions of the commission and the 
aeronautical purposes of this title and for the exercise of duties of 
the division.”  As such, Commission Policies number 2, 3, and 17 
are applicable to the WACIP process.   
 
Commission Policy Number 2 discusses project types which 
qualify for funding.  Projects also have to relate to public use and 
be aviation related.  Projects types are listed below. 
 

 Planning and other related studies and activities.  
 New pavement construction.  
 Crack and joint sealing, all pavements in reasonable 

condition.  
 Maintenance, rehabilitation and reconstruction of existing 

pavement when meeting recommendations of the statewide 
pavement management program.  

o For pavement not evaluated by the statewide 
program, documentation of pavement management 
and maintenance activities of the sponsor will be 
considered.  

 Terminal facilities, both commercial and general aviation.  
 Navigational aids (NAVAIDs) and weather observation 

systems (AWOS).  
 Maintenance of NAVAIDS and AWOS.  
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 Snow removal, mowing, firefighting, and communication 
equipment.  

 Structures to house and protect maintenance and 
firefighting equipment, NAVAIDS, and AWOS.  

 Activities related to airport and airline marketing and air 
service enhancement.  

 Aircraft rescue and firefighting (ARFF) training and 
related expenses.  

 Land acquisitions, leases, easements, and related activities. 
 Environmental assessments and related activities or 

reports. 
 
Commission Policy Number 3 discusses the manner in which 
projects are considered.  The Commission does not accept projects 
for funding after the commencement of a project, unless an 
emergency exists.  The policy also states that change orders, 
amendments, or modifications to a project’s work scope shall be 
approved prior to commencement of work.  It also delegates 
authority to the Division Administrator to approve such changes if 
they are under $100,000.   
 
Commission Policy Number 17 formally adopts WACIP as the 
programming and budgeting tool for approving airport 
construction and planning projects in Wyoming.  In order for any 
project to receive funding, it must be included in the WACIP.  The 
policy also includes the use of various resources as part of the 
process. 
 

 Inventory and Implementation Plan. 
 Priority Rating Model. 
 Pavement Management Program. 
 Division Staff Assessments and Recommendation. 

 
Additionally, the Division website states that other sources 
include airport planning efforts (e.g. master plans and airport 
layout plans), Federal Aviation Administration’s (FAA) Capital 
Improvement Plan (ACIP), and continuous feedback from local 
airports. 
 

Process and funding The Division completes the WACIP based on information from 
the FAA as well as information sent from the local airports and 
airport sponsors to the Division on an annual basis.  Once 
received, projects are prioritized and ranked using a specific 
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process prior to their addition into the WACIP process.   
 

 Through the WACIP Access database, the Division tracks grant-
in-aid projects at every stage of progression; however, information 
is presented to the commission in an Access database report which 
lists specific projects for that point in time.   
 
The WACIP report does not list every project that the 
Commission has approved and projects are not tracked on the 
report from approval to completion.  Specific modification 
information about a project is presented to the Commission in this 
report under “modification notes” when there is need for 
Commission approval regarding change in funding amount or 
percentage, scope or description change, or if one project is going 
to be combined with another.   

  
 Funding for airport construction projects comes from the General 

Fund, State Highway Fund, and Federal AIP monies.  For 
BFY2011, General Fund appropriations were $10,240,000; State 
Highway Funds were $8,720,860; and Federal AIP Funds were 
$37,402,188.  For further discussion on budgetary breakdown, see 
Chapter 2. 

 
 According to the Division, the Commission’s first priority is to 

match federal funds.  As of the audit commencement there was a 
95% Federal, 3% state and 2% local split of funding for federal 
projects.  However, since that time the FAA Modernization and 
Reform Act of 2012 (Reauthorization) was signed into law.  The 
Reauthorization lowered the federal portion of federal grant 
project funding.   
 
This change has caused an increase in the state and local shares. 
The federal funding match for grants given to Non-Hub Primary 
Commercial Service Airports (Casper, Cheyenne, Cody, Gillette, 
Jackson, Riverton, Rock Springs and Sheridan) is now 93.75%, 
making the state share 3.75% and the local share 2.5%.  For all 
other airports the new split is 90% (federal)/6% (state)/4% (local). 
 
In response to the new split amounts required by the 
Reauthorization, Commission policies have been updated.  
Specifically Policy 11, which provides for the state and local 
shares to grant-in-aid projects, has been amended to reflect the 
new ratios.  As of the May 17, 2012 Commission meeting, the 
Division reported that even with incorporating these changes into 
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the WACIP, funding for FY12 was still in good shape.  According 
to Division staff, “all parties were adjusting well to the changes.” 
 

 Within the State Airport Improvement Program, The Division has 
several types of projects that are given first priority for funding.  
Each year, multiple program areas are funded prior to the projects 
that require a federal match under the Federal Airport 
Improvement Program, or AIP.      
 
Those projects include: 
 

 Statewide Maintenance Program:  Currently consists of 
crack sealing.  The plans are developed in-house 
(WYDOT) in conjunction with local airports.  Airports are 
invited to participate and qualifications are reviewed by 
WYDOT.  Twenty percent (20%) of construction costs are 
invoiced to airports.  The remaining amount is funded 
through WACIP.  Contracted engineering and inspection is 
funded through the state AIP budgets.  Consultants 
selected by the Division perform inspection and contract 
administration services.  It should be noted that in 2007, 
seal coat and marking was part of the Statewide 
Maintenance Program.  After that, however, it is handled 
via individual grants after group pricing from bids.   

 
 Pavement Management Program (PMP): This program 

is the evaluation and analysis of airport pavement.  It is 
useful in determining the optimum timing and 
rehabilitation, reconstruction, or seal coating.  This area 
does not currently receive federal dollars, but in the past 
did receive a small amount for pavement analysis through 
the system plan grant.   

 
 Statewide Group Communication:  Although given 

priority, this project is not a constant expense so it varies 
from budget to budget. In previous years the project came 
about from the approach analysis study.  
Recommendations were made to improve communications 
regarding pilot communication with air traffic centers or 
flight service stations for obtaining clearance or closing 
flight plans, or weather briefings.  The estimated amount 
to complete this project for the current fiscal year is 
$200,000.  The main purpose of the project is to provide 
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pilot communication with Denver Center and Salt Lake 
City Center.  Pilots can obtain various types of critical 
information from the FAA Flight Centers (including but 
not limited to weather briefings) in addition to closing 
flight plans.    

 
 System Plan:  Normally receives a $250,000 grant from 

FAA every other year.  These dollars are matched with 
state dollars (not less than 10%).  The money is used for 
studies related to approach analysis, inventory and 
implementation, design standards, and economic studies.  

 
 Automated Weather Observation Systems (AWOS): 

Varies from year to year, and is not a line item in the 
WACIP.  As a follow-up to the Mountain AWOS 
installations, one year the Division upgraded weather 
stations at non-federal airports to minimum standards so 
each station was providing needed information.  Currently, 
the Division is working on a project to connect non-federal 
stations to a federal portal for certified weather on the 
internet. The AWOS program is funded through the 
Mountain AWOS appropriation started in 2007.   

 
There is a set amount for each of the projects discussed above.  
Also, the Division places its primary priority on meeting the 
federal match for AIP grants.  Additionally, the Division reserves 
some of that WACIP money to issue state only grants to federal 
AIP projects that end up costing more than initially anticipated.  
Funds can also be used to add additional dollars to federally 
funded projects, as well as for emergency projects.  Division staff 
has stated that rather than making the locals come up with the 
difference, the state can issue a grant for 80% of the project (20% 
local match) which allows the project to stay on schedule and be 
completed in a timely manner.  Airport sponsors may also pay a 
share of project over-runs.   
 
According to Division staff, “projects are prioritized using the 
State Evaluation and the Priority Rating Model (PRM), of which 
federal funding is just one criterion.  Projects are then 
recommended for funding with the highest priority projects funded 
first.  These may or may not be federally funded projects.”  The 
following include various examples of projects that are funded.   
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 Non-federally funded projects. 
 Statewide projects (seal coat, system planning and 

NAVAID). 
 Commission/Division identified priorities for state aviation 

systems as identified through the State System Plan. 
 
The WACIP approval process begins in early August and is 
completed in or around the following April.  During the time in 
between, there are four scheduled face-to-face Commission 
meetings, one in each quarter.  In the first quarter, the 
Commission and staff work on the budget; in the second quarter, 
the budget and WACIP are approved; the third quarter is reserved 
for policy discussions; and the fourth quarter is when Commission 
receives presentations on WACIP modification from the airports.   
 
Additionally, the Commission meets monthly via teleconference.  
Unexpected changes to the WACIP can be approved at these 
meetings.  Because some projects are part of federal AIP, 
requested changes to those projects are approved in consultation 
with the FAA.  
 
The WACIP update report is presented to the Commission 
members prior to each meeting.  The report provides dates, 
funding summaries, staff recommendations if a higher match was 
suggested, and modification notes. Modifications to projects are 
listed on the update and the update is presented and approved as a 
whole.  Although projects are tracked in an Access Database at 
every stage of progression, they are removed from the WACIP 
update report after the end of a granted fiscal year, making it 
difficult to track a single project from approved to closed status.  
According to Division staff, it is important to note that “WACIP is 
a funding approval mechanism representing a single fiscal year 
and not a project update mechanism.”   
 
Also included in the meeting packet is the Program Manager 
Update.  This document lists engineering and planning project 
updates by community along with a brief description of a project’s 
progress.  In some cases, an approximate percentage of project 
completion is also provided.  Additionally, the lowest bid amount 
is provided for projects that have recently completed the bid 
process. Additionally, each statewide project is listed with an 
update regarding what is occurring in the participating 
communities.  As long as there are no changes that require 
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Commission approval, updates are provided to the Commission 
throughout the span of a project. 
 

Priority Rating Model To prioritize projects within the WACIP, the Commission has 
designated the PRM as a tool to maximize the use of state 
resources.  In February 2003, the Commission approved the 
creation of a task force to update the PRM and in 2006 it was 
updated a second time.  The Taskforce was comprised of key 
stakeholders from the Commission, the Division, and airports, and 
was required to meet annually to re-evaluate the model.  The 
taskforce agreed that, “The purpose of the priority rating system is 
to rank projects for planning, budgeting and granting by utilizing 
objective information to make subjective decisions considering the 
collective needs of the state’s aviation system.”  According to the 
Division, the Task Force emphasized the importance of matching 
every federal dollar available, and designed the PRM accordingly.  
 
However, there is no longer a task force and the last update to the 
PRM was in 2006 when a land use/protection component was 
added to the model.  According to Division staff, prior to 2003 
projects were prioritized; however, further information was not 
provided to evaluators.  
 
The PRM is a matrix-based tool developed to assign and identify 
priority of projects based on specific categories such as funding, 
need, and purpose.  According to the PRM handbook, the PRM 
systematically ranks the projects based on specific priorities for 
the Commission, who then uses the model as a tool to assist with 
project funding decisions.   
 
According to Division staff, the model is used as a prioritization 
tool.  Division staff also noted that a low priority project in the 
model might never receive funding.  Additionally, the 
Commission does consider the PRM when making funding 
decisions, but reserves the authority to be subjective in its 
decisions under special circumstances.   
 
The PRM uses a simplistic matrix to determine the rating. 
Projects are analyzed in seven weighted categories listed below: 
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Table 1.2 
*PRM Category and Weight 

 
Category Category 

Abbreviation 
Weight 

Type of federal funding  (f) 6 
Purpose (p) 5 
Component (c)  4 
Special needs (s) 3 
Airport protection (a) 2 
Airport history (h) 1 
Airport usage (u) 1 

Source:  Legislative Service Office from information provided by the Aeronautics Division.   
*Once each category is assigned a weight, it is placed into the following formula (projects with the highest 
rating are given the highest priority):  Project Priority Rating = 6f+5p+4c+3s+2a+1h+1u.   

 
 The state uses a three step evaluation process of which the PRM is 

the third step. The first step is a determination of eligibility where, 
based on the professional judgment of Division staff, projects are 
ranked into high, medium, or low priority categories. The second 
step is the State Evaluation that includes subjective criteria not 
included in the PRM.  It should be noted that the PRM process 
occurs after staff have reviewed airport master plans, the 
Wyoming Airport Inventory and Implementation Plan (AIIP), and 
discussed federal priorities and funding with the FAA.  Once a 
priority rating has been assigned to a project, the project is 
presented to the Commission.   

  
Federal program 

history and federal and 
state planning  

According to the FAA website, the Federal Government embarked 
on a grant-in-aid program to units of state and local governments 
shortly after the end of World War II.  This program was used to 
promote the development of a system of airports to meet the 
nation's needs.   The early program, the Federal-Aid Airport 
Program (FAAP) was authorized by the Federal Airport Act of 
1946 and drew its funding from the general fund of the U.S. 
Treasury. 
 
In 1970, a more comprehensive program was established with the 
passage of the Airport and Airway Development Act. This Act 
provided grants for airport planning under the Planning Grant 
Program (PGP) and for airport development under the Airport 
Development Aid Program (ADAP).  The authority to issue grants 
under these two programs expired on September 30, 1981.  
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The Airport Improvement Program (AIP) was established by the 
Airport and Airway Improvement Act of 1982 (Public Law 97-
248). Since then, the AIP has been amended several times, most 
recently with the passage of the FAA Modernization and Reform 
Act of 2012. Funds obligated for the AIP are drawn from the 
Airport and Airway Trust fund, which is supported by user fees, 
fuel taxes, and similar revenue sources. 
 
Many WACIP projects do qualify for CFDA 20.106, or Airport 
Improvement Program (AIP) Funding.  AIP funding cannot be 
used for: (1) projects at non-federally funded airports; (2) certain 
NAVIAD maintenance;  or (3) projects requiring less than 
$25,000.00 of FAA grant money, as the AIP program rarely 
provides grants less than that amount.  According to the FAA, an 
apportionment of funds should be made every October to sponsors 
and states based on formulas in the Act.  This apportionment 
shows sponsors and states that funds are available for eligible 
projects, but does not involve any transfer of funds.  This type of 
apportionment is called “entitlement.”   
 
The other type of apportionment is made by the OMB (Office of 
Management and Budget).  This apportionment allows the FAA to 
obligate congressionally authorized AIP funds.  The OMB 
apportionment is formally requested by the FAA, which provides 
a financial plan for orderly use of the funds.  The financial plan is 
based on regional submission of annual program plans as 
requested by the grant planning guidelines issued each spring.  
The OMB apportionment may contain restrictions on the amount 
to be used quarterly.   
 
The execution of a grant agreement with a sponsor establishes an 
obligation of the U.S. government to pay the amounts specified in 
a grant.  Obligations of funds are processed through regional 
accounting offices in two steps.  A reservation of funds is made 
before the grant is signed and an obligation is reported when the 
grant is signed.  In Wyoming, payments are then made through a 
request for reimbursement by the state to the FAA.  
 
Under federal regulations, when adjustments are made based on 
actual AIP payments, funds may be recovered from existing 
obligations.  It is possible to re-obligate them for new projects or 
for upward adjustments to existing projects.  Funds apportioned 
for large, medium and small hubs remain available for obligation 
during the fiscal year for which the amount was apportioned and 
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the two fiscal years immediately following.   
 
In order to guarantee that funds are used efficiently, a priority 
system has been created that uses uniform criteria.  This system is 
also available for the use of entitlement funds and block grants.  
Highest priority is given to projects relating to safety, security, 
reconstruction, standards, and capacity (in that order) in 
compliance with 49 U.S.C. 47120 and 47128(d).   
 
However, this system does not take into consideration all factors 
that states, local governments, or private sponsors use in their 
priority rankings.  The application of the national priority system 
is allowed under Order 5100.39 Airport Capital Improvement Plan 
(ACIP), an internal FAA document that serves as the primary 
planning tool for identifying and prioritizing critical airport 
development and associated capital needs for the National 
Airspace System. It also serves as the basis for the distribution of 
grant funds under the AIP.   
 
As discussed earlier, in addition to the federal priority system, 
projects are prioritized by the airport sponsors and then again by 
the Division before they are added to the WACIP and presented to 
the Commission for approval.  The following plans are used in 
WACIP project prioritization. 

  
 Wyoming Airport Inventory and Implementation Plan.  The 

2009 Statewide Airport Inventory and Implementation Plan (AIIP) 
provides information on the forty (40) publicly owned airports in 
the state.  The primary purpose of the Plan is “to establish a 
vision, goals, and objectives for the Wyoming Aviation System and 
to provide Aeronautics with a plan to determine the type, location, 
timing, and programming costs associated with airport 
development projects to meet the established vision, goals, and 
objectives.”  Prior to the 2009 AIIP, there had been no update 
since 1985.  Thirty-three (33) of Wyoming’s airports are included 
in the National Plan of Integrated Airport Systems. 
 

 National Plan of Integrated Airport Systems.  The National 
Plan of Integrated Airport Systems (NPIAS) is a planning tool 
used by the FAA in administering AIP.  The NPIAS identifies 
airports that are significant to national air transportation.  That 
identification process includes listing airport development and 
costs necessary to ensure that the airport system expand and 
improve in anticipation of present and future needs of civil 
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aviation, national defense and special needs of the U.S. post 
office.    
 
Cost estimates in the NPIAS are obtained primarily from airport 
master plans and state system plans that were prepared by 
planning and engineering firms for airport sponsors, including 
local and state agencies. These plans, such Wyoming’s AIIP are 
usually funded in part by FAA, are consistent with FAA forecasts 
of aeronautical activity, follow FAA guidelines, and have been 
reviewed and accepted by FAA planners who are familiar with 
local conditions.  NPIAS data which represents warranted and 
eligible needs identified by airport sponsors, state aviation 
officials and the FAA are contained in the FAA’s Database known 
as the NPIAS-ACIP.    
 
NPIAS data along with potential funding information such as AIP 
funds, passenger facilities charges and local revenues, along with 
State and local sponsor input regarding critical need project are 
sent to the FAA regional office.  The FAA Regional office is then 
charged with compiling the regions critical needs, evaluation of 
NPIAS, State and local sponsor input and potential funding into a 
single plan known as the Regional Airports Capital Improvement 
Plan.  The Regional Airports Capital Improvement plan is then 
sent to the National FAA office where the National Airports 
Capital Improvement Plan (ACIP) is created.   
 

 National Airports Capital Improvement Plan.  The information 
used to compile the ACIP is also stored in the NPIAS-ACIP 
database.  The National Airports Capital Improvement Plan, or 
ACIP, provides information on the anticipated sources of funds 
for NPIAS projects to be undertaken within the next 3-5 years that 
will most likely be funded through AIP.  The ACIP utilizes a 
project priority model to organize the projects focusing on four 
goals:  
 

 Ensure that the air transport of people, services, and 
goods is provided in a safe and secure environment  

 Preserve and upgrade the existing airport system in 
order to allow for increased capacity as well as to 
ensure reliable and efficient use of existing capacity  

 Improve the compatibility of airports with the 
surrounding communities  

 Provide sufficient access to an airport for the majority 
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of the American public  
 
The FAA uses the ACIP to prioritize projects in a way that 
ensures that the highest national priority projects are being funded.  
Additionally, the ACIP considers needs, available funding, and 
anticipated current year funding to calculate AIP amounts.  Once 
calculated, these amounts are provided to the states.  Wyoming 
then uses the AIP numbers to help determine funding for its 
WACIP.   
 

 State Transportation Improvement Plan.  WACIP data is also 
used to contribute to the State Transportation Improvement Plan 
(STIP).  The Wyoming STIP is a six-year approved program that 
is fiscally constrained for the years 2012-2017.  The actual 
funding level that will be available depends on Congressional 
appropriations as well as appropriations from the state as 
WYDOT funding comes from Federal programs, grants and state 
appropriations.   
 
While the STIP’s primary focus is on construction, highways, and 
bridges, there is a section within each district’s portion of the 
STIP reserved for aeronautics.  The data contained in the STIP is 
generated from the WACIP Access database.   
 

 Wyoming Air Service Enhancement Project (ASEP) 
  

Legislative History Air Services Enhancement has been a point of interest to 
Wyoming lawmakers for the last decade.  In the program’s 
infancy, legislation for financial aid for air service enhancement 
was created to limit the risk of losing federal funding at several 
airports across the state.  W.S. 10-3-601 through W.S. 10-3-602 
provides statutory direction for the program. 

  
One of the primary recommendations resulting from the 2002 
Legislative Service Office program evaluation on the Wyoming 
Aeronautics Commission was that the Legislature consider 
making statutory changes to segregate grant duties and create a 
state-level advocate for air services in the state.   
 
Ultimately, the Legislature passed Senate File 66 and Senate File 
120 in 2003 to address the need for air services in the State.  This 
legislation was the start in the evolutionary process that created 
the roles and responsibilities for ASEP within the Wyoming 
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Aeronautics Commission.  
 
According to 2003 Wyoming Session Laws Chapter 210 Section 
1, the Legislature created an Act that authorized the Wyoming 
Business Council to contract for air services contingent upon, but 
not limited to, the increase of passenger enplanements, flights 
within the state and lower airfare for passengers.  The legislature 
provided $3 million dollars to the Wyoming Business Council for 
implementation of the Act and also required the Council to report 
the Joint Mineral, Business and Economic Development Interim 
Committee by September 30, 2003 regarding the number of 
applications it received and actions taken in relation to 
expenditure of funds prior to June 30, 2004.   
 
The Council was also required to report annually by June 30th 
regarding the performance of any entity that had received air 
service enhancement funds.  Section 2 provided $2.5 million 
appropriation from the budget reserve account and $500,000 from 
the transportation trust fund to the Wyoming Business Council for 
implementation of the Act.  The Act was effective immediately.  
 
In 2004, the Legislature passed House Bill 60: Wyoming Air 
Services Enhancement Funding.  According to Wyoming Session 
Laws Chapter 120 Section 1, the Legislature extended the 
appropriation for the Air Services Enhancement account until 
2006 and authorized the Wyoming Business Council to enter into 
an agreement with the Aeronautics Commission to review 
applications and make recommendations.  The Act required 
matching fund grants from counties, cities, towns, joint powers 
boards, and airport boards pursuing air service enhancement and 
changed the application process to require the Aeronautics 
Commission to receive, deny, or approve applications for financial 
aid.   
 
In 2005, the Legislature passed House Bill 53: Wyoming Air 
Services Enhancement.  According to 2005 Wyoming Session 
Laws Chapter 13 Section 1, the Legislature renumbered W.S. 9-
12-701 and 702 to W.S. 10-3-601 and 602 respectively.  The 
amendments transferred the responsibilities given to the Wyoming 
Business Council in 2003 to the Wyoming Aeronautics 
Commission.  The amendments required that the air services 
financial aid program be overseen by the Aeronautics 
Commission.  The amendments also provided appropriations and 
modified the requirements of the program, transferred funds, and 
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transferred a position from the Wyoming Business Council to the 
Wyoming Aeronautics Commission.   
 
Section 2 provided a $3 million appropriation from the General 
Fund to the Air Services Enhancement account to implement the 
Act.  The amendments also required the Wyoming Business 
Council to transfer $160,552.00 to the Air Service Enhancement 
account for administration of the program. Section 3 transferred a 
position from the Wyoming Business Council to the Aeronautics 
Division to carry out the requirements of the Act.  
 
In 2007, the Legislature passed Senate File 114 (2007 Session 
Laws Chapter 120).  It details the services that qualify for air 
service enhancements, clarifies the conditions considered on the 
application for funding from the air services enhancement account 
as determined by the Aeronautics Commission, and provides for 
an effective date.   
 

Funding and 
programming 

Since its inception, ASEP has received $21,949,668.  All of 
Wyoming’s ten (10) commercial airports are eligible for Air 
Service grant funds, but only eight (8) airports have applied for 
and received ASEP funds: Casper, Cheyenne, Cody, Gillette, 
Laramie, Jackson, Riverton, and Rock Springs.  A total of 49 
projects have been funded under ASEP.    Within the past year, 
five airports actively pursued funding: Cheyenne, Cody, Gillette, 
Jackson, and Rock Springs.   

  
 The following table shows the total number of ASEP projects by 

community and the total funding received by each community 
since the Commission took over the program.  
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Table 1.3 
*ASEP Project Funding Distribution by Community 

As of 5/29/12 
 

Community Number of ASEP 
Projects 

Total State 
Funding 
Received 

Percentage of Total 
ASEP State Funds 

Casper 5 $ 2,012,919.09 15%
Cheyenne 2 $ 1,693,389.00 13%
Cody 15 $ 2,171,830.76 16%
Gillette 8 $ 3,596,528.79 27%
Jackson 9 $ 1,092,828.37 8%
Laramie 1 $ 186,045.00 1%
Riverton 1 $ 128,934.00 1%
Rock Springs 9 $ 3,361,880.06 20%
Total Project Funding from State $ 14,244,355.07  

Source:  Legislative Service Office from information provided by the Aeronautics Division. 
*Total expended by the State for closed projects; current amount spent on active projects; and state amount approved for projects. 
 

 The program offers several types of grants, as statute allows for a 
broad interpretation of “air service enhancement.”  ASEP 
primarily funds minimum revenue guarantee (MRG) and 
marketing projects, although other types of projects, such as 
providing funds for the purchase of oxygen compressors, have 
also been approved. 

  
 MRG projects are the highest-dollar project type and receive the 

majority of the program’s budget.  One of the main obstacles for 
airlines in Wyoming is the high level of risk on the part of 
airlines; if an adequate number of passengers do not utilize flights, 
providing continued air service is not feasible.  Revenue 
guarantees work as a safety net for airlines, reducing the risk of 
lost revenue.  If airlines fail to reach a specified number of 
enplanements, the revenue guarantee funds serve as a supplement, 
allowing the airlines to recoup their costs and continue to provide 
service.   
 
This type of arrangement is particularly convenient for a state like 
Wyoming, which has a high level of seasonal tourists that drive 
passenger enplanements up for a specific but annually consistent 
timeframe.  Most MRG projects are seasonal rather than year-
round in order to most effectively assist airports during times of 
low passenger traffic. 
 
Marketing projects funded through ASEP are intended to 
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specifically align with services provided under MRG projects. 
For example, if a community began new service under an MRG 
project, that new service could be marketed under an ASEP 
project.  In other cases, established airlines may be marketed.  
Specifically, Casper applied for an ASEP marketing contract as a 
result of negotiations with United; the airline agreed to upgrade 
equipment at their own expense if the airport sponsor provided 
marketing for the upgrade in service.  
 
It is important to note that WACIP also includes funding for 
marketing, but the two types of projects do not overlap.  WACIP 
funds may not be used to market a specific airline; rather, the 
funds are used to market all air services at an airport.  ASEP 
marketing, however, may target a specific provider.   
 
Furthermore, WACIP marketing projects have a standard 50% 
state, 50% local split; likewise, ASEP projects are funded through 
a combination of state and local funds.  A primary difference 
between the two projects, though, is that ASEP projects often use 
the 80% state, 20% local match amount, as there is not a set 
standard match percentage.  W.S. 10-3-601(b) states “the amount 
of local funds required for the provision of enhancing air services 
shall be determined by the commission, taking into account the 
types of service for which grants are approved, the diverse 
characteristics of the communities to which air service is 
contracted for and other considerations examined by the 
commission.” 
 

Grant application 
process 

Prior to 2008, the only formal requirements of grant applicants 
were set out in W.S. 10-3-601(d).  Grant applications during this 
time consisted of a cover letter that addressed major areas of 
concern for the grant, along with letters of support or further 
documentation if chosen by applicants.  The only other project 
documentation included the contracts between the state and the 
sponsor as well as the sponsor and airline contract.  Included as a 
contractual requirement was an “end-of-project” evaluation that 
required sponsors to formally record their efforts to accomplish 
grant assurances and evaluate the success of the projects 
compared to the specific contractual obligations. 
 
The new application process for ASEP was implemented in 2008, 
which was beneficial in establishing a clearer and more concrete 
evaluation of potential projects.  A formalized application is now 
required of all MRG applicants, which requests specific project 
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information.  However, it is important to note that these 
applications are only required of MRG contracts, not for 
marketing or other projects.  Additionally, the “Post-Contract 
Questionnaire” was added as a requirement for all finished 
projects.  The form is intended to follow-up with funding 
recipients at the close of projects.  The Questionnaire took the 
place of the contractual evaluation; however, it does not 
specifically prompt sponsors to fully document the assurances 
listed in the project application.   
 
When asked about the impetus regarding the change in project 
requirements, the Division stated, “Processes are initially created 
based on the experience and knowledge of the individuals 
involved at the time.  As time goes on, more experience is 
obtained, issues arise that were unforeseen in the beginning, and 
the process can be/should be reevaluated at an opportune time.  In 
between, small changes are made to address issues that arise.” 
 
MRG applicants are asked to complete a detailed description of 
proposed services, as well as cost and performance data.  They are 
also asked to estimate a percentage related to achievement.  The 
following guidelines for MRG applicants are below.   

  
  Complete and detailed description of the proposed 

services. 
 Financial analysis of the proposed service including details 

such as cost data for aircraft and route, projected load 
factors, projected fares for service etc. 

 Description of assurances that the enterprise has a 
reasonable chance of success. 

 Explanation of why financial aid is necessary to the 
success of the enterprise because funding is unavailable for 
the enterprise in the traditional capital markets because 
funding has been offered in ways that would substantially 
hinder the success of the enterprise; or other compelling 
factors. 

 Reasoning why the financial assistance has the reasonable 
potential to create or enhance air travel originating or 
entering the state. 

 Detail to which the applicant has already made or is 
contractually committed to make a substantial time and 
financial commitment to the enterprise and local matching 
funds are provided to secure the financial grant, including 
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descriptions of all financial contributions made to the 
program by the applicant. 

 Description of how the proposal will impact the critical 
number of enplanements. 

 Description of proposed supportive marketing plans. 
 Letters of support or recommendation from airlines, 

governmental entities, airports, local organizations and 
business. 

 Examples of how a similar program gained success if 
applicable. 

 Attachment of all visual aids. 
 
It is important to note that although the above guidelines are set 
out, applications do not always include the required information.  
For example, the sampled projects often did not include the 
financial analysis of the proposed service, and none of the projects 
included information regarding alternative funding sources being 
unavailable.   
 
Upon receipt of an application, the Division determines what 
action is recommended on the project.  The application is then 
presented to the Commission, along with the Division’s 
recommendation.   

  
Reporting Several forms of reporting exist for ASEP.  The Division contracts 

for extensive data mining from several sources.  Forecast, Inc. is 
the main information provider; the Forecast, Inc. consultant 
gathers information and compiles it into an Excel spreadsheet, 
generating graphs based on the data, and passes that information 
to the Division.   
 
This Excel spreadsheet is the source of the ASEP Update 
document provided to the Commission each month.  The contents 
of the Update document vary, but generally consist of graphs 
relating to total passengers, retainage, and fare average graphs for 
each community, along with a selection of individual airport 
graphs. 
 
The ASEP Effectiveness of Funding Report is a generalized 
programmatic report.  It includes a brief history of the program 
and describes Wyoming’s air service on a statewide level as well 
as briefly touching on flight statistics for each of Wyoming’s 
ASEP-funded communities.   
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The last Effectiveness of Funding Report was generated in 2011. 
 

 Commission Loan Program  
  

Legislative History In 1997, legislation (1997 Session Laws, Chapter 58) amended the 
aeronautics grants-in-aid statute, W.S. 10-3-401, to authorize the 
Commission to make loans to counties, cities or towns for airport 
construction and development.  However, the legislation failed to 
designate a funding stream for the loans.  According to State 
Treasurer’s Office staff, discussions between the Treasurer’s 
Office and the Office of State Lands and Investments (OSLI) 
resulted in the Commission loans being funded through the 
Permanent Mineral Trust Fund by way of Joint Powers Act (JPA) 
loans funding allotment.   
 
According to Office of State Lands and Investments staff, at that 
time the funds allotted for the JPA loans exceeded the amount of 
funds approved and expended for those loans.  1998 Session 
Laws, Chapter 30, Section 324 directed the State Treasurer’s 
Office to make $2,000,000 available to the Commission to extend 
loans to airports and set a sunset date of June 30, 2000.  At that 
time, the allotment for JPA loans was $30,000,000, of which 
$2,000,000 was set aside for the Commission loans. 
 
Due to the nature of the funding source for the Commission loans, 
the Office of State Lands and Investments was tasked with 
administering the loans through 1999.  In addition, the rules 
established for extending Commission loans from 1999 to 2000 
were nearly identical to those for the Joint Powers Act loans.  
Those rules identified the Office of State Lands and Investments 
as the entity to administer the program.  The Commission was 
tasked with consideration of each application and to make 
recommendations for approval or denial of applications to the 
State Loan and Investment Board.  The Board made the final 
decision on whether or not a loan application was approved or 
denied. 
 
In 2000, legislation (2000 Session Laws Chapter 45; W.S. 10-3-
403) authorized the Commission to extend loans to airports and 
established the Permanent Mineral Trust Fund as the funding 
source for the program.  Funding was not to exceed an aggregate 
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amount of $2,000,000, including any loans made prior to July 1, 
1999 and still outstanding.  No single loan was to exceed 
$500,000.  The interest rate provision was changed to be in 
accordance with the interest rate charged on loans made by SLIB. 
 
The Commission loan statutes underwent subsequent changes in 
the early 2000s.  Below is a table identifying all the amendments 
to the Commission Loan Program from 2000 to 2005.  There have 
been no additional changes to the Commission Loan Program 
statute since 2005. 
 
The following table provides additional information on statutory 
changes.   
 

 
Table 1.5 

Changes to Commission Loan Program statute, W.S. 10-3-403 from 2000 to 2005 
 

Year Session Laws Changes made 
2000 2000 Session Laws, 

Chapter 45 
 Removed the Commission loans from grants-in-

aid statute, W.S. 10-3-401, and created a new 
section, W.S. 10-3-403, authorizing Commission 
loans. 

 Aggregate funding of $2,000,000 to be funded 
through the Permanent Mineral Trust Fund. 

 Term of repayment shall not exceed 20 years 
 Commission may take a lien against facilities 

generating user fees as security for repayment 
of loans. 

 Interest rate shall be in accordance with interest 
on state loans approved by State Loan and 
Investment Board.  

 Commission shall adopt rules and regulations 
for the program. 

2003 2003 Session Laws, 
Chapter 104 

 Amended W.S. 10-3-403 to increase aggregate 
loan program funding amount from $2 million 
from the PMTF to $4 million. 

2005 2005 Session Laws, 
Chapter 208 

 Amended W.S. 10-3-403 to increase aggregate 
loan program funding from $4 million to $10 
million from the PMTF. 

 Fixed the interest rate at 5 percent. 
Source:  Legislative Service Office. 
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Rules provisions In 1998, rules were promulgated for the Commission Loan 
Program and modeled off of the Joint Powers Act loans rules.  
The 1998 rules laid out the process for loans to be initiated and 
approved.  Loan applicants had to be organized as counties, 
municipal corporations or joint powers boards with authority over 
airport boards.  Joint Powers Boards had to be legally formed and 
approved prior to loan application.  The loans were to be extended 
for “planning, construction, acquisition, improvement, emergency 
repair, acquisition of land for, refinancing of existing debt for, and 
operation of revenue-generating public use facilities.”  They were 
not to be used to pay off or refinance a loan that was previously 
approved by the Commission.  The rules further set forth the 
application procedures including a requirement that the sponsor 
provide a detailed description of the project.   
 
Of particular importance in the 1998 rules was the roles identified 
for involvement of OSLI, SLIB, the Commission and the 
Division.  The Division received and evaluated applications 
(Sections 5 & 6) before presenting them to the Commission.  The 
Commission considered the applications for approval and 
recommendation of SLIB (Section 7).  The Division then 
forwarded the synopsis of loan applications to OSLI.  OSLI 
presented them to SLIB for the final decision whether an 
application was approved or not (Section 10).  OSLI administered 
the loans (Section 11).   
 
Interestingly, Section 11 required the loan proceeds to be 
disbursed into an interest-bearing escrow account solely for the 
purposes of the loan.  Rather than allowing the applicant to draw 
directly from the account, the applicant had to submit a request for 
payment with supporting documentation.  The Division was 
responsible for approving or disapproving all or any part of the 
payment request, even though OSLI was responsible for 
administering the loans and notifying the bank to which loan 
funds were to be disbursed. 
 
 
In 2007, several changes were made to the rules, including 
removing OSLI and SLIB from any involvement with the 
Commission Loan Program.   The 2007 rules also prohibited loan 
funds use for the removal of fuel systems, fuel tanks or asbestos 
removal.  The Commission is identified as the sole entity to 
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approve or disapprove loans and the Division was to execute the 
necessary paperwork for the loan.  Another provision added was 
applicants shall “adhere to and enforce the sponsor’s assurances 
according to the certificate of state airport loan.”  For both the 
1998 and 2007 rules there are provisions allowing the 
Commission to inspect and audit the records of the applicant and 
inspect the project.  Although the Division has indicated they do 
some inspection of projects, to our knowledge, the Commission 
has never taken advantage of the audit provision.  The 2007 rules 
remain the current Loan Program rules.   

  
Purpose, funding and 

process 
Purpose.  The purpose of the Aeronautics Loan Program is to 
extend loans to public-use airports for construction, development, 
and improvement of airport facilities generating user fees 
(revenue-generating).  No loans are allowed for fuel system or 
fuel tank removal or for asbestos removal.  
The Commission Policy Guidelines further this purpose under 
Section 2 Qualifying Projects for Commission Funding:  
“Revenue generating facilities:  …The Commission will not 
approve grants-in-aid for the construction of hangars, fuel farms, 
fuel trucks, or other fuel delivery equipment, or any other airport 
structure or improvement that, in the judgment of the 
Commission, is appropriately the responsibility of private 
enterprise.”   
 
The last part of the above policy is interesting because these are 
projects that are typical to find being funded through the 
Commission Loan Program, which of course is not a private 
enterprise.  The policy goes on to say “The Commission 
encourages development of revenue generating facilities at 
airfields…may provide loans to airports for the construction of 
these facilities.” 
 

 Even though the Commission has determined state grant funds 
will not be used for revenue-generating facilities, the federal AIP 
Handbook does provide for use of entitlement funds for these 
types of facilities at non-primary airports (thus, leaving out 
Wyoming’s primary airports).  
 

 Chapter 5 Airfield Construction and Equipment Projects, 
Section 515 Utilities and Fuel Farms: 

o Installation of a fuel farm may be eligible at non-
primary airports using entitlements (federal).  
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However, these are considered low priority and 
airports seeking to use entitlement funds for this 
purpose must first secure funding for higher 
priority projects before revenue-generating work. 

 Chapter 5, Section 526 (c) Hangars and Other Support 
Facilities 

o Entitlements may be used to construct new 
revenue-generating hangar projects at non-primary 
airports.  As with Subsection 515, the airports first 
must secure adequate provisions for required 
construction projects prior to revenue-generating 
work. 

 
This language combined with the Commission policy points to 
needs the Commission Loan Program appears to have been 
intended to address.  Division staff and OSLI staff were not able 
to recreate the history or reasons for the creation of this program. 
However, information provided from the previous Division 
administrator states two main reasons for the creation of the Loan 
Program.  First, the program could help airports fund revenue-
generating projects, which were of “low or no priority” related to 
federal funding assistance.  Furthermore, revenue-generating 
projects “…are invaluable to the airports with regard to revenue 
generation and the ability to pay for an airport’s upkeep.” 
 
The second reason stated by the previous Division administrator is 
the program served as a way to provide funding to complete 
projects that would otherwise not be funded or thoroughly 
completed with federal, state or local grant funding.  Additionally, 
“this also applied to communities with very small airports which 
did not qualify for any federal funding.” 
 

 Funding.  The 1998 Session Laws, Chapter 30, Section 324 
directed the State Treasurer’s Office to make available to the 
Commission $2,000,000 for airport loans.  However, it did not 
specify a funding source.  According to State Treasurer’s Office 
staff, discussion between the Treasurer’s Office and OSLI staff 
ultimately resulted in the decision to set aside $2,000,000 from the 
$30,000,000 for Joint Powers Act loans.   
 
In 2000, the Legislature designated the PMTF as the funding 
source for the Commission loans and in 2005 the funding amount 
was increased to an aggregate $10,000,000 and fixed the interest 
at 5 percent.    
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 Process.  The Commission Loan Program has its own application 

and loan-making process as set forth in Chapter 2 rules, Section 5, 
which requires applications be prepared for each project.   
 
The application requires detailed project information, summary of 
estimated costs of the project, financing information (including 
the requested loan amount and source(s) of repayment) and 
sponsor’s responsibilities and signature blocks. Loan applications 
are evaluated based on criteria set out in rules, including whether 
or not the pledged repayment sources are sufficient enough to 
justify the loan as “reasonable and prudent investment of state 
funds”; applicant eligibility; the proposed project has merit in 
relation to the overall state system planning and usefulness to 
achieve state goals; and if the applicant is meeting any and all 
current and past repayment obligations to the Commission.   
 
After an application is approved, the Certificate of State Airport 
Loan is prepared.  Part of the Certificate is the Sponsor’s 
Assurances.  The assurances are a list of provisions modeled off 
of the federal AIP grant assurances that the sponsor is required to 
adhere to during the term of the loan.  If a loan recipient complies 
with the assurances as required, the assurances can encourage 
accountability on the part of the sponsor, protect the state’s 
interest in the project, and ensure state funds are loaned out and 
being expended appropriately.   
 
In addition to Sponsor’s Assurances, Chapter 2 rules allow for 
tangible accountability measures, such as proof of airport sponsor 
eligibility, the sponsor is providing sufficient insurance coverage 
on the facility and all taxes and assessments are paid.  In addition, 
Assurance No. 25 requires the sponsor to make available all 
project records and to allow inspections.   
 
Once the application is submitted, according to Loan Program 
rules, the Division will do a preliminary review.  Within 10 
working days of receiving an application, the Division shall notify 
the applicant if any additional information is needed.  The 
applicant then has 10 working days to submit the required 
information.  The applications are to be received by the Division 
at least 30 working days prior to the next regular meeting of the 
Commission.   
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However, during fieldwork evaluators identified loan applications 
from the sampled loan projects that had been submitted within ten 
(10) days of the meeting.  Division staff commented that when the 
program rules were first promulgated, the Commission only met 
quarterly.  Now the Commission meets monthly via 
teleconference and conducts regular quarterly meetings in person.  
 
Division staff stated they do not intend to modify the thirty (30) 
day provision in rules because it may be needed in the future.  In 
addition, the Commission may waive the 30 day requirement as 
needed. 
 
If the Commission approves the application, the Division prepares 
the required documentation.   

 Certificate of State Airport Loan with sponsor assurances. 
 Loan Program Agreement. 
 Assignment and Pledge of Revenues. 
 Security Agreement and Financing Statement. 
 Promissory Note. 

 
The actual Loan Amortization Schedule is prepared for the airport 
sponsor (loan recipient) by WYDOT Financial Services.  The 
Division notifies the sponsor of its application approval and 
forwards to the sponsor the original loan documentation in 
triplicate for original signatures and dates.  The Sponsor returns 
all three original signed copies to the Division.  The Division 
sends the originals to the AG’s Office for signature, then back to 
the Division for the administrator’s signature. 
 
One full set of the loan documentation is copied by the Division 
and is sent out to various entities.   
 

 Airport manager gets an original set. 
 State Treasurer’s Office gets an original set. 
 Aeronautics Division keeps a full set. 
 WYDOT Federal Aid gets a copy. 

 
The State Treasurer’s Office then disburses the funds to the 
sponsor.  Division staff informed evaluators they have an internal 
goal of ninety (90) days to complete the loan application process 
from the request for a loan to the actual disbursement of funds. 
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In terms of loan repayments, each year in late December the 
Division sends a Payment Notice to the loan recipients. In general, 
payments are due every January 15 until the loan is paid in full.  
Other arrangements may be made with recipients related to the 
yearly due date as long as yearly payments are submitted.  In the 
event multiple payments or payments larger than the yearly 
payment set in the amortization schedule are submitted, WYDOT 
Financial Services will prepare a new amortization schedule.  
 
Payments are submitted to the Division, which makes copies of 
the check for the loan file.  The payment check is then sent to 
WYDOT Financial Services, which makes a copy of the check for 
its files.  Financial Services sends the check to the State 
Treasurer’s Office, which posts the payment to the appropriate 
loan account.  The amount of the payment that represents the 
principal is deposited back into the loan program account to be re-
loaned and the amount that represents the interest reverts to the 
General Fund.   

 



CHAPTER 2 

The Wyoming Aeronautics Commission complies with 
federal law and regulations. 
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Finding 2.1:   The Wyoming Aeronautics 
Commission and the Aeronautics 
Division is administering the federal 
Airport Improvement Program in 
compliance with federal law, federal 
regulations, and state law.  However, 
certain areas can be improved to 
provide additional accountability, 
especially in the area of state-funded 
only airport construction grants.   

  
 Overall, the Aeronautics Division (Division) is administering the 

Federal Airport Improvement Program (AIP) in compliance with 
federal law, federal regulations, and state law.  The Division also 
developed a budgeting, planning, and programming process 
(Wyoming Aviation Capital Improvement Program, or WACIP), 
which is a compilation of anticipated improvement projects for 
public airports in Wyoming.  In order to ensure that decisions 
regarding funding allocations are made in a consistent manner, the 
Division utilizes a State Evaluation Process, Priority Rating 
Model (PRM) and the Airport Inventory and Implementation Plan 
(AIIP).   
 
The Division’s process by which federal and state grants are 
awarded to local airports meets the general intent of the following 
statutory and regulatory criteria. 
 
Catalog for Federal Domestic Assistance (CFDA) 20.106-Airport 
Improvement Program. 
 
This federal grant provides funding to assist public-use airport 
sponsors, owners or operators to develop a nationwide system of 
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airports to meet needs of civil aeronautics.  Grants are used for 
integrated airport systems planning, airport master planning, 
construction or rehabilitation.   
 
Airport Improvement Act, Public Law 103-272, USC.   
 
This grant’s objective is to assist sponsors, owners, or operators of 
public use airports in the development of a nationwide system of 
airports adequate to meet the needs of civil aeronautics.  The 
purpose of this law includes funding for investment in 
transportation, environmental protection, and airport 
infrastructure, which provides long-term economic benefits.   
 
OMB Circular No. A-133-Audits of States, Local Governments 
and Non-Profit Organizations. 
 
Non-federal entities that expend $500,000 or more in financial 
assistance monies will have a single or a program-specific audit 
conducted for that year.  Non-federal entities that expend less than 
$500,000 in federal awards are exempt from this provision. 
 
W.S. 10-3-401 and W.S. 10-3-402.  
 
Authority and process used by the Wyoming Aeronautics 
Commission (Commission) to “make grants-in-aid from state 
funds for construction and development of airports to counties, 
cities, towns and joint powers boards within the state.”   
 
Aeronautics Commission Policy. 
 
Allows for the funding of aviation projects for public use that are 
consistent with federal and state law (Commission Policy #2) and 
requested prior to the commencement of actual work 
(Commission Policy #3).  Also, allows for the use of the 
Wyoming Capital Improvement Program or WACIP to plan and 
budget (Commission Policy #17). 

  
Projects are completed 

in a timely manner  
  

Federal and state airport construction projects appear to be 
completed in a timely manner.   
 
Evaluators reviewed seventeen (17) projects tracked through the 
WACIP process.  The table below shows the sample project 
number, name, origination date, date granted, and final product 
date.  In order to assess the timeframe for projects, evaluators 
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created a timeline for each sampled project based on modification 
notes, change orders, the date  a project was granted, and the date 
of a given project’s final documentation.  The timelines show that 
most of the modifications occurred between the origination date 
and the grant issuance date.  From the time a project was granted, 
project timelines ranged from a few months to three years.   
 

Table 2.1 
Sample Project Timelines 

 

Project Name *Origination 
Date 

*Granted Date Final Product Date 

Big Piney Runway and 
Turn-Around 

BPI-10A 

10/29/09 3/15/10 4/28/11 

Buffalo-Johnson County 
Runway Slide Repair  

BYG-07A 

10/26/10 8/10/11 12/2011 

Cody Marketing       

COD-22X 

N/A 4/5/10 2/1/11 

Cody Marketing  

COD-24X 

9/24/10 10/7/10 Project is on-going last 
date on the timeline is 
4/5/12 

Casper Taxiway  

CPR-34A 

10/17/05 2/25/09 3/8/10 

Casper Taxiway  

CPR-34B 

1/22/09 6/2/10 Project is ongoing 

Casper Taxiway  

CPR-34C 

1/22/09 6/2/10 Project is ongoing 

Cheyenne Airport Taxiway   

CYS-35A 

3/12/02 4/27/10 8/20/10 

Cheyenne Airport Taxiway 
and Safety Management 

3/12/02 8/23/10 Project is ongoing 
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Project Name *Origination 
Date 

*Granted Date Final Product Date 

System CYS-35B 

Cheyenne Airport Taxiway  

CYS-35C 

3/12/02 Project not yet 
granted 

Project is ongoing 

Cheyenne Marketing CYS-
40X 

1/24/11 1/26/11 Project is ongoing 

Newcastle Environmental 
Assessment  

ECS-04A 

1/21/09 5/25/10 2/4/11 

Jackson Terminal  

JAC-05A 

3/3/08 6/19/09 11/11/11 

Laramie Master Plan and 
Apron  

LAR-04B 

5/24/04 8/27/07 10/31/08 (Closeout Report 
Apron) 

9/23/11 (Close Memo) 

Riverton Airport Master 
Plan  

RIW-15A 

3/2/06 8/27/10 2012 

Sheridan Airport Ramp 
SHR-34A 

3/26/08 1/13/10 1/6/11 

Source:  Wyoming Legislative Service Office from information provided by the Aeronautics Division. 
*Origination date represents when the project was submitted or identified.  Granted is when a project is approved for funding by 
the Commission. 
 

Projects are 
administered in a 
fiduciary manner  

Evaluators requested WACIP project IDs of sampled aeronautics 
projects for the A-133 Federal Audits for FYEs 2007, 2008, 2009, 
and 2010.  Overall, evaluators reviewed 90 projects in the amount 
of $6,683,190.  In all, over 100 transactions, 100 receipts, and 100 
invoices were reviewed.   
 
The A-133 audit allows the Federal Government to audit non-
federal agencies that are expending federal funds.  To conduct the 
A-133, the WYDOT Internal Review Service performs a series of 
tests, compiles those tests results in worksheets, and turns them 
over to an independent auditor who then provides a list of findings 
and questions of cost.  This process is part of meeting the 
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requirements of the federal Single Audit Act of 1984.   
 
Evaluators requested copies of the audit findings, conclusions and 
other information with respect to the A-133 samples.  Evaluators 
were given copies of worksheets as well as findings for 2009 and 
2010; however, the agency stated that it was still looking for its 
2007 findings.  For the purpose of this audit, evaluators were 
reviewing material for any outstanding findings of cost related to 
the Aeronautics Division.  Review of the A-133 documents found 
that the Aeronautics Division was in compliance in all areas.  
 
Evaluators also reviewed four cancelled projects, totaling 
$7,752,947.37, to determine whether state money was lost as a 
result of cancellation.  The projects were located in Buffalo, 
Laramie, Thermopolis, and Rock Springs; project types included 
runway rehabilitation, terminal access road development, roadway 
and parking improvements, and land and design.  Based on 
information from the Division, it appears that the sampled projects 
with a cancelled status were rolled into larger projects prior to 
grant disbursement.  No state funding was lost due to the 
cancellation of the WACIP projects. 
 

 Other Areas of Concern That Appear to Impact 
Accountability 

  
 Although the Commission and Division generally meet federal 

law and regulations as well as state laws, evaluators identified 
other issues that could be improved to ensure accountability in 
management of federal and state funds.   

  
WYDOT does not 

actively audit airport 
construction projects 

The Wyoming Department of Transportation (WYDOT) does not 
actively audit airport construction projects.  Division staff does 
not conduct audits of airport construction projects, nor do 
personnel have the audit backgrounds to conduct such oversight. 
Additionally, the Division has no promulgated rules related to 
oversight of the expenditure of state dollars for airport 
construction grants.  It should be noted, however, that State Grant 
Application Assurance #25 provides language that allows the 
Commission and Division to monitor airport construction projects.  
As previously discussed, WYDOT’s Internal Review Service 
reviews samples of airport construction projects related to the A-
133 process (e.g. projects receiving $500,000 or more in federal 
funds).  However, it does not conduct additional audits of airports 
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receiving federal and state funds to ensure that internal controls 
are adequate, that federal and state assurances are met, that 
projects are done in accordance with project specifications, or that 
proper bid processes are occurring.  As a result, there is a risk that 
federal and state dollars are being expended without adequate 
oversight.   

  
 Oversight is Necessary to Detect Problems.  Oversight is 

necessary to ensure that federal and state dollars are being 
expended according to law.  The importance of oversight is 
illustrated by two recent federal reviews discussing the Cheyenne 
Regional Airport.  It is important to note that in these instances 
neither the Division, nor WYDOT had authority to investigate.  
However, the two investigations do provide examples of the risk 
of mismanagement of grant monies at Wyoming airports and thus 
illustrate the need for overview via the auditing process.  
 
The first federal review involves a March 8, 2012 FAA 
investigation of allegations by Sky Harbor Air Service, Inc. 
(SHAS) noting numerous grant assurance violations related to 
$51,896,708 in FAA grants.  The issue centers on an SHAS lease 
of the “Paint Shop”, which was built through a grant with the 
United States Department of Commerce, Economic Development 
Administration (EDA).   
 
SHAS raises eleven (11) issues dealing with rights and powers; 
operation and maintenance; economic nondiscrimination; 
exclusive rights, fee and rental structures; and use of airport 
revenue.  In its March 8, 2012 report, FAA finds initially that 
insufficient title existed (issue #2) and that unfair competition 
against SHAS occurred by allowing non-tenant aeronautical 
services to compete without requiring that minimum wage 
standards be met (issue #5).   
 
The second federal review by EDA’s Office of Inspector General 
found that the Cheyenne Regional Airport violated the terms of a 
$650,000 grant and may have to repay the money if identified 
matters are not resolved (e.g. mortgage violations, lease 
violations, and charging  fair market value to tenants).  It should 
be noted that EDA initially approved the grant in 1995 and  
money in 1997.  Wyoming’s State Loan and Investment Board 
(SLIB) matched the grant with state money.   
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 Federal Involvement with Procurement is Minimal.  Another 
area that requires additional scrutiny relates to the procurement of 
vendors at local airports.  Federal law limits the role of the FAA in 
state and local procurement standards.  According to the Federal 
AIP Handbook (Chapter 9, Section 1, Subsection 900(a)), 
“Federal law provides that the granting agency (FAA) has a 
minimal role in the procurement used by airport sponsors.  For 
example, if the sponsor is a state, states are authorized under Part 
18.36 to use the same procurement policies and laws they use for 
procurements not funded in whole or in part by Federal sources.  
Other non-state sponsors will use their own procurement 
procedures that reflect applicable state and local laws and 
regulations, if the procurements conform to applicable Federal 
law and the standards identified in Part 18.36.”  It should also be 
noted that federal law (49 CFR, Part 18.36 (c) (2)) expressly 
prohibits state contractor preference requirements except under 
certain conditions.   
 
According to the Wyoming Department of Administration and 
Information (A&I), local governments do not fall under the 
procurement standards of the State of Wyoming even if they 
receive state monies to pay for (partially) state funded projects. 
The Wyoming Department of Audit also stated there is no law or 
rules at the State level that requires pass-through agencies to 
monitor or oversee bidding processes.  The Public Funds Division 
of the Department of Audit, however, may sample selected 
projects to determine that bid processes were used as part of its 
regular audits of local governments.   
 
Division staff also stated that they review local selections of 
vendors only after the process has been completed and the airports 
have made their decisions.  Staff stated that the Division tries to 
remain “hands-off” in the construction bid process as the airport 
sponsors select vendors at a local level.  The Division does require 
that airport sponsors submit bid documentation for each project 
for reporting purposes; however, this documentation is not 
audited.   
 
Vendors are selected based on the lowest bid for construction 
projects and qualifications for engineering and planning projects.  
The Division posts its Consultant Selection Process on the web 
for local airports to use, which is based on federal law for those 
entities receiving federal funds.  The Division also provides 
technical assistance in relation to planning, specifically, in the 
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consultant selection process.   
 
Evaluators identified documentation related to nine (9) airport 
construction projects that show 19 of 29, or 66%, of those who 
submitted bids were in-state vendors.  However, evaluators found 
that only four (4), or 14%, in-state vendors were selected.  This 
information illustrates that in-state vendors are interested in 
airport construction projects, despite comments by Division staff 
that local contractors are not interested in these projects.  In-state 
vendors should be assured of the 5% preference pursuant to W.S. 
16-6-102 for state-funded only projects.   
 
Division staff also stated, however, that the Division has taken 
steps to educate contractors regarding FAA specifications.  The 
Division also works as a liaison with the Wyoming Contractors 
Association to address concerns.  The Division created and 
facilitates a committee consisting of key stakeholders to identify 
problematic FAA specifications and provide modification for 
FAA consideration. Division staff noted that some progress has 
been made.   

  
 WYDOT’s Internal Review Service.  According to WYDOT’s 

Internal Review Service, audit plans that will include airport 
construction projects are being developed.  More specifically, the 
audit function envisions that it will certify local airports much like 
it certifies sub-recipients receiving federal funds for highway 
projects.  Such a process would include the development of an 
internal control questionnaire for local airports to complete.  The 
questionnaire would include content to determine whether airports 
have adequate chart of accounts, adequate internal controls, etc.   
 
Local airports would also be required to complete a certification 
process by passing an exam showing knowledge of accounting 
principles, federal and state requirements for receiving grant 
funds, and demonstrate that adequate internal controls are in place 
to expend state and federal funds.  The final step in the process 
would include scheduling sub-recipient airports for review by 
WYDOT’s Internal Review Service.  WYDOT’s auditors would 
use the internal control questionnaire and exam results as criteria 
for their audits.   

  
 Audit criteria based on federal and state assurances are included in 

the WACIP applications completed by local airports.  In addition, 
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audit questionnaires and examinations used by WYDOT’s Internal 
Review Service include criteria that can be audited against the 
construction grant application assurances.  Finally, federal criteria 
related to proper processes to ensure that vendors are selected in 
an unbiased manner and include controls to ensure that selections 
are not based on favoritism.  The following assurances are specific 
examples: 

  
 Federal Grant Application Assurances 

 #1:  General Federal Requirements. 
 #13: Accounting System, Audit, and Record Keeping and 

Recordkeeping. 
 #16: Conformity to Plans and Specifications. 
 #17:  Construction Inspection and Approval. 
 #29:  Updated Airport Layout Plan. 

 
State Grant Application Assurances 

 #3:  Carry out projects in accordance with local, state, and 
federal laws, policies, standards and guidelines, unless 
otherwise approved in writing by the Commission. 

 #10:  Maintain a current Aeronautics Division accepted 
Airport Layout Plan (ALP) and Exhibit “A” Property Map. 

 #11:  Follow the airport’s Pavement Management Plan. 
 #12:  Provide documentation for and maintain 5-year 

Wyoming Aviation Capital Improvement Program 
(WACIP). 

 #15:  Complete project in accordance with approved 
scope, plans, specifications, and schedules.   

 #16:  Maintain accurate records of all labor, equipment, 
and materials for projects funded by the Commission. 

 #19:  Written contractual agreement for all work. 
 #21:  Use of qualifications-based criteria for professional 

consultant selection. 
 
Consultant Selection Process 

 49 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 18.36, Uniform 
Administrative Requirements for Grants and Cooperative 
Agreements to State and Local Governments, Section 511, 
paragraph (a)(16) of the Airport and Airway Improvement 
Act of 1987: and FAA Advisory Circular (AC) 150/5100-
14C, Architectural, Engineering, and Planning Consultants 
Services for Airport Grant Projects. 

 WYDOT Operating Policy 40-1 (Consulting and Special 
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Service Agreements). 
 

WYDOT’s Internal Review Service 
 Internal Control Questionnaire for Certification.   
 Certification Examination.   

 
 While these assurances are available, there appears to be a lack of 

direction from WYDOT’s management to prioritize monitoring as 
an important component of the WACIP process.  Since the 
Division does not have the expertise to conduct these types of 
audits, the Internal Review Service is the appropriate monitoring 
entity.   
 
The Internal Review Service was not created by state statute or 
rules. Rather, funding for the group is provided under WYDOT’s 
Administration Division from the State Highway Fund (H06) 
through the appropriation process.  The BFY 2013 budget request 
was $1,220,385.  Originally, the function was created as a result 
of federal requirements, but those requirements no longer exist.  
According to WYDOT, “While this is no longer a requirement, 
state highway agencies are strongly encouraged by the Federal 
Highway Administration (FWHA) and other federal agencies to 
maintain an effective audit function, which provides valuable 
internal control and allows for the performance of various types 
of audits required to receive federal funding.”   
 
Without consistently monitoring and auditing of airport 
construction projects, there is an increased risk of mismanagement 
of funds, fraud, and waste of resources.  In addition, lack of 
auditing of Division engineer’s monitoring of specifications could 
cause a safety hazard for passengers and personnel.  As discussed 
previously, there is clear indication that problems can exist, given 
two ongoing federal investigations into the use of Federal AIP and 
Department of Commerce grant funds.    

  
Recommendation: WYDOT’s Internal Review Service should 

audit airport construction projects.  In 
addition, The Review Service should create 
auditing criteria based on high-risk areas 
and provide sub-recipient certification to 
local airports.   
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Matter for 
Legislative 
Consideration: 

The Legislature should consider passing 
legislation that will formalize WYDOT’s 
Internal Review Service duties and 
responsibilities.   

  
General Fund and 

State Highway Fund 
monies are not broken 

out in the budget 
request 

Funding for various WACIP programs comes from the General 
Fund and State Highway Fund (H06).  However, WYDOT’s 
budget requests do not provide a breakout of how each program is 
funded.    
 
The following programs are funded through General Fund and 
State Highway Fund monies. 
 
State Match for CFDA 20.106:  This money is used for matching 
federal dollars against grants received from the Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA) under the Airport Improvement Program 
(AIP).   
 
Non-Federally Funded Airport Construction and Improvements:  
This program consists of state-funded only airport construction 
and improvement projects.  These projects are funded solely by 
the state (with local contribution) as a result of limited federal AIP 
dollars. 
 
As discussed in the background, the Division places its primary 
priority on meeting the federal match for AIP grants.  After 
meeting this goal, the Aeronautics General Fund and State 
Highway Fund monies that remain are used to make state-funded 
only grants to federal AIP projects that end up costing more than 
initially anticipated.   
 
As stated previously, rather than making the locals come up with 
the difference in cost, the state can issue a grant for 80% of the 
project, which leaves a 20% local match.  This allows projects to 
stay on schedule.   
 
Examples of projects consist of those similarly funded by FAA, 
but can also be used for statewide projects related to seal coating, 
system planning, and navigational aid or other priorities in the 
State System Plan.  As mentioned previously, funds can also be 
used to add additional dollars to federally funded projects and for 
emergency projects.   
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 Disparity Between Requests and Expenditures:  Table 2.2 
below illustrates that funds for the programs funded through the 
Aeronautics Division Airport Improvement Budget are not 
requested separately.  Also, the table shows that there is little 
variance from biennium to biennium with respect to the request 
amounts.  However, as seen in Table 2.3, the expenditures related 
to these programs vary greatly.  As a result, it is not clear in the 
budget requests how much funding is anticipated for these 
programs, nor how much was expended in prior biennia.   
 

 
Table 2.2 

Aeronautics Division (1000) Budget Request 
Airport Improvement (Unit 1001) 

BFY 2007 through 2013 
 

BFY GF H06 Federal Funds 
(AIP) 

2007 $1,740,000 $8,720,860 $55,402,188
2009 $10,240,000 $8,720,860 $37,402,188
2011 $10,240,000 $8,720,860 $37,402,188
2013 $10,240,000 $8,720,860 $37,402,188
Total $32,460,000 $34,883,440 $167,608,752
Source:  Governor’s Budget Requests 

  
 

Table 2.3 
General Fund and State Highway Fund 

Department 045, Division 1000, Unit 1001 
 

Purpose BFY 2007 
Grants and 
Contracts 

BFY 2009 Grants 
and Contracts 

*BFY 2011 
Grants and 
Contracts 

BFY 2013 Grants 
and Contracts 

(estimated) 
State Match for CFDA 
20.106 

$1,880,111 $2,265,533 $1,692,177 $2,496,023 

Non-Federally Funded 
Airport Construction 
and Improvement 
Projects 

$13,358,270 $25,084,240 14,036,526 $12,080,757 

Statewide 
Maintenance Program 

$1,197,253 
(crack seal 
portion is 
$888,325 

$577,833 $695,676 $800,000 

Pavement 
Management Program 
(e.g. evaluation side of 

Included in the 
system plan 

Included in the 
system plan 

$80,000** $150,000 
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Purpose BFY 2007 
Grants and 
Contracts 

BFY 2009 Grants 
and Contracts 

*BFY 2011 
Grants and 
Contracts 

BFY 2013 Grants 
and Contracts 

(estimated) 
statewide maintenance 
program) 
Statewide Group 
Communications 

$0 $0 $100,000-
$200,000 

$0-$100,000 

Marketing & 
Promotion 

$213,290 $116,750 $271,750 $280,000 

System Plan $1,358,388 $253,684 $200,000 $277,778 
Air Show & Fly-In $60,761 $145,486 $80,151 $100,000 
AWOS $1,260,512 $408,829 $85,000  $200,000  
Total $19,328,585 $28,852,355 $17,341,280 $16,484,558 
Source:  LSO from information provided by the Division of Aeronautics.   
*Part of these amounts are estimates as FY12 is still underway and all projects have not been granted. 
**2010 Included in the System Plan 
 

 Resistance from Division.  According to Division officials, they 
prefer to not be tied to a specified budgeted amount for these 
subprograms within the state Airport Improvement Budget as it 
would “likely reduce effectiveness of expanding all funds for 
airport improvement projects.” Due to the nature of the federal 
AIP apportionment schedule, the Division does not have a 
concrete commitment of federal funding for construction projects.  
These delays and uncertainties with respect to federal funds can be 
problematic, as they create a situation where the Division is 
retaining state funds while awaiting the possibility of federal 
funding.   
 
As the Division Administrator further explained, “Standard 
budgets appropriate the amount and type of funds made available 
to the Aeronautics Commission to meet the priorities of 
Wyoming’s Airports.  Because it is impossible to know in advance 
the exact cost of each airport project, weather (sic) each element 
of each project will be completed within a specific biennium i.e. 
design, right-of-way acquisitions, and federal funding 
commitments and matching make it impossible to provide exact 
details of how Standard Budget will be apportioned in advance by 
project, by funding and matching.”   
 
Therefore, it desires the freedom to draw any amount within the 
GF and H06 Aeronautics funding pool without committing to 
specific dollar amounts for each program.  More specifically, 
Division staff commented, “States have been receiving 
incremental appropriations as Congress works on its long term 
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re-authorization of airport funds.  Naturally, federal funds are 
pivotal to most all projects as the Aeronautic Commission, agency 
and local governments attempt to leverage federal funds where 
possible to enhance the delivery of airport projects.” 
 
While evaluators realize that federal apportionments and timing 
fall outside of the Division’s control, they also recognize that the 
state dollars waiting to match the federal funding could be used to 
address statewide projects, the $246 million worth of unfunded 
projects found within the Needs Gap Assessment, or local 
priorities that do not qualify or require a federal match (see 
Appendix C). 
 
According to the Division Administrator, the breakdown and 
reporting notes are not needed, as the reporting information is 
available publically and in the WACIP and Legislators or 
Commissioners can find this information if desired.  Although the 
latter portion of this statement is true, the provided information 
may not be helpful due to lack of consistent presentation to 
various legislative committees.  The Division has noted that “all 
projects that are planned for funding are reported annually to the 
legislature in the 5-year WYDOT State Transportation 
Improvement Program (STIP).”  However, a breakdown of 
expenditures as illustrated in table 2.3 is not provided consistently 
to lawmakers.     
 

 Information as portrayed in Table 2.3 is valuable for the 
Legislature to use when discussing budgetary and programmatic 
matters.  This table demonstrates that it is possible to provide such 
a breakdown of expenditures related to General Fund and State 
Highway Fund expenditures.   
 
State statute establishes the Commission and grants it the 
authority to work in conjunction with local airports and the FAA 
to allocate portions of the standard budget.  However, such 
authority does not take away from the importance of clearly 
communicating to the Legislature how those funds are allocated 
and expended. 

  
Recommendation: The Division should, at a minimum, report 

the General Fund and State Highway Fund 
dollars expended in categories above as 
part of their biennial budget presentation.   
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The budget should also pay particular 
attention to the state-funded only airport 
construction project request.   

  
Priority Rating Model 

does not consider 
subjective criteria and 

the project 
prioritization process is 

inappropriately 
documented 

The Division prioritizes projects through a three-step process as 
discussed in Chapter 1.  The Priority Rating Model (PRM) is the 
third step; although subjective criteria is considered in step one, 
the actual Model does not consider the subjective criteria used 
prior to entry into the Model. 
 
Projects that have been evaluated by planning and engineering 
staff to meet Wyoming’s needs are also discussed with the FAA.  
Discussions with the FAA are based on how federal and state 
goals and funding interact.  However, based on the sampled 
projects, documentation is limited with respect to the prioritization 
process and resulting decisions.  Consequently, it was unclear to 
evaluators if Wyoming’s local airport needs are being adequately 
addressed through the current process.   
 

 W.S. 10-3-201 states that the Wyoming Aeronautics Commission  
“may designate the airports to be built and maintained with the 
assistance of state or federal funds and is the sole authority to 
determine the disbursement of funds for the state’s airports,” and 
that “expenditure of state funds shall be made under the discretion 
of the commission,” (W.S. 10-2-402).  Therefore, the Wyoming 
Aeronautics Commission is responsible for dispersing state funds 
for airport improvements.  Since only a limited amount of state 
funding exists for airport improvements, decisions to approve 
funding of projects must be made carefully.   

  
 WACIP Approval Process.  During the WACIP approval 

process, Pre-Application Data Sheets are submitted to the 
Division by local airport sponsors.  These forms include project 
costs broken out by federal, state, and local shares, as well as a 
description of the project, scope, and purpose. The Planning and 
Engineering departments review the Pre-Application Data Sheet 
and use the local priority ratings to determine the subjective 
criteria, ranking the applications in high (1), medium (2), and low 
(3) priorities.  In addition, airport master plans are reviewed to 
determine whether local priorities are justified.  Finally, the 
Wyoming Airport Inventory Implementation Plan (AIIP) is used 
to evaluate projects to determine where a specific project fits into 
the statewide system plan.   
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It should be noted that although Division staff states that they 
currently consider local priority, it was not formally requested 
until after FY2010.  Prior to that date, local priority was 
considered only if Division staff had time to discuss local priority 
with the airport sponsors and even then, local priority rating was 
not recorded prior to 2010.  When asked how the priority rating 
process has changed since local priority has consistently been 
taken into account Division staff stated that, “The process is 
essentially unchanged but the local priority is more clear.”   

  
 Once Division staff has determined the validity of projects based 

on the state evaluation criteria including the AIIP, they meet with 
airport sponsors, consultants and the FAA to both receive and 
provide feedback.  Once the FAA has provided their input 
regarding project priorities based on their Aviation Capital 
Improvement Plan (ACIP) and discussed potential funding, 
projects are then formally assessed using the PRM.  The PRM 
includes weighted criteria for projects that are assured federal 
funding.  Ultimately, this preliminary information becomes the 
basis from which the WACIP is created.   

  
 According to the Division, the subjective evaluation of projects is 

recorded using a document called the project data sheet.  Each 
project is reviewed for validity from the airport’s master plan and 
state AIIP.  Division staff records all information and concerns on 
the project data sheet.  When evaluators asked to review these 
sheets for the sampled projects, the Division stated that staff “did 
not find these sheets for these projects. Although we've been using 
these sheets for project evaluation for a number of years, they 
were discarded after each project began. We eventually figured 
out that it was good information to keep; because of this we only 
have a couple years’ worth, at most.”  
 
While the Division staff has stated that approximately 50% of the 
airports will continually provide feedback throughout the process, 
without documentation showing that local priority is a factor in 
the state evaluation and PRM process, the risk is high that local 
priority ratings and other feedback are not considered. While 
documentation of the state evaluation process, and thus local 
priority, was not kept for projects prior to 2010, the Division has 
stated that since FY2010, local priority information has been 
requested and recorded in both the Access database and on the 
project data sheets.  
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 Staff also explained that they use the AIIP (as discussed in the 
Background section) to classify airports in the state into four 
categories in order to identify “top-down goals and objectives” 
and levels of service for each category. “However, an individual 
airport may have specific needs that, in their opinion, may cause 
them to request funding for projects outside the statewide 
objectives.  If the FAA and/or the state agree that the project is 
necessary and near term need and funding is available, the 
project may be programmed for funding.  If not, the project could 
be identified as a need gap project.” 
 
It may be worth considering the option of removing the federal 
criteria from the PRM and prioritizing projects with the model 
prior to their review by the FAA.  The current process for project 
prioritization seems to favor federal project as the type of FAA 
funding is the highest weighted category in the PRM.  If the state 
were to first prioritize a list of projects and then discuss that list 
with the FAA, it would still allow federal AIP projects to receive 
funding, but would allow the Division to emphasize state priorities 
rather than those of the FAA.  
 

  
Recommendation: The Division should continue using the 2003 

revised Priority Rating Model and save all 
documentation related to decisions with 
respect to subjective and objective criteria.  
The Division should also reconstitute the 
Task Force in order to meet periodically for 
the purpose of updating the PRM pursuant 
to the 2006 PRM Manual. 

  

Recommendation: The Division and the Task Force should 
review, at minimum, the placement and 
weight of the federal criteria within the PRM 
formula.  This review should be done to 
ensure that projects not funded in part by 
the federal government (e.g. cross-wind 
runways, aprons at small general aviation 
(GA) airports) receive fair assessment under 
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the model for prioritization.  We recommend 
that the subjective criteria such as the local 
priority rating be integrated into the PRM 
formula as weighted criteria.  

  
There is a risk of 
projects remaining on 
the Needs Gap 
Assessment year after 
year as new needs 
and higher priority 
projects perpetually 
surface.   

Needs Gap.  Beyond the risk of local priority not being included 
as a subjective measure, the PRM formula does not differentiate 
federal-state funded projects from projects that do not require 
federal funds.  Omitting subjective criteria from the formula while 
weighting federally funded projects above those projects that do 
not require, or qualify for, a federal match runs the risk that some 
projects may not be considered enough of a priority to receive 
funding in the requested fiscal year, or at all. After going through 
the PRM, these projects typically end up on the “Needs Gap 
Assessment” compiled by the Division.  See Appendix C for 
detailed on the $246 million worth of needs gap projects.   
 

 Although it may appear that after allocation of state match monies 
appropriated from the Transportation and General Funds 
remaining monies would be applied to projects assigned to the 
Needs Gap to fund outstanding projects, this process does not 
occur.  Division personnel explained that if projects are assigned 
to the Needs Gap through the prioritization process, those projects 
do not receive funding in the next six years.  Currently the Needs 
Gap projects total $246,329,757. However, evaluators learned that 
this number does not necessarily identify projects that will never 
be funded.  According to the Division, some projects are only on 
the Needs Gap because they do not fall within the 6 year funding 
period of the WACIP, but may be requested for years 7-20 of an 
airport’s plan.   
 
Another explanation for the Needs Gap Project Assessment was 
that the FAA would only fund specific types of projects if they 
received prioritization based on the ACIP prioritization model.  As 
the Division has stated that it is a priority to match federal AIP 
dollars with WACIP funds, some projects are given less of a 
priority because there is not sound justification or there isn’t 
adequate funding once the Division and FAA negotiate project 
prioritization.   
 
Examples of unfunded projects include cross-wind runways, 
hangar construction, parking lot construction, and apron concrete 
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repairs.  For a current list of projects that are included on the 
Needs Gap Project Assessment, see Appendix B.   
 
Division staff has explained that the projects on the assessment are 
still important and all projects would benefit Wyoming Airports; 
however, “the projects are unfunded to a variety of reasons.  
Often, either there isn’t adequate funding to fund the project in the 
near term (6 years), or there isn’t adequate justification to fund 
them in the near term.” Division staff also noted that each year 
projects on the Needs Gap are reevaluated and prioritized in order 
to determine if a change in circumstance that warrants moving the 
project from the Assessment to programmed status has occurred.  
However, there is still a risk of projects remaining on the Needs 
Gap Assessment year after year as new needs and higher priority 
projects perpetually surface.   
 
When asked if Division staff could break out which projects 
within the Needs Gap could be funded if dollars were available, 
they were not able to do this.  They also stated it would take time 
and resources for such a break-out.  However, they also stated that 
such information would be useful. 
 

Recommendation 
 
 

The Division should work towards 
identifying projects within the Needs Gap 
Assessment that would occur if funding 
were available. Based on this information, 
the Division should calculate an annual 
amount needed to fund these projects and 
explore ways in which these projects could 
receive that funding.  

  
Division has facilitated 

the development of 
goals and indicators 

for WACIP, but those 
goals and indicators 

are not updated. 

Through the 2009 Statewide Airport Inventory and 
Implementation Plan (AIIP) and WYDOT’s Balanced Scorecard 
Initiative, the Division has produced a significant amount of well 
thought out performance information for the WACIP.  The AIIP 
was a project taken on by the Division’s planning section in 2009 
and the Balanced Scorecard Initiative is a WYDOT project to 
meet the intent of W.S.  28-1-115.   However, the information 
gathered as a result of these projects has not been updated with 
respect to meeting goals and objectives, nor is it reported 
consistently in budgets or other documents.  As a result, it is 
difficult to determine how well the WACIP is performing in terms 
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of meeting established goals and objectives. 
 
AIIP.  According to the AIIP, there are certain facilities and 
service that largely define the type of aircraft and users that can 
operate at an airport.  As a result, to classify an airport certain 
minimum facilities and service must maintain consistency across 
the Wyoming airports system.  Each of Wyoming’s airports has an 
Airport Report Card as an appendix to the AIIP that identifies 
objectives related to these minimum facilities and services in 
order to classify each airport.  These objectives can be used as a 
measurement tool to report how airports are doing in relation to 
maintaining the required facilities and services to keep airport 
classification. 
 
The categories of Wyoming airports include commercial service, 
business, intermediate service, and local (paved and non-paved).  
In the AIIP, Chapter 5 contains various tables that indicate how 
the objectives are being met overall by all airports in a particular 
classification.  In addition, Chapter 6 highlights the overall system 
goals and measures used to measure performance.   
 
Table 2.4 below identifies specific goals and indicators.   

 
Table 2.4 

Wyoming Aviation System Goals and Measures 
 
Goal Performance Measures 
Provide a safe and secure integrated aviation 
system for its users and the general public 

1.  Percent of airports meeting Runway Safety 
Area objective; 
 
2.  Percent of airports meeting runway lighting 
objective; 
 
3.  Percent of airports meeting perimeter 
fencing objective; 
 
4.  Percent of airports meeting the weather 
reporting facilities objective; 
 
5.  Percent of airports meeting the Runway 
Protection Zone objective; 
 
6.  Percent of airports meeting the visual aids 
objective; 
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Goal Performance Measures 
 
7.  Percent of airports meeting the hangar area 
lighting objective. 
 

Maintain an aviation system to support current 
and future demand while optimizing public and 
private investment 

1.  Percent of paved airports with an average 
Pavement Condition Index of “acceptable”; 
 
2.  Percent of paved airports meeting the 
pavement management plan objective; 
 
3.  Percent of airports meeting facility and 
service objectives by classification; 
 
4.  Percent of airports meeting both the Master 
Plan and Airport Layout Plan objectives; 
 
5.  Percent of commercial service and business 
airports with an economic impact study on 
record with Aeronautics. 
 

Provide accessible, cost-effective, and reliable 
transportation options 

1.  Percent of Wyoming population within 90 
minutes of a Commercial Service Airport and 
within 30 minutes of a General Aviation 
Airport; 
 
2.  Percent of Wyoming population within a 90 
minute drive time of an airport offering Air 
Charter Service; 
 
3.  Percent of economic centers located within 
60 minutes of a Commercial or Business 
Airport; 
 
4.  Percent of Commercial Service, Business 
and Intermediate Airports meeting the primary 
runway instrument approach objective. 

 
Develop a statewide aviation system that 
enhances economic activity 

1.  Percent of Commercial Service and 
Business Airports meeting six out of seven full 
service attributes (full service attributes:  24-
hour fuel availability, FBO, aircraft 
maintenance, charter service, flight training, 
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Goal Performance Measures 
deicing facilities, aircraft rental); 
 
2.  Percent of airports meeting the terminal 
building objective; 
3.  Percent of airports meeting fuel objective. 

 
Promote an aviation system that is 
environmentally responsible 

1.  Percent of airports meeting the land use 
protection plan objective; 
 
2.  Percent of airports meeting the deicing 
containment objective; 
 
3.  Percent of airports meeting the noise 
contour map objective. 

 
Promote educational activities and raise public 
awareness of the aviation system and its value 

1.  Percent of Commercial Service and 
Business Airports with websites or a dedicated 
web page on a sponsor web site; 
 
2.  Percent of airports with an annual air show, 
fly-in, or other public event. 

 
Sustain and provide a system of Commercial 
Service airports that provides convenient and 
reliable access to the National Transportation 
System at a competitive price 

1.  Percent of population within 90 minutes of 
a Commercial Service Airport; 
 
2.  Percent of Commercial Service Airports 
that average three daily frequencies (flights); 
 
3.  Percent of Commercial Service Airports 
with service to two or more hub airports; 
 
4.  Percent of Commercial Service Airports 
growing or retaining annual seats when 
compared with an average of the three previous 
years; 
 
5. Percent of Commercial Service Airports 
growing or retaining the number of enplaned 
passengers when compared with an average of 
the three previous years; 
 
6.  Percent of Commercial Service Airports 
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Goal Performance Measures 
that meet FAA enplanement thresholds to 
qualify as a primary airport; 
 
7.  Percent of affirmative response rates to 
airport awareness questions in WYDOT 
Customer Satisfaction Surveys; 
 
8.  Percent of Commercial Service Airports 
with restrooms in the secure passenger area. 

Source:  2009 Wyoming Statewide Airport Inventory and Implementation Plan. 
 

 As part of the AIIP, each airport has received a general report card 
to show how funded projects or other actions will contribute to 
progress towards statewide goals.  However, the Division does not 
currently update report cards after individual projects are 
completed to show actual progress towards meeting those goals.  
Ideally, each airport should be assessed after project completion to 
measure if completion of WACIP projects moves an airport closer 
to meeting AIIP goals.  It may also be beneficial to update the 
AIIP on a biannual basis as well.  The real-time reporting could 
then be used in development of the WYDOT scorecards as well as 
the WYDOT Strategic Plan.   

  
 Balanced Scorecard Initiative.  WYDOT engages in gathering 

data related to aeronautics performance through a number of 
measures to meet specific transportation goals.  As stated in the 
background section, the Aeronautics Division has specific 
Balanced Scorecards that identify goals and objectives for 
Division functions that wrap up into the overall WYDOT goals.  
This process is used to carry out the requirements under W.S. 28-
1-115. 
 
The Division uses Scorecards for each of its three (3) 
programmatic areas:  engineering and construction; planning and 
programming; aviation business and marketing.  All together, the 
Division has sixteen (16) goals and sixteen (16) measures.  
Although the indicators show progress as of 2011, there are no 
updated figures for 2012.  In addition, this information does not 
appear in WYDOT budget requests, strategic plans, or annual 
reports.      
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Recommendation: The AIIP or similar assessment should be 
conducted regularly to maintain a more 
accurate inventory of the State’s aviation 
system, goals and objectives.  The Division 
should also begin updating airport report 
cards at the completion of projects so that 
they can show how those projects have 
contributed to meeting the state system 
goals and objectives listed in the AIIP.  Such 
documentation and reporting would be 
beneficial to WYDOT’s strategic planning, as 
well as reporting responsible use of funds to 
lawmakers.  

  

Recommendation: The Commission and Division should 
reevaluate the data and information that is 
collected as part of AIIP and the Balanced 
Scorecard process, and determine what 
should be reported consistently to the 
Commission and the Legislature.    

  
The Division spends 
little time discussing 

WACIP modifications 
with the Commission 

for its review and 
approval 

Another concern noted by evaluators is the way in which WACIP 
project modifications are reported to and approved by the 
Commission.  Modification notes for each project are included in 
the monthly WACIP update report that is approved by the 
Commission in its entirety; however, specific modifications are 
not individually discussed.  Commissioners do have the ability to 
exclude a project modification from the WACIP approval; 
however, Division staff stated that since FY 2007, that option has 
never been exercised.  Division staff noted that “staff does not 
make a point to bring up individual modifications outside of 
noting each one in a monthly WACIP update report; the 
Commission regularly questions and discusses specific projects 
within the WACIP, prior to approval of the WACIP containing the 
project or modifications.”  Staff also noted “the WACIP report 
contains information for the Commission on the reason for the 
change.” 
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In addition, the Division does not consistently document project 
modifications under $100,000.  Commission Policy #3 states that 
“change orders, amendments, or modifications to a project work 
scope must be approved prior to the commencement of work for 
the expenditure of monies associated with said changes.  Change 
orders are approved by the Aeronautics Division staff and do not 
constitute a commitment of funds.  The Aeronautics Division 
Administrator is authorized by the Commission to approve project 
scope changes, amendments or new grant applications in an 
amount not to exceed $100,000.  New projects scope changes, and 
budget amendments are to be presented to the Commission 
monthly through the WACIP.”  However, project changes that do 
not require Commission approval are recorded and documented in 
the project files at the project manager’s discretion.   
 
Although these types of changes are reported generally to the 
Commission via the monthly WACIP update, they may alter a 
project substantially with no documentation required in the project 
folders.  Division staff noted that “modifications to a previously 
approved but not yet granted project would be handled the same 
as a new project being added to the WACIP for the first time…this 
documentation consists of project pre-applications, project 
datasheets and WACIP modification notes. This information has 
been maintained since 2010.” While the past two-year effort to 
consistently track project changes in files are noted by the 
Division, lack of a detailed record keeping policy could make it 
difficult to consistently inform the Division Administrator and the 
Commission of project status and modifications.   
 
One example of a project change that may not have been reported 
was the bid packaging modifications to the Sheridan ramp 
reconstruction project (SHR-34A).  In this instance, the original 
bid notice had to be revised and reissued as several separate bid 
packages under a new and separate bid notification.  The reason 
for the change, according to the Division, was the only bid 
received in response to the original bid notice was too high when 
compared to the independent fee assessment developed by the 
airport sponsor’s engineer.  As a result, the bid notice was broken 
down into bid packages.   
 
Division staff stated that the project engineer (a hired consultant 
of the airport sponsor) suggested that multiple bid packages would 
best allow them to meet the project’s budget.  The engineer was 
responsible for the breakdown of the bid and documented several 
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changes to the requirements within the original bid.  According to 
the Division, the project manager was informed verbally of these 
changes and was involved in discussion; however, these 
discussions were not documented in the project file.  When asked 
about the specific changes, Division personnel stated, “the 
WYDOT project manager felt the design engineer had adequate 
knowledge to make those decisions.”  Although the Division 
stated that the project manager was involved in the alteration of 
specific provisions within the new bid packages, there was no 
documentation that shows the program manager’s involvement.   
 
Additionally, modifications to construction projects are not 
recorded consistently in files, nor are they communicated to the 
Division Administrator and to the Commission unless specifically 
requested.  For example, when asked if the Commission had 
approved the two amendments for the Laramie project (LAR-
04B), Division personnel stated that, like all other amendments, 
the WACIP Update included project notes and was approved as 
provided by the Commission at the 9/19/08 meeting.  Division 
personnel also confirmed that there was never individual 
discussion of the amendments to this project.    
 

 Air Service Enhancement Program (ASEP) Grants Given 
More Discussion.  Current Commission meetings devote little 
time to WACIP discussion and a considerable amount of time to 
ASEP.  Focus on ASEP may be a result of the program’s 
understandability.  As discussed in this report, ASEP is less 
complicated than the WACIP as it is funded through the General 
Fund.  This single funding source makes the budgeting process for 
ASEP easier to discuss and understand.  The Division has noted 
that the reason for spending more time on the ASEP projects may 
not be a result of the complexity of funding sources, noting that 
“the WACIP and airport development projects in general are 
more common and the Commission has a more established 
procedure to address them, whereas the ASEP is newer, has fewer 
projects and has more variations.  This is a better explanation as 
to the need to discuss this type of project more extensively.” 
 
The Division also stresses the importance of fully funding the 
ASEP because Wyoming suffers from inadequate air service, and 
considers the ASEP to be a tool for economic growth.  On the 
other hand, WACIP is a more established process as the federal 
AIP has provided structure, parameters, and federal guidelines, 
which may limit the need for in-depth discussion.  ASEP is 
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without any criteria in rules to ensure statutory intent is carried 
out, and as such, the Commission may feel that more oversight is 
warranted.   
 
In addition, ASEP projects are discussed individually, as opposed 
to the collective presentation and approval of WACIP projects.  
The focus on specific ASEP projects allows for longer discussions 
and greater understanding of possible project ramifications.  
Approving WACIP changes in one vote rather than looking at 
each modification as a separate action item may increase the risk 
of mistakes and fiduciary errors, such as overfunding a project, 
with respect to granting federal and state dollars for airport 
construction programs.  Potential confusion by Commission and 
Legislative members about the specifics of individual projects is 
also a risk. 
 
Although ASEP grants are important for the Commission to 
discuss and understand, WACIP grants are equally important.  
From a risk perspective, WACIP grants should require additional 
scrutiny because of the large amounts of funding received.  For 
example, WYDOT requested $24,700,778 in General Fund and 
State Highway Fund dollars, which includes dollars for the AIP 
federal match and state funded only airport construction grants.  In 
addition, federal funds for airport construction grants amounted to 
$37,402,188.  Total state and federal funds amount to 
$62,102,966.  ASEP requests on the other hand, amounts to $6 
million dollars or 10% of total WACIP appropriations.   

  

Recommendation: Projects requiring Commission approval 
should be separated into individual action or 
informational items.  Changes to projects 
should be compiled into reports separate 
from the WACIP update and should include 
details on change orders, modifications, 
amendments, and other changes to the 
projects.  These reports should be available 
to the Legislature and/or the Commission.   

  
Files are not 

maintained in a 
consistent manner 

Based on the survey of sampled project files, evaluators found that 
file maintenance is lacking.  While nothing in Division policy 
requires documentation to be maintained in a specific format, 
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based on the sample of thirteen (13) WACIP projects, evaluators 
were able to identify key documentation that is typically contained 
in construction and planning files.   
 
Table 2.5 below illustrates that on average only 79% of key 
documentation was identified during the file review for selected 
projects.   

 
Table 2.5 

WACIP Construction and Planning Documentation 
 

Documentation Number of Project Files Containing 
Selected Information 

Financial Documents  13 projects with 79% of Financial 
Documentation 

Grant and Federal Assistance Applications  13 projects with 83% of Grant application 
documentation 

Grant Documents  13 projects with 73% of Grant documentation 

Agreements  13 projects with 69% of Agreement 
Documentation 

Final Product Documentation 13 projects with 90% of final documentations 

Total Of the sampled WACIP construction and 
planning projects, evaluators on average 
identified 79% of key documentation during 
the file review.   

Source:  Legislative Service Office from information provided by the Aeronautics Division.   
 

 The lack of consistent documentation and record keeping 
demonstrates the need for policy regarding maintenance of project 
records.  For example, based on the initial file review of the 
Laramie Master Plan and Apron project file (LAR-04B), 
evaluators questioned the timeframe of the project as there 
appeared to be a two-year gap from the time the project was 
complete until the time final documentation was received.   
 
The Division stated the timeframe for the apron construction was 
satisfactory.  Later, however, Division staff stated that a two-year 
time gap is not common.  Division staff also noted that some of 
the delays on the Master Plan were because there were sections 
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requiring FAA approval and in those instances, timelines fall 
outside of the Division’s control.  Also, the Division stated the 
FAA chose to add the Master Plan and to keep the grant open.   

  
 Projects Share Invoices and Key Documentation.  Evaluators 

noted that invoices and key documents are often shared across 
scheduled and partnered projects.  The Division considers what 
evaluators have deemed “partner” projects to be a single project 
with separate federal grants.  Out of the sampled projects, Casper, 
Big Piney, Laramie, and Sheridan all shared at least one invoice 
with another state project.  None of the project documentation 
included rationale for the delineation for the split.  For example, 
the project sampled for Sheridan, SHR-34A shared documentation 
with a partner project, SHR-32A that was not sampled by 
evaluators.  Documentation did not clearly reflect the rationale for 
the cost division. 
  
The Casper taxiway projects also shared invoices.  The Division 
noted for both CPR-34B and CPR-34C, shared invoices were 
common.  Although there are two state project numbers, the 
Division considers this one project with two funding grants.  The 
Division explained that they prefer only one set of grants; 
however, the continuing resolutions by Congress necessitate 
multiple grants for one project. 

  
 In the instance of the shared invoice between the Casper projects, 

there was no delineation between 34B and 34C.  Division staff 
stated, “the airport spends down one federal/state grant and then 
goes on to the other.”  Project managers and the grant specialist 
are responsible for ensuring the work is not reimbursed more than 
once.  Split invoices and the lack of documentation increase the 
opportunity for error and create the risk of mismanagement of 
state and federal funds.  There is an additional risk of providing 
inaccurate information to the Commission. 

  
 Missing Documentation.  Required documentation was missing 

in several of the sampled projects files.  For example, the 
Cheyenne taxiway reconstruction project was approved at a much 
higher state share than provided by Commission policy.  The 
preapplication data sheet requires a statement of hardship to be 
attached if a higher than normal state match is needed.  However, 
the statement of hardship was not included in the file. 
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The Cheyenne projects were peculiar in that the split was not the 
normal 95 % federal, 3 % state, and 2 % local match as prescribed 
by Commission Policy #11.  Instead, the grant application, and all 
following documentation listed the split to be 73% (federal), 25% 
(state), and 2% (local).  Division staff explained that the state was 
able to supplement an additional funding need whereas the FAA 
had no additional funds available for this project.  When 
evaluators requested a copy of the written hardship statement, 
Division staff stated that there was not one on file for CYS-35A, 
and one may not have been requested.   
 
According to staff, the match in 35A was determined by 
maintaining the local 2% match for the entire project.  Staff stated 
that their “philosophy is that it is a federal project and we attempt 
to make projects whole when possible.  We are able to fill the need 
gap with state funds when bids come in much higher than 
anticipated, there are not enough federal funds and local 
government can’t  react (funds are not available) to cover the 
difference.  Because of this, we may not have requested a hardship 
statement.”  All of the Cheyenne projects (35A, 35B, and 35C) 
had approved matches above the normal grant amount; however, 
no statements of hardship were included. 

  
 Staff did note that the Division no longer sets up grants to match 

federal grants with non-standard percentages.  The current process 
is to issue a standard matching grant and if additional funds are 
needed a state-only grant can be issued.  However, the practice of 
non-standard percentages was still being used in late 2010, as a 
73/25/2 percent split was still approved for CYS- 35B on August 
17, 2010. 

  
 File Maintenance and Storage.  Commission policy does not 

provide for file maintenance and storage.  In addition, there 
appears to be a lack of consistent direction with respect to how 
files should be maintained and stored.   
 
Of the sampled projects, some of the key documentation was kept 
electronically, some only in physical copy, and in some instances, 
a key document was kept in both formats.  Furthermore, program 
managers currently have wide discretion over what information is 
maintained within project files and how that documentation is 
stored.  Lack of guidelines may increase the risk of making 
mistakes with respect to grant awards and project tracking. In 
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other words, lack of uniform record keeping can affect the 
procedural components of the process.   
 
An example of the documentation issues related to the electronic 
and physical document storage practices of the Division is 
particularly evident in the Jackson Terminal project, JAC-05A. 
The majority of the key documentation was maintained 
electronically.  In addition, JAC-05A included 42 change orders 
amounting to $2,448,879.38.  Most of the change orders were not 
included in the file folders (hard copy or electronically) because 
they did not reflect changes to the state-funded portion of the 
project.  The project file did include seven change orders in the 
amount $1,073,942; however, the remaining 35 change orders 
amounting to   $1,374,937.38 were not in the project files, making 
it difficult for evaluators to track the progression and cost of the 
project.   It should be noted that upon request by auditors, copies 
of all change orders were provided.   
 

 Lack of internal guidelines increases the chances of providing 
incorrect or misinformation to the Commission and the 
Legislature, as information may not be available to the 
Commission if they have questions related to project 
modifications.  Internal efficiency may also be negatively 
impacted as identifying and locating key documents may be more 
of a challenge.  Finally, without a consistent process to maintain 
documentation of modifications to projects, Division leadership 
may not be fully aware of modifications by project managers, 
making it difficult to uphold responsibilities to the Commission. 

  
Recommendation: The Division should draft internal policies 

and/or guidelines with respect to file 
maintenance to ensure that key documents 
are maintained in a consistent and uniform 
manner.  Policies and/or guidelines should 
also include guidance for project managers 
to use when maintaining detail about project 
modifications 
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CHAPTER 3 

Improvements in Air Service Enhancement Program 
Reporting Could Occur 

 

- 67 - 

Finding 3.1:   Wyoming’s Air Service Enhancement 
Program does not Report Statutory 
Assurance Data at the Project Level.   

  
 Currently an extensive amount of data is provided to the Division 

through the contract with Forecast, Inc.  The data is provided to 
the Division on a monthly basis and is organized into the 
following data sets:  1) Wyoming Passenger Totals; 2) Wyoming 
Pricing; and 3) Wyoming Weekly Seats Flights.  However, the 
Division does not use this data to report adequately at the 
individual project level.  More specifically, data is not reported at 
the project level in relation to each project’s success in meeting 
statutorily required contract assurances.   
 
Rather, data is aggregated and reported at the state and airport 
levels and used as indicators (e.g. enplanement, fare prices, 
frequency of flights) for measuring overall leakage percentages.  
Leakage is defined as potential customers within one market 
traveling to other markets for air travel.  A good example of 
leakage in Wyoming includes potential customers in Cheyenne 
purchasing airline tickets to fly out of Denver.   

  
 W.S. 10-3-601(b) states that the Aeronautics Commission 

(Commission) may enter into agreements to provide financial 
assistance for “enhanced air services” related to commercial air 
service.  Enhanced air service is defined as “...assisting airports in 
the state with commercial air service to have the appropriate level 
of state or federal security configuration to accommodate 
proposed air service and aircraft capacity.”    
 
Statutory language is also clear about the benefits the state should 
receive in return for financial assistance.  More specifically, the 
statute envisions that financial assistance is “conditioned upon 
contractual assurances.”  Assurances or benefits are as follows: 
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 “Increasing the minimum number of enplanements at 
airports facing a possible loss of federal AIP funding. 

 Increasing passenger enplanements at commercial 
airports in Wyoming. 

 Increasing frequency or sustaining flight operations from 
commercial airports in Wyoming to regional airport hubs. 

 Lowering airfares for air passengers. 
 Increasing the number of routes flown within the state.”   

  
 The five benefits listed above are of primary importance when 

evaluating projects both prior to approval and at the close of each 
project.  Such analysis would help to determine if the project 
accomplished its stated grant assurances, alignment with the 
Division’s overall goal of reducing leakage, and accomplished 
statutory goals.  It is important to note that the statutory 
assurances are the best measures to use for the program’s success 
not only because they are mandated but also because these 
measures have added clarity and are not impacted by uncontrolled 
variables.   
 
Using leakage percentages as a primary data set to gauge success 
of the program however, creates a problem of “uncontrolled 
variables” or considering other reasons that leakage may occur.  
According to Forecast, Inc., there is no way to control for other 
reasons that customers from Cheyenne, for example, choose to fly 
out of Denver.  The contractor also stated there is no “standard 
deviation” associated with leakage calculations.  In other words, 
there is no way to tell whether leakage percentages are caused 
solely by dissatisfaction or other factors with airline services in 
Wyoming’s markets.   
 
Evaluators found that although extensive data is captured and 
analyzed, the data and analysis is consistently reported at the 
airport and State levels.  Data relevant to each project is not 
reviewed individually or in comparison with past projects, and 
projects are not summarized upon completion to determine 
success relative to statutory goals. 

  
Project-specific 

analysis is essential 
In order to evaluate the success of each project, it is essential to 
obtain and evaluate data relevant to the specific project timeline.  
In the initial phase of data gathering, the information should be 
time-bound by project and show a direct connection between each 
of the statutory benefits.  Instead, the Division focuses on 
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reporting data relating to leakage, with the assumption that a 
decrease in leakage will bring about the statutory benefits.  
However, such a focus on reporting overall leakage, without 
connecting it to project specific measurements, creates a void with 
respect to measuring the success of individual projects.  
 
In subsequent stages of data analysis, end-of-project reports 
should be generated detailing how each of the statutory benefits 
was or was not accomplished by each project.  These reports 
should be passed on to the Commission on a regular basis in order 
to demonstrate the relative success of each approved project. 

  
 Table 3.1 below provides additional information related to the 

reporting of data associated with the five statutory assurances.   
 

 
 

Table 3.1 
Statutory Benefits from Enhanced Air Services  

W.S. 10-3-601(b) 
 

Statutory 
Performance 
Requirement 

2009 2010 2011 2012 

Increased 
Enplanements at 
Airports Losing AIP 
Funding 

No report 
documented 

No report 
documented 

No report 
documented 

No report 
documented 

Increased 
Enplanements at 
Commercial 
Airports: Total 
Enplanements 

963,206 1,012,319 1,004,531 146,175*

Increased 
Enplanements at 
Commercial 
Airports:  
Increase/Decrease 
In Enplanements 
Over Previous Year 

-6.7% 5.1% -.8% -5.3%***

Increasing Flight 
Frequency and 
Sustaining Flight 
Operations 

Required in 
Application; 
No report 
documented 

Required in 
Application; No 
report 
documented 

Required in 
Application; No 
report 
documented 

Required in 
Application; No 
report 
documented 

Lowering Air Fares 
for Passengers 

$227 $212 $224 N/A** 
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Statutory 
Performance 
Requirement 

2009 2010 2011 2012 

Increasing Number 
of Routes 

No report 
documented 

No report 
documented 

No report 
documented 

No report 
documented 

Source:  Information provided to LSO from Division; Data compiled and reported by Forecast, Inc. 
*Information provided tracked passengers through February 2012 
**Information provided did not contain fare averages for 2012 
***Year-to-date decrease over 2011 
 

 The following provides additional information on three areas 
where we did not identify consistent reporting at the project level.  

  
Number of 

enplanements at 
airports that risk loss 
of federal AIP funds 

Currently there is no formal mechanism for reporting airports at 
risk of losing their AIP classifications.  The Division does track 
passenger activity in their ASEP data generated by Forecast, Inc., 
with yearly trends and month-to-month passenger numbers.  
However, this report does not directly address or track the 
minimum number of enplanements necessary to maintain AIP 
classification by individual project.  Staff stated the Division “has 
a mechanism to monitor passenger enplanements on a monthly 
basis using the data gathered by Forecast, Inc.  This information 
is shared with the Commission and airports on a monthly basis.”   
 
The Division also stated that “when it appears that an airport may 
fall below the 10,000 annual enplanement threshold; a dialog is 
opened with the airport sponsor to advise them of potential 
options (i.e. additional marketing, charter flights).  Additional 
analysis may be conducted to try to determine the factors 
influencing the drop in enplanements to assist in formulating a 
solution.”  This type of dialog occurred with the airport in 
Laramie, which is discussed in more detail below.   
 
It is important to note, however, that during evaluators’ reviews of 
sampled files there was no formal documentation of any such 
mechanism or analysis.  While these actions may be appropriate, 
there is no way to ensure that they occur without requiring formal 
rules or processes and fully documenting efforts in project files. 

  
 Laramie (ASE30)-Charter Flight Project.  Upon review of the 

project files, it was discovered that only one ASEP project was 
undertaken where an airport ran the risk of losing AIP 
classification: the Laramie ASE30 project.  
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In 2009, Laramie requested assistance from the Commission 
through the use of ASEP funds to boost lagging enplanements.  
The airport manager cited the struggling economy as the cause of 
decreased enplanements.  In order to receive the $1,000,000 in 
entitlement funding from the federal government for being 
classified within the National Plan of Integrated Airport Systems 
(NPIAS) as a Non-Hub Primary Commercial Airport, 10,000 
enplanements per year are required.  Laramie was in danger of 
losing this level of funding.   
 
Laramie applied for ASEP funding to subsidize and promote 
charter flights out of Laramie to increase enplanements.  The grant 
request included funding for Educational Flights, Athletic and Fan 
Flights, and Casino Flights.  Athletic and Fan Flights were 
marketed towards University of Wyoming sports events; 
Educational Flights were geared towards the Albany County 
School District; and Casino Flights were aimed at working with 
Nevada casinos to develop charter flight/hotel packages.   
 
The application was approved by the Commission for a project 
total of $388,301. The documents pertaining to the Athletic and 
Fan Flights show a high level of activity on the part of the 
University, Airport Board, and the Division.  Multiple flights were 
chartered in order to transport both the athletic team and fans 
(primarily boosters and members of “The Cowboy Joe Club”) to 
three games: one in Salt Lake, one in San Diego, and one in Fort 
Lauderdale.  Additionally, efforts were made to encourage visiting 
sports teams to fly from Laramie.  It appears that initial work for 
this project was completed by key stakeholders; however, there is 
no data in the file to support whether those efforts were 
successful, as the Division did not collect any data to measure 
impact or success 
 
The Casino Flights never were implemented.  Division personnel 
mentioned several times in correspondence to the Laramie Airport 
Manager that the casinos were unwilling to engage in discussions 
regarding flights after the grant had been awarded.  It should be 
noted that negotiations with casinos were undertaken by Division 
staff, not by the grant recipient. 

  
 When asked if Division action on behalf of grantees was standard 

practice, Division personnel stated that “the Commission did not 
instruct this level of involvement.  The Division provides all 



Page 72 September 28, 2012 
 

resources necessary and available to get the task done.  In this 
case, the Division had proper contacts and relationships to 
connect us with the above mentioned parties.”  Furthermore, 
information relating to casino contacts were not passed on to 
airport sponsors, as the information was not requested.   It appears 
that the Casino Flights were not pursued further.   
 
The Educational Flights were also an abandoned element of the 
original grant.  The school district was not contacted regarding the 
feasibility of these flights until August, even though the grant was 
reviewed and approved in March of the same year.  The school 
district decided in October to turn down the flight opportunity, as 
there were concerns regarding liability. 
 
After realizing that the Casino Flights and the Education Flights 
were no longer feasible options, the Airport Board and Airport 
Manager requested that the Scope of Work for the grant be 
amended to include promotional efforts by the airport; $40 gift 
certificates to any Laramie retailer were offered with the purchase 
of any flight (no additional funds were required).  However, the 
initiative failed after it was decided by the Airport Manager to 
stop spending grant funds once final word regarding the rejection 
of Educational Flights by the school district was received.   
 
As three of the four approved grant sections failed, the goal of 
increasing Laramie’s enplanement to above 10,000 was not 
successful.  However, a temporary allowance by the federal 
government enabled Laramie to keep its Non-Hub Primary 
Airport classification through 2009.  Correspondence in the 
project file indicates that the Airport Manager was expecting the 
federal allowance rather than focusing on meeting the obligations 
of the ASEP grant project. 

  
 The Commission requested reports from the airport manager 

several times regarding how the grant monies were being spent.  
When the report was provided, correspondence between the 
Commission and the airport manager indicated that the 
Commission found the report unsatisfactory and vague; the airport 
manager stated that the Commission was not specific about the 
information required from the airport.   
 
It should be noted that it is not common practice for the 
Commission to request such reports, as there are no 
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documentation requirements for non-MRG grant projects; 
furthermore, correspondence from the Laramie airport manager 
clearly stated that specific information was not originally 
requested by the Commission.  The Airport Board was summoned 
to a May 26, 2010 Commission meeting in order to address the 
question of the unmet grant obligations.  Out of the total grant 
amount, $186,045 of the state’s share of $388,301 was spent; 
$102,256 was reverted back to the state.   
 
As of November 13, 2011, the Commission ceased payments on 
the grant.  A letter from the airport sponsor dated August 9, 2010, 
titled “Plan for Reimbursement” stated that the Airport was 
willing to commit up to $15,000 each year for up to five years for 
Laramie air service promotion in order to increase enplanements.  
The letter gives the broad outline for the proposed service 
promotion.  There is no additional documentation regarding the 
acceptance, discussion, or terms of the plan in the project file. 

  
 The ASE30 project demonstrates several problematic areas within 

ASEP.  Perhaps most importantly, the Division does not maintain 
documentation or record of their efforts to monitor communities 
for possible loss of AIP classification based on individual project 
data.  None of the documents provided to the Commission contain 
information relevant to maintaining AIP classification, nor is this 
information requested from airport sponsors.  It is unclear what 
level of responsibility the Division has versus the airport sponsor.  
 
When asked why the Division did not anticipate a problem with 
Laramie’s enplanement levels, the Division stated, “it is our 
recollection that this conversation with Laramie happened as soon 
as the monthly enplanement data began to show that the trend was 
down for that year.  The Division’s role in this situation is still 
advisory.  It is the responsibility of the airport sponsor to settle on 
a course of action and then request funding from the Aeronautics 
Commission as needed.”   
 
Although the Division monitors enplanement levels at all of 
Wyoming’s commercial airports, it is unclear at what point lack of 
enplanements become a concern for the Division and therefore for 
the Commission.  Formally reporting the status of enplanement 
levels versus the 10,000 enplanement requirement could aid the 
Division in identifying problem areas in a potentially more 
efficient timeframe. 
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Even though the action taken by the airport sponsor was 
inadequate and the grantee did not fulfill obligations, another issue 
with this project is the inconsistent role of the Division, which 
first claims an advisory role but then assumes an active role in 
fulfilling grant obligations that should be addressed by the 
sponsor.  Responsibilities clearly defined by programmatic rules 
would be helpful in eliminating confusion regarding the roles of 
each party in grant agreements.   

  
Increasing frequency 

or sustaining flight 
operations from 

commercial airports in 
Wyoming to regional 

airport hubs 
 

A key question in the ASEP Minimum Revenue Guarantee 
(MRG) Grant Application asks if the project will schedule flight 
times to optimize connections at regional hubs.  More specifically, 
question #6 on the application asks, “Will the flights be scheduled 
in your market to maximize connection times at the major/medium 
sized hub?”   
 
We reviewed four MRG projects from Cheyenne, Gillette, and 
Jackson.  All four applications included the above question, which 
was answered “yes” by the airports.  In addition, two of the 
projects (Gillette and Jackson) indicated in the Post-Contract 
Questionnaire that airports had met contractual obligations.  The 
folders for the two MRG projects from Cheyenne did not include 
Post-Contract Questionnaires.  
 
It should also be noted that in none of the reviewed contract 
agreements between the airport sponsors and airlines is there a 
specific contractual requirement to schedule flights to maximize 
connection times with major/medium size hubs.  Rather, the 
contractual language is vague.  For example, “SkyWest has full 
discretion in setting the schedule times and frequency of its flights, 
save that it will schedule no less than two round trips daily with 
an overnight aircraft in Gillette.”   The wording is similar in other 
contracts for Cheyenne and Jackson.   
 
Division staff stated that they have attempted to convince airlines 
to include language in their contracts regarding scheduling flights 
to maximize connection times, but airlines have refused to include 
this wording.  The Division further states, however, that they are 
working with airlines in order to accomplish this goal. 
 
Technically, not including this specific requirement in each 
contract is contrary to legislative intent.  W.S. 10-3-601 (b) is 
clear, stating that agreements are “…conditioned upon contractual 
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assurances that specified benefits will accrue to the state…”  The 
same statute goes on to identify one of the benefits as “increasing 
frequency or sustaining flight operations from commercial 
airports in Wyoming to regional airport hubs…”     
 

Increasing number of 
routes flown within the 

state 
 

A key question in the ASEP MRG Grant Application asks if the 
project supports a new service to the community (question #2).  
Of the four projects we reviewed, only one (1) the AMERAIR 
Cheyenne project stated new service would be provided.  The 
remaining projects were continuations of existing service.  
Although a “new service” may appear to align with the statutory 
phrasing of “increasing number of routes flown within the state,” 
the application’s question may be too vague to meet statutory 
intent.  In addition, the statutory language seems to envision 
increased intra-state flights, as opposed to new flights to national 
hubs such as the case with AMERAIR (Cheyenne to Dallas); 
evaluators found no evidence regarding plans for community-to-
community flight projects in the sample files. 
 
It should be noted that although evaluators found no 
documentation of the above, Division staff offered three examples 
of “community-to-community flight projects.”  These examples 
related to studies or discussions for air service in Casper 
(September 2007), Jackson (July 2011), and various communities 
(current discussions).    

  
 Application and Contractual Inconsistencies.  Although the 

Division tracks and reports increased enplanements at commercial 
airports and average passenger fares, the ASEP Grant Request 
Application does not specifically include a question requesting 
estimates of increased enplanements.  The application does, 
however, request an estimate of additional frequencies in question 
#3; specifically, the number of weekly departures.   
 
There is no specific language in the reviewed contracts that 
estimates number of enplanements or weekly departures.  
Contracts also do not include language requiring an estimation of 
passenger fares; however, the issue is addressed in the application 
in question #8 of the application, which asks if service will create 
more competitive fares.  In other words, even though the Division 
requests estimates related to these two areas, similar language 
does not make its way into individual contracts.   
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Finally, evaluators could find no contract assurances or data 
related to the sample that clearly details whether routes increased 
within Wyoming or outside of Wyoming provided to the 
Commission within the monthly report.  Without tracking this 
information, the Commission and the Legislature cannot 
determine if this statutory benefit is accruing to Wyoming on a 
project specific basis.   
 
However, evaluators were able to compile general data on 
established routes to other states, as well as their status below in 
Table 3.2.   
 

 
Table 3.2 

Status of ASEP-Funded Minimum Revenue Guarantee Flights 
 

Date Airline Community Flight Current Status 
2004-2008 Northwest Delta Casper Casper-Minneapolis Left Community 
2008 United Casper Casper-Chicago Left Community 
2010-2012 American Eagle Cheyenne Cheyenne-Dallas Left Community 
2004-Current United-Skywest Cody Cody-Denver Supported 

2008-Current Delta-Skywest Gillette Gillette-Salt Lake Supported 
2012 United Jackson Jackson-Newark Supported 
2008-Current Delta-Skywest Rock Springs R.S.- Salt Lake Supported 
N/A Delta-Skywest Cody Cody-Salt Lake Supported 
2004-2011 American Jackson Jackson-Dallas Supported 
2004-2011 American Jackson Jackson-Chicago Self-Sustained 

Source:  Legislative Service Office from information provided by the Aeronautics Division.   
 
Recommendation:  The Division should collect and report data 

consistent with the five main statutory 
areas.  This information should be broken 
out by individual project.  Contracts should 
also reflect estimates with respect to each 
statutory benefit.    
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Finding 3.2:   Wyoming’s Air Service Enhancement 
Program is in the Process of 
Formalizing Direction.  

  
 The Division provided evaluators with a draft version of the ASEP 

strategic plan, which clearly shows “reducing leakage” as the 
main focus of the program.  In addition, it details 12 issues that 
can cause leakage.  The document is still in draft form, but it does 
outline the Division’s approach towards developing a formal 
direction for the program. 
 
Although focusing on leakage appears to be a suitable overall goal 
for the program, it should be used as a way to show effectiveness 
of the Program, as it primarily focuses on the five statutory 
assurances discussed in Finding 3.1.  As discussed previously, it is 
important for the Division to first measure progress towards each 
of the assurances based on individual projects.  That information 
can then be tracked and analyzed over time to illustrate whether it 
has had an impact on leakage.   
 
According to Forecast, Inc., “ASEP is a tool that allows Wyoming 
to alter the national trends of ever decreasing air service 
opportunities.  I view it as a tool that enables the state to retain, 
attract and grow air service at a time when most states are 
recognizing the exact opposite effect.”   This statement is logical 
in that it sees ASEP as the primary tool to impact trends such as 
leakage.   
 
In order to effectively utilize leakage, however, the program must 
first provide measurement towards the five statutory areas related 
to individual projects.  In other words, individual project results 
should indicate whether the state is retaining, attracting, and 
growing air service.   

  
Formal benchmarks 

have not been 
developed and rules 
have not have been 

promulgated 

W.S. 10-3-601(g) states that “The Wyoming aeronautics 
commission will establish benchmarks for determining the success 
of the program.”  Currently there are no formal benchmarks for 
determining if the program is successful.  Lacking a standard of 
success decreases the ability to accurately determine the funding 
needed for the program, the direction of the program, and the 



Page 78 September 28, 2012 
 

ability to adhere to the statutory intent.  
 
When asked, Division personnel stated that “the benchmark for 
determining success of the ASE program is leakage.  Leakage is 
our primary focus and concern.  Reducing leakage means the 
quality of air service has increased and additional economic 
benefit has been derived for the state.”  While this goal may be 
admirable, it is not clear that the benchmark was formally 
established by the Commission.  In addition, as discussed 
previously, “decrease in leakage” is more of an effect of 
individual projects following the statutory assurances.  Without 
individual measurement at the project level, it is difficult to tell if 
a decrease in leakage is due to the success of the program’s 
projects, or influenced by other external factors. 

  
 Also, the Division has not promulgated rules related to ASEP, 

which could be helpful to establish a process to ensure that 
statutory benefits occur, as well as requiring certain language in 
applications and contracts to this end.  For example, the focuses 
discussed above related to statutorily listed benefits could be 
prioritized within rules.  Projects that fall outside of the statutory 
prescriptions may take lesser priority than other projects.   

  
Struggling to 

determine purpose 
In the past, it appears that the Commission and Division have 
struggled with defining a formal purpose for the program.  For 
example, when discussing the primary purpose of the program 
throughout our audit, Division officials provided very different 
focuses, including:  1) self-sustaining airlines; 2) additional air 
service to the state for any given period of time; 3) data collection 
and mining; 4) establishing and maintaining relationships with 
airlines; and 5) decreasing leakage.   
 
Evaluators also reviewed the ASEP Update, which is the 
document provided to the Commission during its monthly 
meetings.  The update contains a cover sheet that lists goals of the 
program as follows: 
 

 Airline sustainability/subsidy-free service. 
 Decrease leakage. 
 Increase ridership. 
 Fare parity. 
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 Reliable service. 
 Favorable bank times. 
 Increase air service awareness. 

  
 An indication of the program’s focus since the creation of ASEP 

is the percentage of state dollars granted for various projects.   For 
example, Table 3.3 illustrates that the majority of funds (94%) 
goes to MRGs.   

 
Table 3.3 

ASEP Expenditures by Project Type 
 

Project 
Type 

State Funding Local Funding Total Funding % of Total 
Funding 

MRG $13,544,259.76 $4,077,816.04 $17,622,075.80 94%
Marketing $392,650.31 $113,006.90 $505,657.21 3%
Other $341,445.00 $179,100.00 $520,545.00 3%
Total $14,278,355.07 $4,369,922.94 $18,648,278.01 100%

Source:  Legislative Service Office from information provided by the Aeronautics Division.   
 

 From this starting point, the Commission and Division could 
discuss whether or not grants to existing airlines within the state 
should be prioritized above, for example, grants to airlines not yet 
established in the state.  American Eagle is a good example for 
further discussion.   

  
Was American Eagle 

successful? 
Specifying and prioritizing the intent of the program would allow 
for measuring the success of projects and could assist in the 
approval of future projects.  For example, two projects undertaken 
in successive years in Cheyenne were the AMERAIR and 
ARASE42 projects, which consisted of providing American Eagle 
Airlines with MRGs for service from Cheyenne to Dallas/Fort 
Worth from 2010-2011 and 2011-2012.  The stated goal of the 
projects was to provide revenue guarantees for two years with 
American Eagle operating subsidy-free in 2013.   
 
However, after nearly two years of service, American Eagle 
pulled their service from Cheyenne.  Almost $2 million was spent 
by the state and the City of Cheyenne for the revenue guarantee in 
the first year alone.  Without clearly defined program intent, it is 
difficult to determine if the American Eagle project was a success.  
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According to the Division, the following illustrates success for 
this particular project: 
 

 40,000 passengers flew to and from Cheyenne, increasing 
enplanements. 

 Adding the Dallas hub as a destination from Cheyenne has 
increased flight operations from a commercial airport in 
Wyoming to a regional hub.   

 Leakage was reduced.   
 
It can be debated, however, if the benefits as described above for a 
given point in time indicate success.  For example, if as stated 
above that the primary purpose of the program is “airline 
sustainability”, the project was not successful.  It is interesting to 
also consider one comment from a local airport about American 
Eagle:  “I’m afraid that the American Eagle experiment in 
Cheyenne was unproductive and suspect that it was just trying to 
prop up a turkey of a commuter airline to sell before they went 
into bankruptcy.  All of this done at the expense of the Wyoming 
taxpayers and Cheyenne Regional Airport.” 
 
Another example of concern with respect to this project is the lack 
of required materials from the applicant.  Question #11 of the 
application required forecast information regarding flight 
operations to be provided regarding the proposed flight; however, 
this information was not contained in the project’s file.  When 
asked about the document absence, the Division stated that “the 
community representative's recollection was they were not able to 
obtain American Eagle forecast or operations information 
because the airline claimed it as proprietary information. Prior to 
negotiations with American Eagle they utilized forecast 
information provided through the Division.”   
 
This statement demonstrates the Division’s relaxed approach to 
relations with airlines; instead of following their own guidelines 
regarding application materials, the Division allowed the airlines 
to influence the terms of the application.  Also relevant to the 
issue is the fact that the same project was amended after the 
project was granted, increasing the project total by $350,000.   
 
According to the language of the narrative regarding the 
amendment provided by the sponsor, the amendment was required 
due to additional information provided by American Eagle.  
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“Discussions with AMR [American Eagle] have been ongoing 
since the submission of Cheyenne’s application in mid-January.  
We now know that AMR considers Cheyenne a ‘high risk/high 
reward’ proposition…Based on AMR’s internal conservative 
assessments the company believes it will require $1.4M in revenue 
guarantees to support a 2/1/2 flight scenario out of Cheyenne for 
the first year.” 
 
The amendment recommendation provided to the Commission by 
the Division stated, “When American Airlines notified the 
Division that there was interest in the Cheyenne community, a 
market assessment and P&L was created by Forecast, Inc., with 
operating cost guidance provided by AA based on historical 
numbers.  The assessment had a fuel assessment that was 
approximately 25 cents/gallon less than the current average cost 
(American is assuming their actual costs to be).” 
 
The information regarding the amendment shows that American 
Airlines was not required to provide forecast information; 
however, after receiving funding for the project, American 
provided forecast information that required an additional 
$350,000. 
 
We discussed this issue with the Division to provide some 
additional clarity.  They provided the following information. 
 
“This information is considered proprietary by all airlines.  
However, in most cases the airlines are willing to provide this 
information to us.  This was not the case with American Eagle.  
However, based on the analysis done by Forecast, Inc., and our 
estimates of American Eagle’s actual numbers, it was determined 
that the Cheyenne/Dallas service made sense.  Because this 
information is proprietary, we are considering changes to the 
application which would not make it a requirement.  We are 
considering this for two reasons: 1) It’s proprietary and an airline 
may choose not to share it with us, and 2) Through our analysis, 
we have a pretty good idea what these numbers should be anyway.  
Additionally, why have other airlines been held to the standard of 
providing forecast information while American Eagle was not?  
Other airlines were not held to a different standard, they were 
simply more willing to provide the information than American 
Eagle.” 
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Although we understand the Division’s argument with respect to 
the nature of proprietary information, that however does not 
preclude airlines from providing it, if required by the Division.  
Also, W.S. 16-4-203 (d) (v) provides that proprietary information 
shall not be disclosed unless provided by law. 

  
Assurances and post-
contract questionnaire 

can be used to track 
goals of individual 

projects  

The primary document used by the Commission to approve a 
grant is the project application.  Grant assurances are created by 
the applicant through establishing goals related to air service in 
the application portion of the grant process.  Additionally, 
financial and other resources are pledged in the application on the 
part of the sponsor to help achieve those goals.  
 
Evaluators found grant project documentation did not provide 
adequate and consistent assurance tracking methods from project 
inception through project close.  Assurances listed in the 
application were not specifically linked to statutory assurances.    
 
In order to address the problem of tracking and evaluating grant 
assurances, the Division has developed a document titled “Post-
Contract Questionnaire” requiring that sponsors provide a project 
summary at the close of projects relating to the achievement of 
grant assurances.  Although the concept of such a report could be 
beneficial, the document is the only formal analysis that currently 
occurs at the close of projects at the individual project level.   
 
There are several problems with the document.  First, by virtue of 
having the airport sponsors evaluate their own project, the 
document is not likely to yield information that objectively 
evaluates the project.  Second, the document is vague and does not 
require sponsors to specifically detail the accomplishment of grant 
assurances pledged in the application and contract documents.  
Finally, hard data is not combined with analysis of the project 
accomplishments relative to the five statutory goals.  No 
formalized end-of-project reporting provided to the Commission 
to evaluate the relative success of each individual project, which 
could aid the Commission during decision-making for subsequent 
projects.  
 
Furthermore, during our review of sampled projects, we could not 
find documentation regarding an evaluation of previous grant 
assurance fulfillment or post-contract questionnaire information, 
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measured against the five statutory assurances.  Reporting such 
information on a project specific basis would allow the 
Commission to consider individual project history before 
approving current projects.  Division officials did state however, 
that the Monthly Status Report includes information which 
“allows the Commission to make an informed decision when 
considering ASEP project applications.” 

  
 Non-MRG Projects.  It appears that marketing and other projects 

that are funded are not given as much attention as MRG projects.  
Even though dollar amounts are lower for non-MRG projects, it is 
important to track these projects’ performance as well.   
 
Within the ASEP sample, three of the projects were marketing 
(ASE17, ASE36, and ARASE24) and two were “other” projects, 
including a Casper project relating to the purchase of oxygen 
concentrators (ASE16) and the Laramie charter flight project 
(ASE30).  With the exception of the Laramie project discussed 
above, the non-MRG projects largely followed the intent of W.S. 
10-3-601(b) and (d).   
 
However, non-MRG projects are not required to follow the 
application process governing MRG projects. Lacking an 
application process means that the Commission cannot adequately 
judge whether or not a project has the potential to address the 
stated problem.  Furthermore, there is no standard against which 
project outcomes can be measured to determine the success of the 
individual projects. 
 
Without a set process for application and documentation of grant 
assurances, the Commission is not fulfilling its role as responsible 
stewards of state funds.  The Laramie project demonstrates this 
risk, as $186,045 in state funds was lost. 
 
Additionally, ASEP has no set process for dealing with 
noncompliant grantees.  Without specified rules, the state is at risk 
of losing money when sponsors are noncompliant.  When asked 
about the lack of noncompliant grantee processes, the Division 
replied that the Laramie project was the only example of a 
noncompliant grantee, and that the situation was handled 
appropriately.  However, just because abuse has rarely happened 
does not mean that the risk of abuse can be dismissed.  Lacking 
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adequate rules and processes regarding noncompliant grantees 
creates the risk of abuse and the mismanagement of state funds. 
 

Recommendation: The Commission and the Division should 
establish formal benchmarks for 
determining the success of ASEP.  While 
doing so, the benefits required pursuant to 
W.S. 10-3-601 (b) should be included.  
 

Recommendation: The Commission and the Division should 
promulgate rules to ensure that ASEP is 
consistent with legislative intent, including 
but not limited to the benefits listed in W.S. 
10-3-601(b).  Rules should also define 
benchmarks for the success of the program 
in accordance with W.S. 10-3-601(g).  Finally, 
rules should annotate a process for 
approving Non-MRG project applicants. 
 

Recommendation: The Commission and the Division should 
periodically identify the types of projects 
they believe are important to fund for any 
given year, in case budgetary constraints 
are a factor.   

  

Finding 3.3:   The Division expends $125,270 
annually for the purpose of accessing 
data sets from various contractors.  
Also, a total of $480,080 has been 
expended on contracts with Forecast 
Inc., for additional data services.   

  
 According to the Division, it has contracts with four data 

providers used specifically to reduce leakage from Wyoming.  In 
addition, it contracts with Forecast, Inc. to collect and further 
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analyze data provided from other sources.   
 
Forecast Inc. is the primary contractor with the Division.  
According to the Division, “Forecast monitors fares at each of the 
commercial airports in the state to the top 20 origination 
destination markets as well as several key competitive airports.”  
The state has been contracting with Forecast, Inc. since 2008, 
according to the Division, and the current agreement is still active.  
The current two-year contract amount for Forecast, Inc. is 
$179,500, which amounts to $89,750 annually. 
 
According to the Division, Forecast Inc., is also used for purposes 
that “go beyond just data collection.”  For example, it assists the 
Division with the following:  contract negotiation; market 
analysis; auditing of invoices; assistance with presentations to 
community leaders and prospective airlines; data analysis; cost 
and market forecasting; airline service negotiations; and ASEP 
strategic planning.   
 
The following provides additional information on the services 
provided by the other data providers.  

  
  ATPCO is a contractor that, according to the Division, “is 

used to monitor airline pricing changes relative to 
Wyoming’s commercial air service.”  It collects and 
distributes airline fare and fare-related data related to 
carriers that may impact Wyoming’s air travel.  According 
to Forecast, Inc., the Division utilizes ATPCO to review 
airline fares, nesting structures and rules associated with 
individual prices filed for travel to and from the state.”  
The contract with ATPCO is $60 per month, or $720 
annually.   

 
 QL2 is a contract that, according to the Division, “is used 

weekly to track fares 35, 28, 21, 14, 7, and 0 days in 
advance of travel.”  The fares are tracked with respect to 
individual markets from each of Wyoming’s airports.  
According to Forecast, Inc., “with this data we’ve been 
able to analyze and monitor key trends as they affect our 
state’s air traveling public.”  The amount budgeted for 
contracting with QL2 is $10,800 annually. 
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 Airline Reporting Corporation (“ARC”) “is the system of 
data that we use to track leakage in each of our individual 
communities.”  According to Forecast, Inc., the Division is 
able to use multiple geographic aggregation options such 
as mileage radius, metro area, city, state, and ZIP code to 
track air ticket purchases.  The contract with ARC is for 
$500 per month; although the Division states that the state 
contracts directly with ARC, the Budget Forecast 
document provided to the Commission at the May 17, 
2012 quarterly meeting lists ARC’s expenses as falling 
under the Forecast, Inc. contract. 

 
 Diio Mi is a subcontractor under the Forecast, Inc. 

contract.  According to the Division, “Diio is used for our 
analysis as it pertains to monitoring such things as flight 
schedules, market sizes from each of Wyoming’s 
communities and tracking load factors, revenues and costs 
as it pertains to the airlines supported through ASEP.”  
The total spent on Diio Mi within the Forecast, Inc. 
contract is $18,000 annually. 

  
 Contract Concerns.  One area of concern to evaluators was what 

appears to be the lack of fulfillment of Forecast, Inc. contract 
requirements.  The contract contains a scope of work that outlines 
Forecast, Inc.’s responsibilities, some of which have not been 
completed.  In addition, some of the responsibilities of Forecast, 
Inc., as described above, are not explicitly annotated in the 
contract’s scope of work; for example, contract negotiations, 
airline service negotiations, auditing invoices, and ASEP strategic 
planning.   
 
The contract has been perpetually amended regarding the effective 
date and the payment amount, but the contents of the contract 
itself as well as the scope of work have not been updated or 
evaluated.   
 
Allowing contract obligations to lapse while approving the 
increase of contractor fees is not responsible from a fiduciary 
standpoint.  When asked, the Division stated that “WYDOT 
typically allows extensions up to four years, then requires a new 
selection and contract.”  Although Division action is appropriate 
regarding this WYDOT policy, the Division has not properly 
overseen the contractual obligations.   
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The following table contains the contract information updates. 
 

 
Table 3.4 

*Contract and Change Order Information 
 

Date Description Adjustment Amount 
Original Contract 
9/23/08 

N/A $50,000

Change Order 1 
4/8/09 

Adjusted Fee Amount $50,000

Original Contract N/A $149,980
Change Order 1 
8/31/10 

Increase for additional 
database 

$28,800

Change Order 2 
10/13/10 

N/A ($28,800)

Change Order 3 
9/9/11 

Adjusted Scope of 
Work (Diio Mi, ARC 
cost adjustment; 
additional hours work; 
additional travel 
expenses) 

$50,600

Change Order 4 
2/9/12 

Adjusted Fee Amount $179,500

Total N/A $480,080
Source:  Legislative Service Office from information provided by the Aeronautics Division.   
*According to Forecast, Inc., the “change orders were executed as deliverables were completed and the funds available with 
each change order ran out.” 
 

 Section C of the contract between the Division and Forecast 
outlines the Scope of Work to be undertaken by Forecast.  1.b. 
states that Forecast will conduct “Feasibility analysis of other 
programs designed to enhance air service and usage”; 1.d. states 
Forecast will “Review operational statistics provided by the 
airlines and provide assessment of the numbers provided”.  
Further, 2.e. states Forecast will “Identify potential services at the 
airports that could be implemented to either provide a better 
consumer experience, add revenue, create increased ridership by 
enticing potential consumers, etc.”  3.a-c. states that Forecast will 
“Identify fare parity issues and bring attention to the airlines”; 
“Identify performance issues”; and “Identify airlines that would 
provide a positive benefit to the community.”   
 
Initially, there was no evidence within the provided data that 
Forecast, Inc. has fulfilled any of these contractual obligations.  
However, the following table outlines the status of Forecast, Inc.’s 
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contractual obligations, based on feedback from the Division and 
the contractor.     

 
Table 3.5 

Forecast, Inc. Contract Obligations 
 

Contractual Obligation Documentation Provided 
Regarding Accomplishment 
of Task 

Division/Forecast, Inc. 
Comment 

Produce monthly reports on 
Wyoming passenger statistics 
for each of the ten commercial 
airports  

Yes: Monthly ASEP Update 
Document 

N/A 

Feasibility analysis of other 
programs designed to 
enhance air service and 
usage 

No; no feasibility analysis 
documentation 

“Forecast, Inc. looked into a 
state-wide booking engine, 
but that idea was ultimately 
dropped due to the decision of 
the state not being able to 
collect money through the 
program.  Instead, we have 
worked to add content to the 
flywyoming.org website.” 

Support with Legislative, 
Commission or Division 
requests and reports 

Yes: Effectiveness of Funding 
Report; ASEP Update 
Document 

N/A 

Review operational statistics 
provided by the airlines and 
provide assessment of the 
numbers provided 

No; no documentation of 
assessment of numbers 

“On a monthly basis, Forecast 
receives and analyzes data 
related to operation 
performance with most 
carriers serving Wyoming.  
This data is disseminated to 
each airport, the Division and 
the Commission and is 
discussed.  It is with this 
information that the Division 
and the Commission discuss 
with individual airlines the 
processes involved in 
improving the operational 
performance.” 

Work with the State to help 
each commercial airport 
develop economic and 
sustaining goals 

No; no documentation 
regarding individual airport 
goal development 

“Forecast has attended 
numerous state and 
community sponsored 
conferences to communicate 
the achievements of the 
ASEP program.”   
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Contractual Obligation Documentation Provided 
Regarding Accomplishment 
of Task 

Division/Forecast, Inc. 
Comment 

“Forecast discussed with the 
Division, for example, the 
ability to begin charging for 
parking at each of Wyoming’s 
ten commercial airports that 
were not already doing so.  
This was discussed with 
several airports but ultimately 
could not be implemented 
right now due to the parking 
facilities having been paid for 
with Federal money.  If the 
airports started to charge for 
parking, they would have to 
pay back federal money that 
was used for their 
construction.” 

Consult with the State and 
each individual airport to 
target and attract new airlines 
services 

Yes “Forecast has attended 
several industry conferences 
with Aeronautics – Jumpstart, 
Network in Austin, TX in 2011, 
Air Service Planning Seminar 
in Long Beach, 2012, 
numerous airline visits to 
Delta in Atlanta, United in 
Chicago, American in Dallas, 
SkyWest in St. George.  
Forecast, Inc. has spoken with 
Sun Country Airlines in 
Minneapolis, Alaska Airlines in 
Seattle, Allegiant Air, 
numerous air service 
conferences in Jackson, 
Wyoming.” 

Work with the Division to 
create presentations to 
airlines 

Yes N/A 

Serve as an intermediary 
between the airlines and the 
community/Division 

Yes N/A 

Identify potential services at 
the airports that could be 
implemented to either provide 
a better consumer experience, 

No; no documentation 
regarding potential for new 
services at airports 

“This was discussed with 
several airports but ultimately 
could not be implemented, at 
this time, due to the parking 
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Contractual Obligation Documentation Provided 
Regarding Accomplishment 
of Task 

Division/Forecast, Inc. 
Comment 

add revenue, create increased 
ridership by enticing potential 
consumers, etc. 

facilities having been paid for 
with Federal money.  If the 
airports started to charge for 
parking, they would have to 
pay back federal money that 
was used for their 
construction.” 
 
“There were several programs 
that were looked into.  One of 
these programs was a 
Wyoming based loyalty 
program or frequent flyer 
program.  At the time this idea 
was discussed, it was 
determined by the Program 
Manager for ASEP that we 
needed to place such items 
on the “back burner” as more 
pressing issues were 
necessary.” 
 

Support enhancements on 
websites and network media 

Yes “Forecast has attended 
numerous state and 
community sponsored 
conferences to communicate 
the achievements of the 
ASEP program.” 

Identify fare parity issues and 
bring attention to the airlines 

No; no documentation 
regarding fare parity 
identification or airline 
meetings 

N/A 

Identify performance issues No; no documentation 
regarding identification of 
performance issues 

“From time to time an analysis 
is conducted to identify 
performance issues at 
individual state airports.  An 
analysis was conducted 
recently that identified a need 
for an aircraft to more 
adequately handle the 
performance issues in Gillette 
on the route to Denver when 
summer temperatures begin 
to increase.  The results of 
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Contractual Obligation Documentation Provided 
Regarding Accomplishment 
of Task 

Division/Forecast, Inc. 
Comment 

this analysis were presented 
to the Division, the 
Commission and the airline 
serving the route.  
Discussions are underway to 
determine the best possible 
course of action to minimize 
such issues in the future.” 
 

Identify airlines that would 
provide a positive benefit to 
the community 

Yes See above comments 

Source:  Legislative Service Office from information provided by the Aeronautics Division.   
 

 Reports issued to the Commission contain no analysis, only the 
creation of graphs from given data.  ASEP could benefit from 
Forecast, Inc. providing actual analysis of the data, including 
performance issues, review of information, and an assessment of 
the data as it relates to individual MRG projects.  A narrative 
presented to the Division, which could then be included in the 
Commission update, would be useful in identifying successes, 
problematic areas, and strategies for addressing concerns. 
 
During discussion with Forecast, Inc., evaluators discovered that 
the consultant is not involved in the creation of the monthly ASEP 
Update report provided to the Commission.  It is troubling that 
Forecast, Inc. is not involved in this report for several reasons.  
First, the contract duties clearly state that Forecast, Inc. is to 
provide “support with Legislative, Commission or Division 
requests and reports,” so generation of the ASEP Update is 
covered under current requirements.  Secondly, Forecast, Inc. 
obtains the data utilized in the document, so it would make sense 
to allow those most familiar with the numbers to generate the 
report.  Finally, such collaboration would allow Division staff 
more time to focus on other duties rather than producing this 
report every month. 

  
 Multiple Contracts.  Multiple contracts with Forecast, Inc. occur 

at the local level, without any real process to ensure that state 
money is not being expended for something already paid for by 
the local sponsors, or vice versa.   
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Forecast, Inc. is contracted with both the state and several local 
sponsors.  Sponsors that have contracted with Forecast, Inc. 
include Gillette, Rock Springs, Casper, Cody, Sheridan, and 
Jackson.  Laramie has received information regarding air services, 
but does not have a formal contract.  Although evaluators found 
no actual instances of the state and an airport sponsor receiving 
the same information under different contracts with Forecast, Inc., 
the Division lacks a formal process or policy for reviewing 
contract language for duplication of services.    This lack of 
established review process creates the risk of potential overlap and 
duplication between the local and state contracts.   
 
Division staff stated that while they have no legal authority over 
local contracts, they will include language in future contracts to 
prevent potential duplication from occurring.   

  
ASEP database 

modification could be 
used to track 

statutorily required 
performance data 

ASEP Database.  WACIP project information and ASEP project 
information are retained in two separate systems: the WACIP 
information in an Access database and the ASEP information in 
an Excel spreadsheet.  The Division plans to move the ASEP 
information into the Access database used for WACIP projects for 
better information tracking.  This dual-program database would be 
called the Aeronautics Database, a term already used to refer to 
the WACIP Access database.  The move towards a new database 
could be an opportunity for the Division to work with Forecast, 
Inc. or other contractors to input and track data within a Division 
database for reporting.   
 
According to Division personnel, “The information kept in the 
Aeronautics database include project numbers, airport, various 
dates, grant numbers, project description, state and federal 
project managers, consultant, local and state priority ratings, 
funding requested by airport, funding programmed (federal and 
state), status of project, etc…We also have individual project 
tracking sheet for each project that records dates of project 
milestones and decisions that are not documented elsewhere in 
writing.”  The WACIP database was built in-house one year ago; 
prior to its development, all information was maintained in Excel.  
 

 The information relating to WACIP projects is more extensive 
than the information provided within the ASEP Excel tracking 
sheet.  Analysis of the ASEP Excel database revealed that there 
are thirteen (13) worksheet tabs, but according to Division 
personnel only two of those tabs are used consistently in record 
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keeping.  Further, evaluators discovered multiple projects missing 
between tabs, demonstrating a lack of coordination and upkeep 
within the document.  This lack of consistent record keeping 
regarding projects creates the risk of problems relating to grant 
fund disbursal and tracking. 
 
Using an Access database to track ASEP projects will be more 
useful, as Division personnel state that the Access database will 
“include many of the same reporting tools and functions as the 
projects in the WACIP report.”  Consistency between the two 
systems could be potentially useful as an aid in cross-training 
personnel between the WACIP and ASEP programmatic and 
project similarities and differences; furthermore, a more consistent 
type of reporting could be provided to the Commission, possibly 
eliminating some of the dependence on outside contractors like 
Forecast, Inc.  Another benefit to propelling the conversion is that 
the Access database requires more information, and therefore 
could potentially be more useful in promoting accurate and 
precise recordkeeping compared to the current Excel model. 
 
Division personnel stated that the migration from the ASEP Excel 
database to the Access database is currently taking place.  
However, the project has not progressed throughout the time of 
the audit.  When asked, Division personnel stated that the Access 
database is being developed in-house, and a meeting in January 
2012 was scheduled to occur that would settle details, with the 
database being finalized “very soon” after the meeting.  However, 
further correspondence revealed that lack of communication 
between personnel was creating delays in the conversion.  During 
fieldwork in April 2012, Division personnel stated that further 
progress on the Access database conversion had not occurred. 

  
Recommendation:  The Commission should review the current 

contract with Forecast, Inc. to ensure 
deliverables are being fulfilled. Additionally, 
the Division should establish a process for 
regular review of contractor obligations to 
ensure contract provisions are met. 
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Recommendation:  The Commission should reevaluate the 
Forecast, Inc. contract in relation to the five 
statutorily outlined requirements.  
Additionally, the Commission should 
determine if contracting for services with the 
other companies discussed in this finding is 
being done in the most cost-effective 
manner.     
 

Recommendation:  The Division should develop a process to 
evaluate and compare state and local 
Forecast Inc., contracts to prevent 
duplication of information and overpayment 
to vendors. 

  
Recommendation: The Division should ensure that its modified 

ASEP database will be able to track 
statutorily required goals. 
 

Finding 3.4:   ASEP carryovers amount to $1.9 
million.  Annual carryover amounts are 
not consistently tracked and reported 
to the Commission or in budget 
documents to the Legislature.   

  
 Unexpended funds are reverted back into the ASEP account after 

the close of each project, as ASEP projects often have large 
amounts of unexpended monies.  The unexpended funds that 
return to the ASEP account can be reallocated to other projects.  
Funds that are unexpended and not allocated for new projects 
remain in the program account as a carryover amount rather than 
reverting to the General Fund.   
 
The carryover amounts are not clearly communicated to the 
Commission or in budget documents to the Legislature.  Although 
the Division stated that carryover amounts are communicated to 
the Commission, evaluators found no documentation in the 



Wyoming Aeronautics Commission Page 95 
 

monthly ASEP Update report that this communication occurs on a 
regular basis.  Upon request, WYDOT’s Fiscal Services worked 
with evaluators to identify carryover amounts since the existence 
of ASEP.  The format illustrated in table 3.6, is an effective 
presentation of this information.  It should be noted that carryover 
amounts do not impact appropriation amounts; that is, funds are 
appropriated to the account in addition to the current carryover 
balance.  
 
Wyoming Statute 10-3-602 Wyoming Air Service Enhancement 
Account, subsection (b) states “Any funds appropriated by the 
Legislature to the account established under subsection (a) of this 
section shall not lapse as provided by W.S. 9-4-207 (a), but shall 
revert to the air services enhancement account within the highway 
fund on September 30, 2007 
 
Unexpended project amounts which comprise the carryover can be 
partially attributed to the nature of MRG projects.  If revenues are 
adequate for the airlines during the contract period, the guarantee 
is not needed, and can revert back to the account.  Individual 
project reversions are tracked by the Division on the ASEP Excel 
spreadsheet used for project tracking.  However, this information 
is not presented in written format to the Legislature or the 
Commission at the project level.  The Division did state that staff 
provides verbal updates to the Commission on reversions.   

  
 Since the existence of ASEP, $2,634,522.53 or 12% of total 

appropriations have reverted back to the ASEP account.  The 
estimated carryover amount heading into BFY2013 is 
approximately $1.9 million.  Therefore, out of the total project 
reversions, $705,142.53 (27%) has been reallocated for additional 
ASEP projects.  
 
The following table illustrates ASEP appropriations, expenditures, 
and carry-overs from BFY 2005 through BFY 2013. 
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Table 3.6 
ASEP Budget Requests and Expenditures 

 

*Funding **BFY 2005 BFY 2007 BFY 2009 BFY 2011 BFY 2013 

Appropriations $3,000,000 
$3,000,000 
(From 
Business 
Council) 

**$5,878,207 ***$3,678,741 $3,000,000 
$3,949,668 
(supplemental 
request) 

****$6,000,000 

Actual 
Expenditures 

$2,571,492 $1,632,620 $6,126,230 $7,165,379 N/A 

Carry Over $3,428,508 $7,674,096 $5,226,606 $5,010,896 $1,929,380 
Source: LSO from information provided in the Governor’s Budget Request, the Wyoming Online Financial System (WOLFS), 
and WYDOT.    
*Unit 1002 (ASEP Assistance) 
**$1,069-B-11 Statewide Cost Allocation Plan-should have gone to Unit 1003 (ASEP Admin), but was added to Unit 1002.  
Also, $122,862-Budget Authority Transfer from Unit 1002 to 1003 for ASE Admin. 
***Project SCAS205 included federal funds, $715,860 was spent out of Unit 1002; $82,881 was spent out of Unit 1003; and 
$1,259 was spent out of Unit 1001.  These expenditures were billed to the FAA and therefore budget authority was increased to 
spend the correct ASE dollars out of Unit 1002.  Also, a $120,000-Budget Authority Transfer from Unit 1002 to Unit 1003 for 
ASEP Admin occurred. 
****BFY 2013 Standard Budget=$3,000,000 and one-time appropriation=$3,000,000 for a total of $6,000,000 BFY budget.   
 

 Reversion is an indication of success related to an MRG contract, 
as it can indicate that the airline service performed well enough in 
the community to function without state aid.  However, just 
because there is a large reversion does not necessarily mean that 
the contract was successful.  If a community consistently reverts a 
significant amount of its MRG, this reversion could be an 
indicator that the project is overfunded.  Consistent reversion is a 
sign that the risk facing the airlines in the community may be low 
and that the MRG amount should be reexamined and ultimately 
reduced based on the community’s project history. 

  
 Out of the total projects granted (49) nearly half of projects (23) 

had reversions at the close of the projects.  This number may not 
be a significant issue if distributed evenly over the communities 
receiving assistance; however, some communities have a 
significantly higher reversion rate than others.  The following 
illustrations show state monies expended for all ASEP projects 
versus the monies reverted by community.   
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Illustration 3.1 
ASEP Total Reversions 

 
 

 
Source:  Legislative Service Office from information provided by the Aeronautics Division.   
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Illustration 3.2 
ASEP MRG Reversions 

 

 
Source:  Legislative Service Office from information provided by the Aeronautics Division.   
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 Gillette, Cheyenne, and Rock Springs have particularly low 

reversion rates.  This low rate is especially interesting in Gillette, 
as it is the community that receives the largest amount of ASEP 
funding at $5,697,885 (22%) of the total funds issued under the 
program.  It would be of use to the Division to further study the 
high level of expenditures on Gillette projects to determine if the 
community is particularly effective in its use of funding or if there 
are outside factors influencing project expenditures. 
 
Cody has very high reversion rates compared to other 
communities.  Since 2004, Cody has reverted $1,739,350.24 of the 
total grant monies allocated to the community.  In 2011 alone, 
$386,022 (50%) of Cody’s sole MRG project reverted.   

  
 Non-MRG Reversions.  Although MRG contracts have 

provisions for reversions of funds and reversions can be expected 
with these types of contracts, reversions also occur in non-MRG 
projects such as marketing projects, which should not have 
reversions.  For example, ASE36, a Cody marketing project, 
reverted $20,401.35 of the total $50,000 approved for the project.  

  
 Similarly, ASE24, a Casper marketing project, reverted $3,901 of 

the total $30,000 approved.  It is unclear why projects that should 
have predictable costs, such as marketing projects, have reversions 
at the close of the project.  This type of reversion shows that the 
projects are either overfunded or poorly executed.  In either 
circumstance, better budgetary planning prior to project approval 
could result in the better use of state funds. 

 
 Lack of Formal Process.  There is no formal process in place for 

reevaluating the MRG funding granted to communities based on 
reversion amount.  No documentation exists to indicate if the 
Division monitors or analyzes reversions, and there is no 
indication that reversions are considered when determining new 
project funding for communities.   
 
Similarly, there is no formal process in place for reevaluating the 
non-MRG funding granted to communities based on reversion 
amount.  The Division states that reversions are not considered 
when evaluating contracts, as “the Division’s approach with the 
use of ASEP funds has always been to most accurately forecast 
contracted amounts rather than adjust these contract amounts 
based on what we think may happen.”   
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What is unclear is why frequent reversions do not qualify as 
elements that impact the accurate projecting of forecast amounts.  
Furthermore, non-MRG projects do not require formal 
applications, and the marketing plans (if provided) are vague and 
lack concrete goals, budgets, and measurable outcomes.  The lack 
of formal planning requirements could be contributing to the 
reverted funds in non-MRG projects, as projects run the risk of 
being poorly planned and executed.  

  
 Reversions are not reported in written format to the Commission, 

either at the close of projects or when new projects are being 
presented for approval.  Such a lack of reporting could give the 
Commission an unclear picture of the actual need of the 
community versus the amount desired by the airline.  
Furthermore, budget documents presented to the Commission do 
not include reversions, as seen in the Budget Forecast Document 
presented to the Commission during the May 17, 2012 
Commission meeting.   
 
This document included current carryover amounts, but there was 
no acknowledgement in the document regarding reversion 
amounts in the forecast section, which have the potential to 
significantly alter budget amounts.  Not accurately and 
consistently informing the Commission about the reversion 
amounts for projects as well as community trends may prevent the 
Commission from making fully informed decisions regarding the 
approval of new projects.  Overfunding projects and allowing 
large reversions limit the number of projects that can be funded.  
By more accurately budgeting projects so large reversions are 
unlikely, more funds will be made available to fund additional 
projects. 
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Recommendation:  WYDOT should work with the State Auditor’s 
Office to develop a specific Highway Fund 
Account for ASEP.   
 
To originally meet the intent of the carry-
over statute, WYDOT created a separate 
budget unit (1002) within the State Highway 
Fund (H06).  Monies expended from H06 are 
reimbursed by expenditures from the 
General Fund throughout the biennium.  
This, however, does not present as much 
transparency as a separate fund account 
would provide.   

  
Recommendation:  The Division should consistently report 

annual carryover amounts for consideration 
by the Commission and the Legislature as 
part of the appropriations process.   

  
Recommendation:  The Division should consistently report the 

amount and frequency of project reversions 
to the Commission, especially before the 
Commission votes on new funding requests.

  

Finding 3.5:   Four additional areas could be 
improved for increased accountability.  

  
 Four additional areas under the purview of the Division and 

Commission could be improved to increase overall accountability 
of the program:  1) Grant Amount Determination; 2) Minimum 
Performance Standards; 3) Contract Wording; and 4) Alternative 
Funding and local Match Determinations.    

  
Grant amount 
determination 

The rationale for grant amounts are not formally tracked or 
evaluated by the Commission or Division staff.  According to 
airport sponsors, the Division, the airline, and sometimes a 
consultant representing the airport sponsor enter into negotiations 
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prior to the grant application process.  The airport sponsors are 
informed of negotiation processes and asked for input, but 
ultimately the grant determination is conducted by the Division 
and the airline.  According to Division staff, “airports are 
informed of the process every step of the way.”   
 
Formal cost or market analysis is used by the Commission prior to 
project approval.  However, another primary standard against 
which the Commission is able to measure the need for funding is 
the determination of the airlines and the prior funding received by 
the community.  The latter standards lack objectivity, as the 
Commission often does not see the amount reverted at the close of 
the previous project, and the airlines are unlikely to volunteer 
lower rates and risk reducing their unchallenged funding 
requirements.  Therefore, similar amounts are granted to 
communities from year-to-year without formal evaluation of 
previous spending or community needs and characteristics on the 
part of the Commission or the Division.   

  
 An excellent example of a community consistently receiving 

unevaluated dollar amounts is Jackson.  As the largest air service 
provider in Wyoming, Jackson enjoys a higher level of passengers 
and revenue than other airports in the state; nevertheless, Jackson 
has received an increasing amount in revenue guarantees since 
2004; a $600,000 MRG project was approved for 2012.  Although 
it may be a reality that even the largest service provider in 
Wyoming still has a need for state subsidies, it is questionable that 
dollar amounts provided by the state perpetually increase, 
especially in a community with lower risk to airlines than other 
Wyoming communities.   

  
 However, the concept of decreasing the dollar amount provided in 

MRGs based on positive airline performance is not a priority of 
the Division.  When asked about the potential benefit of reducing 
funding for communities that are performing well with the goal of 
airline self-sustainability, Division staff stated,   
 
“Just because the air service is doing better from year-to-year 
does not equate into the airlines wanting to take on more risk. The 
Division and the air service group strive to pay as little as 
necessary to secure the service, but often times the airlines, even 
though seeing we are becoming more successful, will not pass 
those “successes” on from year-to-year. Philosophically, we 
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agree that the MRG’s maximum payout amounts should be 
reduced over time when based on downward historical trends of 
actual payouts. The Commission is currently discussing ways to 
shift a greater portion of the risk to the local air service groups so 
that more ASEP funding is available for other opportunities.” 
 
It is interesting to note that although self-sufficient air service is a 
stated goal of the program, there is little effort made to move 
towards accomplishing this goal.  Detailed review and analysis of 
the true versus perceived need for state funding could allow the 
Commission to allocate funds in a more reasonable manner. 

  
 The lack of formal evaluation creates a system where the Division 

and the Commission are essentially held captive by airline 
demands.  According to the Division, they attempt to “negotiate 
strongly for smaller dollar contracts.  Unfortunately, the airlines 
hold all of the cards.  The fact is, pay them what they require or 
they will take their aircraft somewhere else.”   
 
This statement by Division personnel demonstrates the attitude 
created by the lack of formal evaluation processes; the Division, 
and, by proxy, the Commission, appears to defer responsibility for 
administering the program in a responsible manner because the 
only requirements considered are those of the airlines.  Although 
the Commission and Division can negotiate with airlines, they 
stated they “do not have a very strong negotiating position 
because of our small rural community makeup (high risk, low 
reward).”  However, airlines desire to provide air service to 
Wyoming communities with the revenue guarantee provided by 
the state and the airport sponsor.   
 
Providing the airlines with monetary support without formal 
evaluation by the Commission creates a program that is in place to 
cater to airlines, not to responsibly serve taxpayers.  Furthermore, 
when surveyed for the audit, airport sponsors voiced the concern 
that ASEP “becomes a corporate subsidy for the participating 
airlines and that it could be counter-productive in the long run,” 
and that “the enhancement contracts have become a feed-trough 
for airlines and only serve to distort the local and statewide 
market.”  Although ASEP is considered “innovative and 
persistent in trying to improve air service in the State,” some 
worry that “the airlines have taken advantage of the situation.” 
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Minimum performance 
standards 

The question of evaluation also leads to the concept of 
establishing minimum level of performance standards as part of 
ASEP MRG project requirements.  Requiring a minimum level of 
performance has precedent in several of the older ASEP contracts 
but was never adopted formally by the Division or by the 
Commission as evaluation criteria for approving continued 
funding.  Current contracts do not include such measures.   
 
For example, in two earlier projects, both for MRGs in Casper, 
United Airlines and Northwest Airlines agreed to meet 
“commercially reasonable” service levels (United) and 
“reasonable best efforts” to complete more than 95% of flights 
(Northwest).  The Division explained how such requirements 
could cause airlines to go elsewhere, and that monitoring 
performance based on the contractual language would also be 
deemed a negative by the airlines.   
 
When asked about the possibility of considering such a standard in 
the future, Division personnel stated, “The risk, and very likely 
outcome, for providing penalties is that the airline will simply 
pack up and leave….Airlines generally will not and do not 
contract with a community in which specific on-time performance 
or reliability metrics are to be met. Nor are airlines generally ever 
able to contractually agree to pricing standards within a 
community for fear of a severe reaction from the Department of 
Justice regarding price fixing laws….Airlines will simply look to 
grow their business to larger markets (such as Denver) and draw 
more and more drive traffic away from nearby populations (such 
as Wyoming) rather than serving small communities. If we were to 
contractually ask that airlines abide by more stringent flying 
requirements, they simply would not do it. They would not enter 
into an agreement in which they would be at risk based on how 
they operated. There are far too many other communities across 
the country that would not ask for such requirements to get the 
much needed air service.” 
 
While evaluators understand that airlines are obviously able to 
negotiate contracts and ultimately make a decision not to service 
communities in Wyoming, there may ultimately be more benefit 
for Wyoming’s communities to assure that airlines perform to 
contractual requirements.  As stated earlier, W.S. 10-3-601 (b) 
discusses the premise of benefits to the state via enhanced air 
service, “conditioned upon contractual assurances.” 

  



Wyoming Aeronautics Commission Page 105 
 

Contract wording  Although the Division and the airline are the major players in 
negotiating MRG amounts and contract terms, the contract 
process separates the two entities; the required agreements are: the 
state/airport sponsor agreement and the airport sponsor/airline 
agreement.  It is understandable why the two separate contracts 
are required in the process; however, the process contributes to the 
unclear role the Division plays in grant agreements.  On one hand, 
the Division states that developing a relationship with airlines is 
an essential role and negotiates for MRG rates; on the other hand, 
the Division does not push the issue of ensuring that clear 
performance standards are included in the contracts between the 
sponsor and the airline.    

  
 When asked how the Division ensures that grant obligations are 

met by airlines, Division personnel stated, “The Division is 
generally not a party to the contract between the local air service 
group and the airline; therefore we have no authority to oversee 
the contract terms.  We only have oversight over the grant 
agreement/cooperative agreement between the Commission and 
the local air service group.”  
 
It appears that the Division is sympathetic to the airline’s role in 
negotiation as opposed to holding airlines responsible for specific 
performance standards.  For example, when American Eagle 
Airlines ended service in Cheyenne, the Commission asked 
Division staff for information regarding potential legal obligation 
at the December 20, 2011 Commission meeting; in response, 
Division personnel stated that legal clarification would be sought, 
but “our obligation is to the community and the community is 
obligated to American.”  In addition to creating a lack of 
accountability, airport sponsors have voiced the opinion that the 
contract is cumbersome and confusing; it would be better, 
according to sponsors, to streamline the process by having one 
agreement to which all parties are obligated. 

  
Alternative funding 
sources and local 

match determination 

W.S. 10-3-601(d) (ii) states that for applications to be given 
priority, applicants must show that “participation by the 
commission is necessary to the success of the enhancement 
because funding from other sources for the enhancement is 
unavailable.”  However, within the sampled projects, there was 
no documentation regarding applicants seeking other sources of 
funding, and it was concluded that communities are not formally 
encouraged to explore different avenues of funding, particularly 
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federal funding.   
 
The ASEP application contains no questions regarding other 
funding sources, such as the Small Community Air Service 
Development Program referenced in Chapter 5.  This lack of 
emphasis on alternative funding may stem from the availability of 
ASEP funding.  Such questions are needed so the Commission 
may gauge the airport’s need for ASEP funding, as well as to 
determine the local match. 

  
 As a result of a lack of information in the applications related to 

alternative funding, the Commission may not have sufficient 
information to make their decisions.   
 
W.S. 10-3-601(b) requires all projects to have a community match 
as determined by the Commission; furthermore, “The amount of 
local funds required for the provision of enhancing air services 
shall be determined by the commission, taking into account the 
types of service for which grants are approved, the diverse 
characteristics of the communities to which air service is 
contracted for and other considerations examined by the 
commission.”  Although statute clearly states that the amount of 
the local match is to be determined by the Commission, there is 
some confusion over where this determination actually occurs.   
 
According to Division personnel, “It is the responsibility of the 
communities to come up with as much local support as possible. 
Once that is established, the community seeks the remaining 
support (that the airline requires) from the Aeronautics 
Commission.”  Therefore, instead of the Commission determining 
the match through community-specific analysis, the community 
ultimately decides what percentage is appropriate.   
 
Although the community may be the most appropriate entity to 
determine this amount, statute requires the Commission to take a 
role in the determination rather than accepting the proposed match 
without further investigation or negotiation.  At the Commission 
meeting of May 17, 2012, Division staff stated that they were 
attempting to “trim” contracts; however, upon review of this 
statement, evaluators were unable to locate any documentation of 
any such attempt.  Additionally, Division personnel stated that 
there is a 10% to 20% increase in MRG contracts from year to 
year as a result of fuel costs and plane costs, but there is no 
documentation to support this statement.   
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Recommendation:  The Division and the Commission should 
establish measures independent of airline 
influence to determine the appropriate grant 
amounts, including local match amounts, 
and adjust grant amounts based on 
performance indicators as specified by W.S. 
10-3-601(b).  

  
Recommendation:  The Division and the Commission should 

require applicants to provide proof that 
Commission funding is necessary because 
other avenues of funding are unavailable, 
pursuant to W.S. 10-3-601(d) (ii).  
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CHAPTER 4 

The Wyoming Aeronautics Commission Loan Program is 
Meeting Statutory Intent 

 

- 109 - 

Finding 4.1:   The Wyoming Aeronautics 
Commission Loan Program is meeting 
statutory intent.  However, oversight 
can be improved and the program 
could have better organizational 
placement to ensure additional 
accountability.    

  
 Overall, the Aeronautics Division (Division) is administering the 

Wyoming Aeronautics Commission Loan Program (Loan 
Program) in compliance with state law.  However, oversight of 
individual projects and better organizational placement could 
improve program accountability.   
 
According to W.S. 10-3-403, the “[Wyoming Aeronautics] 
commission may make loans to counties, cities, and towns and 
joint powers boards within the state for construction, development 
and improvement of airport facilities generating user fees.  The 
loans shall be from the permanent mineral trust fund and shall not 
exceed the aggregate of ten million dollars ($10,000,000.00).” 
 
The following table illustrates individual projects within the loan 
portfolio.   
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Table 4.1 
Current Loan Portfolio 

 
Loan 

Origination 
Date 

Sponsor Loan 
Amount 

Total Principle 
Payment 

Total Interest 
Payment 

Purpose of Loan

Not provided Gillette-
Campbell 
County 
Airport* 

$133,944 $133,944 N/A Hangar Facility 

2005 Cheyenne 
Regional 
Airport 

$1,500,000 $305,708.75 $407,043.73 Office Facility 

2006 South Big 
Horn County 
Airport – Grey 
bull 

$100,000 $61,138.39 $22,944.22 Above Ground 
Fuel Tank and 
Dispensing 
System 

2006 Buffalo-
Johnson 
County Airport 

$400,000 $400,000 $73,141.14 Hangar Facility 

2007 Riverton 
Regional 
Airport 

$200,000 $65,709.45 $42,630.70 Hangar Facility 

2007 Laramie 
Regional 
Airport 

$600,000 $146,303.80 $136,329.11 Hangar Facility 

2007 South Big 
Horn County 
Airport 

$500,000 $68,963.59 $99,325.19 Hangar Facility 

2008 Laramie 
Regional 
Airport 

$450,000 $55,384.19 $81,226.61 Office Facility 

2009 Natrona 
County 
International 
Airport 

$2,000,000 $248,039.59 $218,152.58 Fuel Farm 

2009 Jackson Hole 
Airport 

$2,000,000 $2,000,000 $97,694.06 Terminal 
Remodel 
Expansion 

2010 Powell 
Municipal 
Airport 

$365,000 $11,038.54 $18,250.00 Construction of 
Five Hangars 

2010 Yellowstone 
Regional 
Airport 

$200,000 $36,194.96 $10,000 Terminal Building 

2011 Riverton 
International 

$375,000 $75,000** $0 Office Building/ 
Shop 
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Loan 
Origination 

Date 

Sponsor Loan 
Amount 

Total Principle 
Payment 

Total Interest 
Payment 

Purpose of Loan

Airport 
Total   $8,690,000 $3,473,481.26 $1,206,737.34  
Outstanding 
Portfolio 
Balance 

   ***$4,783,481.26 
 
 

 Outstanding 
Loan Program 
Balance  

$5,216,518.74    

Source: Legislative Service Office from information provided by the Wyoming State Treasurer’s Office.   
* This loan was the last of the Joint Powers Board Act loans to be administered by OSLI.  OSLI informed evaluators that this file 
had been archived and destroyed.  Therefore, this loan was not reviewed or used for our calculations. 
**State Treasurer’s Office staff confirmed that this payment was submitted by the airport as a principle payment only. 
***Calculated by taking $10,000,000 - $8,690,000 + $3,473,481.26. 
 
Documentation lacking 

in loan folders 
During fieldwork, evaluators sampled five loan projects from 
Buffalo, Cheyenne, Casper, Greybull, and Jackson and reviewed 
project files for evidence of compliance with statutory and rules 
provisions.   
 
The Loan Program has clearly defined rules that mirror statutory 
provisions and are followed by Division staff.  For example, 
Chapter 2 rules flesh out statutory mandates and clarify the 
administrative role of both the Commission and Division.   
 
Compliance with statutory provisions and many of the more 
tangible provisions found in rules were evident in the folders.  
Specifically, files were reviewed for key documentation such as 
loan application and project description, promissory notes, 
security agreements, pledge and assignment of revenues, and 
proof of payments made.   
 
However, evaluators could not confirm that sponsor assurances 
were being followed based on the documentation in the files.  For 
example, copies of agreements and work invoices were not 
included in the folders; therefore, evaluators could not determine 
conclusively that certain assurances were followed.   
 
Some of the assurances, however, could be documented from 
information in the loan application and approval process.  For 
example, documented assurances include maintaining a current 
Airport Layout Plan with the Division; following the Pavement 
Management Plan; and providing and maintaining a current 5 year 
WACIP plan.  Undocumented Chapter 2 rules requirements and 
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sponsor assurances include proof of insurance on the facility; 
payment of all taxes; and copies of written contract agreements 
between the airport sponsor and the contractor/vendor.   
 
Additional oversight could help determine whether certain 
assurances are carried out and fully documented by the loan 
recipient.  Assurances provide a level of guarantee that the airport 
sponsors are using state funds as intended.   
 
The following tables provide statutory and rule criteria and 
assurances for the loan program.   

 
Table 4.2 

Commission Loan Program 
Statutory Criteria 

 
W.S. 10-3-403 Criteria 

Eligibility: Counties, cities and towns, and joint powers boards    
For construction, development and improvement of airport facilities 
Term of repayment no more than 20 years 
Commission may take a lien to securitize the loan 
If a lien is taken, must be against facilities generating user fees 
Interest rate fixed at 5% 
Commission adopted rules and regulations, including eligibility criteria 
Source:  W.S. 10-3-403. 

 
Table 4.3 

Commission Loan Program 
Rule (Criteria) 

 
Commission Chapter 2 Rules 

Commission’s judgment:  Greatest benefit for the state’s citizens and prudent use of loan funds 
Eligibility: Counties, cities and towns, and joint powers boards    
Loans for public-use airports 
Loans for construction, development, and improvement of facilities generating user fees 
No loans for fuel system or fuel tank removal of asbestos 
Completed application prepared for each project in triplicate 
Division to receive applications at least 30 working days prior to WAC meeting 
Application packet provided by Division 
Required application information to include:  Proposed project description including engineer’s statement 
of feasibility 
Required application information to include:  Requested loan amount and source(s) of repayment 
Required application information to include:  Other project funding sources and amount of project 
attributable to each source.   
Required application information to include:  If requested by Commission, a copy of the joint powers 
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Commission Chapter 2 Rules 
agreement approved by the Attorney General and copy of the Certificate of Organization 
Required application information to include:  List of repayment sources, letters of commitment from 
prospective hangar lessees 
Required application information to include:  Other reasonable information required by Commission 
Notification of preliminary review of application by Division within 10 working days of receiving 
application 
Division notify applicant of completeness of application 
Applicant to submit any missing information within 10 working days of Division notification 
Evaluation criteria:  User fees or assessments sufficient to repay loan 
Evaluation criteria:  Project is eligible for WAC Loan 
Evaluation criteria:  Applicant meeting any/all current/past repayment obligations to Commission 
Evaluation criteria:  Consider merit of project in relation to overall state goals 
Evaluation criteria:  May consult with other state agencies to assist in application review 
Commission to consider each application, allow for comments, establish loan amount and security 
Commission to approve or deny loan request 
Interest rate set at 5% pursuant to W.S. 10-3-403(d) 
Repayment not to exceed 20 years pursuant to W.S. 10-3-403(b) 
After initial payment, all yearly payments to be due on the same day of each year 
Commission may require first-position security interest in revenue-generating facility and user fees or 
assessments 
Commission can withhold applicant’s yearly state grant funds if applicant defaults on loan 
During life of loan applicant must maintain adequate insurance on facility 
During life of loan applicant must pay all applicable taxes and assessments 
During life of loan applicant must maintain facility in good condition 
During life of loan applicant must adhere and enforce sponsor’s assurances 
Division shall execute necessary loan documents.  Commission shall perfect loan in county where asset is 
located 
Commission may audit and inspect records and construction and operation of project at any time during 
the term of the loan 
Source:  W.S. 10-3-403. 
 

Projects are not 
audited by WYDOT 

 

The Wyoming Department of Transportation (WYDOT) does not 
actively monitor airport loan projects.  Also, Division staff does 
not conduct audits of airport loan projects, nor do personnel have 
the audit backgrounds to conduct such oversight.  Lack of 
oversight increases risk related to misuse of the loan funds.  It 
should be noted that Chapter 2 Commission Rules allow the 
Commission to “audit the records of the applicant and inspect the 
construction and operation of the project at any time during the 
term of the loan.”    
 
As previously discussed, WYDOT’s Internal Review Services 
reviews samples of airport construction projects related to the A-
133 process (projects receiving $500,000 or more in federal 
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funds).  However, additional audits of airports receiving loan 
funds to ensure that internal controls are adequate, that state 
assurances are met, that projects are done in accordance with 
project specifications, or that improper bid processes do not occur, 
are not conducted.  As a result, there is a risk that state dollars are 
being expended without adequate oversight.   
 
Oversight is necessary to ensure that state dollars are being 
expended according to law.  Even though the loan program is 
different from other grants in that recipients pay the principle and 
interest to the state, oversight will ensure proper use of loan funds.  
For example, audits of project invoices for loans related to new 
fuel farms could identify improper expenditures towards 
underground tank removal, something prohibited by Chapter 2 of 
Commission Rules.   
 
Division staff further commented that because the state places a 
first position security lien against the revenues pledged to repay 
loans, and on the revenue-generating facility, the state owns the 
property.  In other words, the money is not “given away” for the 
project because the project is securitized.  However, considering 
the loan involves the state’s interest in property, one would expect 
regular inspection and audit activities to be completed to protect 
the state’s interest.  

  
The loan program may 

be inappropriately 
placed with the 

Commission  

The loan program may be inappropriately placed within the 
Division.  Although Division staff has expertise related to the 
programmatic aspects of aeronautics projects, they have no 
expertise in the area of banking or loan management, which may 
increase the chance of mistakes with loan processing, payment, or 
other areas. 
 
There does appear to be a separation of duties with respect the 
loans.  For example, Division staff is responsible for the loan 
application process, WYDOT’s Financial Services prepares loan 
amortizations, and the State Treasurer disburses loan funds.  Loan 
payments are received by Division staff, passed along to 
WYDOT’s Financial Services, and ultimately sent to the State 
Treasurer to post the payment to the appropriate loan account.  
More specifically, the principle payment goes back to the loan 
account, while any interest is posted to the PMTF.  Although 
Division staff tracks payments, they do not break out interest 
payments; the State Treasurer’s Office completely tracks all 
activity on the loans.   
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Loan program 
placement uncertain 

during infancy 

From 1998 to 2002, OSLI administered the Loan Program.  
Commission Loan Program Rules in 1998 identified OSLI as 
administrating the program, and that the State Loan and 
Investment Board (SLIB) had the final decision related to 
approval or denial of the Commission loans.  The Division’s role 
at that time was to receive and review loan applications and 
prepare those applications for the Commission’s review.  The 
Commission would make recommendations to SLIB related to 
establishing the loan amount, terms, security required, and 
approval or disapproval of the loan request.  Additionally, the 
Division was responsible for preparing a form certifying the 
Commission’s decisions on loan requests being submitted to SLIB 
for final approval.  A copy of the form was also forwarded to the 
applicant.   
 
This original arrangement appears reasonable, given the nature of 
the loan funds.  Although the loans were related to aeronautics, 
the initial source of the Commission loan funding was the 
Permanent Mineral Trust Fund (PMTF) through Joint Powers Act 
(JPA) loan funds, which were administered by OSLI.  The funding 
stream was established in 2000 Session Laws, Chapter 45.   
 
The program has been appropriated all the funds it will receive 
unless there is legislative action to adjust the funding.  The 
program has access to $10 million from the PMTF and all interest 
earned on loans reverts to the General Fund.  As of June 2012, 
there has been roughly $1.2 million in interest reverted to the 
PMTF as a result of the loans.  For FY 2012 approximately 
$354,000 in interest has reverted to PMTF. 
 
According to State Treasurer’s Office staff, most but not all (such 
as the Water Development Loans) loan programs statutorily are 
approved by SLIB.  The JPA loan funds, from which Commission 
loans were originally funded, are approved by SLIB. 
 
Ultimately, in 2002, the program was moved under the direct, and 
sole, jurisdiction of the Commission and administered by the 
Division.  The precise reasons behind moving the program to the 
Division for administration are uncertain.  However, the most 
plausible conclusion is that the decision was made to move the 
program because of the nature of the loans. 
 

 Evaluators believe expertise in administering a financially-based 
loan program is essential.  The only change to the program was 
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that it was moved from an agency (OSLI) with loan administration 
expertise to a division with staff that was neither qualified nor 
experienced in administering a financially-based program.   
 
Although no problems related to how the program is currently 
administered were apparent, primarily because of involvement 
from WYDOT’s Financial Services and the State Treasurer’s 
Office, evaluators believe the program would be better placed 
with an agency that has loan administration experience.  In 
addition, Division staff stated that they prefer not to administer 
this program, citing lack of staff with banking backgrounds.   

  
Loan placement may 
be better within OSLI 

The Loan Program placement may be better suited within OSLI, 
with a similar arrangement that occurred when the program was 
initially created.  The Division does not appear well-suited for 
administering a loan program in large part because it does not 
have staff with the necessary qualifications.  Alternatively, OSLI 
is in a unique position to offer better oversight of the Commission 
loans.  Not only does OSLI have three positions specific to loan 
administration, but OSLI also administers the JPA loans and is 
familiar with JPA rules, which is the source of Commission Loan 
Program rules.   
 
Additionally, SLIB specifically reviews and approves most loans 
from the PMTF.  SLIB has also authorized loan funds from the 
PMTF for a project at the Cheyenne Regional Airport that was not 
part of the JPA loan funding used to fund Commission loans.  In 
1995, SLIB approved a loan for $650,000 to match a federal 
Department of Commerce grant for the same amount for the 
Cheyenne airport to renovate an existing airplane hangar into an 
aircraft painting facility.   
 
If the Legislature decides to move the Commission Loan Program 
to the purview of OSLI and SLIB, it may wish to review the 
program to determine if it is needed.  Commission loans are 
extended to cities, towns, counties and joint powers boards.  As 
identified in this report, there is a JPA loan program that loans 
funds to joint powers boards, counties, municipal corporations, 
and other entities for projects including revenue-generating 
facility construction and improvement, similar to Commission 
loans.   The Commission Loan Program may be unnecessary if 
loans for airports can be provided through JPA loans or other 
sources. 
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Recommendation: WYDOT’s Internal Review Service should 
monitor Commission loan projects.  In 
addition, the Internal Review Service should 
create auditing criteria based on high risk 
areas and provide sub-recipient certification 
to local airports.     

  

Matter for 
Legislative 
Consideration: 

The Legislature may wish to consider 
moving the Loan Program back under the 
purview of the State Loan and Investment 
Board.   
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CHAPTER 5 

Other States Offer Ideas. 

 

- 119 - 

Finding 5.1:   Other states offer insight into the use 
of potential funding sources.    

  
 As discussed in the Scope and Methodology, evaluators surveyed 

seven comparator states: Alaska, North Dakota, South Dakota, 
Montana, Idaho, Vermont, and Maine.  Additional research was 
also conducted on surveyed states to determine whether states 
participated in federal programs similar to Wyoming’s Air Service 
Enhancement Program (ASEP).  It should be noted the Division 
commented these states may not be the best comparators for 
Wyoming’s aviation system because, with the exception of South 
Dakota, the other comparators have at least one hub airport.  
While it may be true there are differences between Wyoming’s 
aviation system and the selected comparator states, Wyoming’s 
unique demographics, i.e. least populated state and rural nature, 
make it difficult to identify the perfect direct comparator states.   

  
Other states take 

advantage of federal 
programs 

Maine appears to be the only comparator state identified as having 
a subsidy program through its aeronautics program.  Maine’s 
aeronautics webpage identified The Small Community Air Service 
Program (not to be confused with the federal Small Community 
Air Service Development Program) as statutorily intended to 
promote essential air service.  The program was patterned after the 
federal Essential Air Service Program (EAS).  Statute allows 
subsidies to be provided to certified FAA airlines as long as the 
requesting community only has one air carrier providing 
scheduled services.   

  
 Despite the fact that other states do not have a similar ASEP 

program, the majority of airlines that service Wyoming 
communities also service other states.  
 
As seen from Table 5.1 below, comparator states are serviced by 
the same airlines flying into Wyoming that benefit from ASEP 
grant monies.   
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Table 5.1   
Air Service Providers in Wyoming and Comparator States 

 
State United Allegiant Sky West American Great Lakes 

Wyoming X X X X X 
Maine X X    
Vermont X     
South 
Dakota 

X X X X X 

North Dakota X X X X X 
Idaho X X X X  
Alaska X   X  
Montana X X X  X 

Source:  Legislative Service Office.   
 
 Even without a state funded program such as ASEP, comparator 

states attract similar air services. One factor that may contribute to 
airlines staying in these states is the effective use of federal funds.  
Most of the comparator states reviewed during the course of the 
audit have communities that consistently apply for and use federal 
funding programs such as the Small Community Air Service 
Development Program (SCASDP) or Essential Air Service (EAS). 
 
Small Community Air Service Development Program 
(SCASDP).  The program was established in 2000 by federal 
mandate and provides a maximum of forty (40) grants each year 
in financial assistance to small communities to improve their air 
service.  According to the FAA’s Office of Aviation Analysis, the 
“core objective of the program is to secure enhancements that will 
be responsive to the community’s air transportation needs and 
whose benefits can be expected to continue after the initial 
expenditures.”   
 
For FY2011, the SCASDP had up to $15 million to administer in 
grant awards. Communities eligible for grant consideration must 
be served by an airport that is not larger than a small hub airport, 
have insufficient air carrier service, or had unreasonably high 
fares.  Awarded funds may carry over into multiple-year periods, 
but subsidy projects are prohibited from extending beyond a three-
year term.   
 
Similarly to many Wyoming projects, the grants are distributed on 
a reimbursable basis.  SCASDP grants may be used for airline 
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subsidies or revenue guarantees, but also like ASEP, grants are not 
limited to this purpose.  Grant projects can also include marketing 
efforts, security upgrades, personnel, and studies.  Like ASEP, 
SCASDP articulates one of its primary goals as establishing air 
services that can be self-sustaining after the grant period has 
elapsed.  Wyoming communities received three grants under this 
program; Casper/Gillette received $500,000 in 2002; Wyoming 
Consortium received $800,000 in 2005; and Casper-Natrona 
County International Airport received a grant in 2012, according 
to the Division.  The Casper/Gillette grant was cancelled for 
unspecified reasons.   
 
When comparing Wyoming to states with similar demographics, it 
was found that communities in Maine, North Dakota, Idaho, and 
Montana received SCASDP funding in 2011; North Dakota 
communities received the highest amount of funding at 
$1,050,000; Montana communities received $950,000; Maine 
communities received $600,000; and Idaho communities received 
$500,000.   
 
Division staff indicated they encourage Wyoming communities to 
apply for SCASDP grants. Until 2012, Wyoming communities 
have not received SCASDP funding since 2005.  The Casper 
airport was just awarded a SCASDP grant in August 2012.  
Division staff stated that “WYDOT has encouraged individual 
communities to apply for the grant in cooperation with the Air 
Service Enhancement Program.  This year, Cody, Sheridan, and 
Casper applied for the SCASD grant.”  The type of 
encouragement received by WYDOT and the Division was not 
specified. 
 
Essential Air Service Program (EAS).  Although the EAS is not 
a grant program, it provides communities with a safety net in the 
case of cessation of air service.  The purpose of the program is to 
maintain a minimal level of scheduled air service to rural 
communities that would otherwise not be profitable. Communities 
must directly apply for these funds.  Approximately 140 rural 
communities are served through the program.   
 
In August 2010, the U.S. Department of Transportation (USDOT) 
ordered that Great Lakes provide air service via Essential Air 
Service funding to Laramie and Worland from October 2010 
through September 2012. Additionally, the Division states “Cody 
now receives EAS funding from October to May for Salt Lake City 
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services.”  If a carrier is the last to leave a community, it must file 
a notice to suspend service with the USDOT, which begins the 
EAS process for eligible communities.   
 
The Reauthorization and Reform Act of 2012 limits eligibility 
only to cities who received EAS funds from 9/30/10 through 
9/30/11 or cities during the same time period who reported airlines 
leaving the market.  As a result, Wyoming communities that are 
currently eligible to receive EAS subsidies for Cody, Worland and 
Laramie; however, communities that are “within 70 driving miles 
of an FAA-designated Large or Medium Hub airport, or if their 
subsidy per passenger exceeds $200 (annual subsidy level divided 
by annual passengers generated)” are ineligible for EAS 
subsidies.   
 
According to the 2006 ASEP Effectiveness of Funding Report, in 
2006, five communities in Wyoming received support through the 
Essential Air Service Program (Worland, Rock Springs, Riverton, 
Laramie, and Sheridan).  The carriers serving those communities 
received $2.3 million in annual compensation.  The USDOT 
compensates each carrier/route by paying the assumed losses plus 
a five percent profit margin.  Although EAS subsidies are not 
available on an on-demand basis, the existence of the program 
itself could serve to relieve pressure the Division seems to feel 
rests on ASEP to preserve air service in Wyoming.   
 
According to the Division, EAS “funding relieves pressure on the 
ASEP budget,” specifically in the instance of Cody, where the 
community receives EAS subsidies for part of the year and ASEP 
funding for the remaining time.  The Division believes that 
airlines will no longer be interested in providing air service if held 
to more stringent contract assurances; if the worst-case scenario 
does occur, and an airline chooses to leave, the community will 
likely be served by EAS subsidy.   
 
Out of the seven states selected as comparator states, Idaho is the 
only state that does not have communities receiving EAS 
subsidies.  As of May 2012, Alaska communities receive the 
highest amount of funding at $14,028,498; Maine communities 
receive $7,227,237; North Dakota communities receive 
$6,804,299; and South Dakota communities receive $4,651,432.   
 
Three Wyoming communities receive a total of $3,303,966.  
Communities in Montana receive $11,293,265 and Vermont 
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communities receive $797,141.  The following table provides 
additional information.   

 
Table 5.2 

States with Communities Receiving SCASDP and EAS Funding 
 

State Communities 
Receiving 

EAS Funding 
(2012) 

Funding 
Amount 

Communities  
Receiving 
SCASDP 
Funding 
(2011) 

Funding 
Amounts 

States 
with ASEP 

Type 
Program 

*Funding 
Amount 

Wyoming 3 $3,303,966 0 $0 1 $22.5 Million
Maine 4 $7,227,237 1 $600,000  $0
Vermont 1 $797,141 0 $0  $0
S. Dakota 3 $4,651,432 0 $0  $0
N. Dakota 3 $6,804,299 2 $1,050,000  $0
Idaho 0 $0 1 $500,000  $0
Alaska 43 $14,028,498 0 $0  $0
Montana 9 $11,293,265 1 $950,000  $0

Source:  Legislative Service Office from information provided by the Federal Aeronautics Administration (FAA). 
*Since inception of program.   
 
Recommendation:  The Division should encourage local 

airports to apply for and fully utilize 
SCASDP funding. Furthermore, EAS funding 
may serve to alleviate anxieties over 
potential airline departure. 

  
Other similarities Governance.  Based on statutory provisions and rules, all seven 

of the comparator states have some type of aeronautics 
commission, board or council.  Six of the seven comparator states 
are similar to Wyoming in that the aeronautics entities are 
organized within the departments of transportation with direct 
administration of programs through an aeronautics division.   
 
Four of the seven comparator states (Vermont, Idaho, Alaska and 
Maine) have aeronautics advisory boards or councils.  Based on 
language in statutes and rules, the duties allowed for these entities 
are mostly an advisory capacity, although language in the 
Executive Order 11-03 creating Vermont’s Aviation Advisory 
Council indicates this entity’s recommendations may carry more 
weight than merely an advisory role.  For example, the language 
in the previously referenced Executive Order states the Advisory 
Council is “charged” with recommending aviation policy, an 
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investment program for airports, and airport project priorities. 
Results of our survey support the above determination in that three 
of the six responding states (Idaho, Maine and Vermont) have 
boards or councils that function as an advisory capacity only.  
 
South Dakota, North Dakota and Montana have entities similar to 
Wyoming’s Aeronautics Commission.  South Dakota’s 
Aeronautics Commission provides advice and expertise to state 
agencies related to the state aircraft and supervises aeronautical 
activities and facilities including airports, landing strips, air 
instruction and air marketing.  In addition, it may promulgate rules 
related to its duties.  Based on the results of our survey, South 
Dakota’s Commission also makes the final decision on 
aeronautics project funding.   
 
North Dakota’s Aeronautics Commission has a quasi-judicial 
function in that it holds court-type hearings and conducts 
investigations.  It also is tasked with working to develop 
aeronautics in the state; establish, promote, and fund aeronautical 
education programs; and informing the public of aviation services 
in the state.  It also has the final decision on aeronautics project 
funding.  Montana’s Board of Aeronautics is defined as advisory; 
however, it has sole authority to award grant and loan funds 
through the Aeronautical Grant and Loan Program 
 
Federal Assistance and Programs.  All states (including WY) 
have similar federal aid language that appears to be boiler plate 
language from federal statute.  In general, the language states 
oversight agencies or commissions may apply for, accept, receive, 
receipt for and disburse federal funds.  In addition, local 
governments or entities may apply directly for, accept, receive, 
receipt for and disburse funds as well, except in the case of 
Alaska, in which its Department of Transportation and Public 
Facilities must approve applications first.  Across the states, the 
oversight agencies or commissions may also act as agents for the 
same purpose for local governments or entities if so requested. 
 
Based on the results of our survey, evaluators noted North Dakota 
and South Dakota are federal funding pass-through states.  Pass-
through states receive federal AIP entitlement funds, which are 
then administered by the recipient state.  Idaho, Montana, North 
Dakota and Vermont identified themselves through the survey as 
having state-owned airports.  In these cases, FAA eligible state-
owned airports may either receive the federal funding directly, as 
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is the case in Idaho, or the funds may go through the state, such as 
in Montana.  Vermont, however, does not pass through federal 
funds to its state-owned airports because there are no “primary” 
airports.  Airport sponsors, however, may directly apply for AIP 
Non-Primary entitlement funds.  For Vermont, this funding 
amounts to $1,350,000 per year.     
 
All six of the states (including individual communities for EAS 
and SCASDP) that responded to the survey participate in federal 
aeronautics programs.  Maine, Montana and North Dakota 
participate in AIP, Passenger Facility Charges (PFC), Essential 
Air Service (EAS) and Small Community Air Service 
Development Program (SCASDP) federal programs.  Idaho 
participates in AIP and PFC, while South Dakota participates in 
AIP, PFC and EAS.  Vermont participates in AIP, PFC and EAS.  
Currently, Wyoming participates in AIP, SCASDP, PFC and EAS. 
 
In terms of state funds appropriated to match federal funds for 
AIP projects, all six of the responding states indicated they 
appropriate over $200,000 annually for matching funds.  
Specifically, Idaho indicated approximately $660,000 is 
appropriated annually for matching funds; however, over the past 
three years low revenues have not allowed that level of funding.  
In contrast, for BFY 2011 Wyoming appropriated $1,692,117 for 
matching funds and is estimated to expend $2,496,023 for BFY 
2013.   
 
State Construction and Planning Grant Programs.  Of the 
seven comparator states, Alaska, Idaho, Maine, Montana and 
Vermont clearly have statutorily authorized state grant programs 
through which they provide funding for construction, 
improvements, and other similar projects.  Alaska specifically 
authorizes state grant funds to be used for matching funds; 
however, this process could not be verified because Alaska did not 
return the survey.  Only three states (Idaho, Montana and 
Vermont) have promulgated state administrative rules governing 
their respective grant programs.  This promulgation is a departure 
from Wyoming in that there are no administrative rules governing 
Wyoming’s state grant program. 
 
According to information identified on individual states’ 
aeronautics websites and verified through the survey, funding for 
grant programs across the comparator states vary.  North Dakota 
disburses approximately $2.5 million annually to airports across 
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the state for airport improvement projects.  These funds are 
derived from aviation fuel taxes, aircraft excise taxes, and aircraft 
registrations.  North Dakota noted on the survey that for 2012, 
$3,470,000 was appropriated for state airport construction and 
$300,000 for system planning. 
 
Montana identified on the survey that it appropriates 
approximately $350,000 for its state grant program which is 
generated through state aviation gas tax revenues.  However, 
based on information on the webpage, for 2011 grants awarded 
totaled $400,280.  The total amount available for funding is 
dependent upon how much aviation fuel tax revenues are 
generated.   
 
Idaho indicated state funding for airport construction varies 
widely, but for airport planning $100,000 is appropriated through 
a state aeronautics fund.  Maine did not identify state funds for 
airport construction, but funds $20,000 for airport planning 
through bonds.  Vermont appropriates $60,000 for planning and 
approximately $1,240,000 annually for airport construction. 
 
The funding level for state grants identified by the comparator 
states are small in contrast to Wyoming’s funding level.  For BFY 
2011, Wyoming expended $15,649,103 in state grant funds.  For 
BFY 2013, the requested funding for Wyoming’s state grants is 
$13,988,535.   
 
State Loan Programs.  Alaska, Montana, and Idaho were 
identified as having a statutorily authorized loan program.  
However, responses from the survey revealed only Montana and 
Vermont have active loan programs.   
 
Similarly to Wyoming, Montana has specific rules related to its 
loan program.  Loans may be provided up to 100 percent of the 
applicant’s share of total project costs regardless of federal 
assistance with a term of 10 years and an interest rate of ½ federal 
prime.  Montana has a statutorily created account, the Special 
Aeronautical Loan Account, out of which funding for loans is 
made available.  Montana’s loan program is funded through a 
“self-generating interest bearing account from previous disbursed 
loans,” which totals around $350,000 annually.   
 
According to information identified on Montana’s aeronautics 
website, for FY 2011 $420,454 was provided in loan funds.  
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Through the survey, Montana revealed its loan program “is tied 
directly with a grant program.”  Further, “We will provide only 
limited airport construction assistance outside the loan and grant 
programs in the form of minor planning and development 
technical advice. “ 
 
Vermont maintains a Revolving Loan Fund that provides 
approximately $173,000 in loan funding per year, but only for 
state agencies.  These funds are currently being used to install 
solar farms at Vermont’s airports, which are all state-owned and 
non-primary airports.   
 
As discussed in Chapter 4 relating to the Commission Loan 
Program, $10 million was appropriated in 2005 from the 
Permanent Mineral Trust Fund to provide loan funds.  All 
payments are returned to the Loan Account for reallocation as new 
loans are approved, and all interest from the loans is deposited to 
the General Fund.  The loan account as of July 2012 had a balance 
of approximately $5.2 million.  
 
Marketing.  Only Vermont and Montana indicated on the survey 
that they provide funding for marketing, and the funding is very 
limited.  Although Vermont did not elaborate ($9,000 per year), 
Montana responded that they “only provide for limited marketing 
assistance in the form of marketing studies very rarely.” 
 
Project Management and Prioritization.  
 
Prioritization of projects 
Based on answers from the survey, of the six states that 
responded, Maine, Montana and North Dakota employ objective, 
subjective and FAA feedback to prioritize airport projects using 
state and federal funds.  Maine focuses on the Pavement 
Condition Index, Statewide Aviation Plan and individual airport 
master plans to help prioritize projects.  Montana stated it is 
“solely the responsibility of the aeronautics board to determine 
which sponsors get which funding and for what amount” and 
“very few specific rules regarding eligibility or specific project 
criteria exist in this determination and is ultimately the 
responsibility of the board.”  Applicants are also allowed the 
opportunity of give “detailed oral and visual presentations” to 
the board prior to decisions being finalized. 
 
North Dakota reports making recommendations to its Commission 
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based on FAA and grant priority policy.  The Commission then 
uses its own subjective criteria to make grant awards. 
 
Idaho responded that the state engages in a prioritization process 
similar to Wyoming’s process.  Although Idaho reported using 
only objective criteria, the state uses a cooperative process with 
the FAA district office for NPIAS airports.  A similar process is 
used for non-NPIAS airports, although “the Aeronautics Division 
rankings are recommendations and the State grant funding is 
ultimately the prerogative of the Idaho Transportation Board.”   
 
South Dakota commented on how projects are prioritized using 
objective and subjective criteria, taking into consideration the 
needs of the entire state system and individual airports, and are 
dependent on the funds available.  Vermont uses objective criteria 
and FAA feedback, as well as a scoring process that is reflective 
of the FAA’s priority scoring to prioritize projects. 
 
Project funding decisions 
Montana, North Dakota and South Dakota responded that their 
respective boards and commissions make the final decision on 
project funding.  Montana further responded that even though its 
Board authorizes loan and grant awards, Montana’s Department of 
Transportation is responsible for the overall level of funding for 
state airport project funding. 
 
Idaho, Maine and Vermont’s boards are advisory only.  Funding 
decisions for Idaho are made by the Transportation Board.  For 
Vermont, funding decisions are made by the Legislature.  Maine 
responded that funding decisions are ultimately up to the 
Legislature, which approves or disapproves the issuing of bonds 
for the state share of funding.  In contrast, at the recommendation 
of Division staff, Wyoming’s Commission makes the final 
decision related to airport construction and planning by adopting 
the Wyoming Aviation Capital Improvement Plan during the 
Commission’s second quarter meeting.   
 
Monthly adjustments of priority of projects 
Maine, Montana and South Dakota indicated the priority of 
projects in their respective states is subject to monthly 
adjustments.  Maine commented they prefer the priority of project 
not be changed; however, local funding, statewide needs and FAA 
input can cause project priorities to change.  Montana stated 
monthly adjustments are made to projects only funded through 



Wyoming Aeronautics Commission Page 129 
 

state-owned airport projects.  South Dakota responded that project 
priority may be adjusted based on scope, schedule or funding 
changes. 
 
Idaho, North Dakota and Vermont responded project prioritization 
is not subject to monthly adjustments.  However, North Dakota 
noted emergency changes may be made through a special meeting 
of the Commission.  As discussed in Chapter 1, Wyoming’s 
prioritization of projects is subject to monthly adjustments based 
on project needs, funding alterations and project scope changes.  
Modifications are typically made either during quarterly 
Commission meetings or during one of the Commission’s monthly 
teleconferences. 
 
Project Timeframes 
The timeframes for constructing or refurbishing hangars, aprons, 
runways and taxiways vary by state.    
 
Table 5.3 below provides the timeframes for applicable projects as 
identified by state.  One caveat regarding this table is that 
Montana and South Dakota broke down the typical timeframe for 
each phase of a project, whereas it must be assumed the other 
states are including all phases in their identified timeframes.  Most 
projects appear to take as little as one month, such as apron 
refurbish in Idaho, to as much as six years for a taxiway 
construction in Vermont.   
 

 
Table 5.3 

Timeframes for Other States 
 

 ID ME* MT ND SD VT 
Hangar 
Construct 

Unknown Did not 
answer 

N/A for state 
funded projects 

2 years Grant issuance:  1 
month; 
Design: 6 months; 
Construction: 
6 months; 
Grant closure: 6 
months. 

3 years 

Hangar 
Refurbish 

Unknown Did not 
answer 

N/A for state 
funded projects 

1 year Grant issuance:  1 
month; 
Design: 6 months; 
Construction: 
6 months; 
Grant closure: 6 

n/a 
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 ID ME* MT ND SD VT 
months. 

Apron 
Construct 

3 months Did not 
answer 

Planning, design, 
grant application 
and issuance:  
1.5 years 

2 years Grant issuance:  1 
month; 
Design: 6 months; 
Construction: 
6 months; 
Grant closure: 6 
months. 

4 years 

Apron 
Refurbish 

1 month Did not 
answer 

Planning, design, 
grant application 
and issuance:  1 
year; 
Engineering 
selection, 
contractor bid & 
construction:  1 
year 

1 year Grant issuance:  1 
month; 
Design: 6 months; 
Construction: 
6 months; 
Grant closure: 6 
months. 

N/A 

Runway 
Construct 

Unknown Did not 
answer 

Planning, design, 
grant application 
and issuance:  
2.5 years; 
Engineering 
selection, 
contractor bid & 
construction:  1.5 
years 

2-3 
years 

Grant issuance:  1 
month; 
Design: 6 months; 
Construction: 
6 months; 
Grant closure: 6 
months. 

N/A 

Runway 
Refurbish 

2 months Did not 
answer 

Planning, design, 
grant application 
and issuance:  1 
year; 
Engineering 
selection, 
contractor bid & 
construction:  1 
year 

1-2 
years 

Grant issuance:  1 
month; 
Design: 6 months; 
Construction: 
6 months; 
Grant closure: 6 
months. 

5 years 

Taxiway 
Construct 

Unknown Did not 
answer 

Planning, design, 
grant application 
and issuance:   
2.5 years; 
Engineering 
selection, 
contractor bid & 
construction:  1.5 
years 

2 years Grant issuance:  1 
month; 
Design: 6 months; 
Construction: 
6 months; 
Grant closure: 6 
months. 

6 years 

Taxiway 
Refurbish 

2 months Did not 
answer 

Planning, design, 
grant application 

1 year Grant issuance:  1 
month; 

N/A 
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 ID ME* MT ND SD VT 
and issuance:   1 
year; 
Engineering 
selection, 
contractor bid & 
construction:   1 
year 

Design: 6 months; 
Construction: 
6 months; 
Grant closure: 6 
months. 

Source:  Legislative Service Office from other states.   
* Maine provided the following explanation re: project timeframes:  “Due to the FAA funding reauthorizations being numerous 
and each project dependent upon the funding schemes, attempting to answer this question is quite difficult.  There has not been a 
normal funding year for over 5 years.  Because projects have not received normal funding, the grant issuance, design process, 
construction and grant closures have been funding driven.  With full funding, and knowledge that funding is available, we expect 
projects to be accomplished in shorter time frames.  But for now, most projects have been based upon available funding and 
therefore usually last a year or two from grant issuance to final design or final construction.  In Maine, the construction is 
usually scheduled to last only one summer season and is rarely phased over a period of two seasons.  Each season would be 
considered from roughly April to November; however, since grants usually aren’t awarded until May or late May, construction is 
usually started in June.” 
 
 Bid process participation 

Idaho, Montana, and South Dakota do not participate in the bid 
process or selecting vendors for airport construction projects.  All 
three states commented local airport sponsors are solely 
responsible for the bid and selection process.  Wyoming 
approaches the bid process and vendor selection for local airport 
projects in this same manner. 
 
Maine and North Dakota have some involvement in the bid and 
selection process.  North Dakota indicated involvement in the 
selection of architectural and engineering contractors, but not 
planning or construction.   
 
Maine’s Transportation Department is involved with bid process 
and vendor selection for planning, construction and architectural 
and engineering services, specifically noting that “The 
Department has created contract templates which follow the 
Brooks Act for contracting.  These templates are expected to be 
used by each airport such that there is consistency among airports 
and consultants.  This also ensures that each airport sponsor is 
provided the same consistent protections afforded in the 
boilerplate of the contracts.  The Department assists sponsors in 
the Request for Qualifications process in the completion of, and 
publishing of the RFQ if requested.” 
 
Because Vermont’s airports are all state-owned, the Vermont 
Transportation Agency is solely responsible for all procurements. 
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Inspection and monitoring  
In general, there is often a combination of federal and state 
inspectors providing oversight on federally-funded projects.  
Maine, North Dakota, South Dakota are the only states that 
indicate that state inspectors provide oversight of airport 
construction projects.    
 
Project Evaluations (Effectiveness and Economic Development) 
Five of the six responding states indicated they do not conduct 
evaluations for project effectiveness after completion of a project.  
Only North Dakota responded that inspections are done by the 
project planner.  Even though Vermont indicated they do not 
conduct evaluations for effectiveness after the project is 
completed, they did state that they conduct an evaluation of the 
design and planning consultants. 
 
Five of the six responding states indicated they do not conduct 
evaluations to determine economic development of projects upon 
completion.  Idaho responded they “sort of” evaluate for 
economic development, “Economic Analysis is conducted 
periodically on all airports as part of the statewide system 
planning process.”  North Dakota does not conduct economic 
development evaluations by project, but “Aviation Economic 
Impact statewide studies are done every 5 years.” 

 
 
 



CHAPTER 6 

Conclusion. 
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 The Wyoming Aeronautics Commission has the necessary tools, 
resources, and knowledge base to adequately administer and 
monitor its programs.  However, the accumulation of information 
by the Aeronautics Division has not translated into consistent 
reporting across all programs adequate to fully inform key 
stakeholders.  In other words, the Division accumulates 
information but needs to take the next step and develop detailed 
and relevant project specific reports for dispersal to the 
Aeronautics Commission and the Legislature. 
 
The Aeronautics Division has developed an excellent 
infrastructure regarding the evaluation of goals and objectives 
outlined in the WYDOT Strategic Plan; however, data is not 
consistently reported on a specific project level in order to 
satisfactorily track the achievement of goals.  Increased emphasis 
on evaluation at the close of each project would be useful in 
specific and detailed evaluation of Division progress regarding the 
WYDOT Strategic Plan goals. 
 
Administration of the federal Airport Improvement Program is in 
compliance with federal regulations as well as federal and state 
law.  Several areas of improvement exist, however, especially 
relating to administrative transparency.  Such areas include 
budgetary processes, project monitoring and recordkeeping, 
clarity in reporting to the Commission, and the need for utilizing 
the established internal audit function.  Evaluators found that the 
Division is currently effective at planning and programming 
airport projects, but improvements can be made within the Priority 
Rating Model (PRM) in order to place primary emphasis on state 
priorities rather than federal priorities. 
 
The Air Service Enhancement Program has not reported project 
wide data related to individual projects.  More specifically, reports 
do not include specific information tying back to statutory 
assurances.  Once this is accomplished, the Division can then 
measure the program’s effectiveness to see if other indicators such 
as leakage have been impacted.  Establishing formal program 
rules and measures of success would help to define the purpose of 
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the program and allow for consistent project administration.  
Furthermore, focusing program intent would allow the Division to 
more closely regulate contracts and receive needed information. 
 
The Commission Loan Program is adequately administered; 
however, the placement of the program could require additional 
attention.  The program would be most effectively administered 
by an entity with staff that has sufficient banking experience to 
oversee loans.  This type of administration would decrease the risk 
of mismanagement of funds and ensure fiduciary responsibility. 
 

 Overall, increased accountability and reporting can benefit the 
programs that we reviewed as part of this audit.   
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DD AATT EE    September 24, 2012 
 
TT OO    Charlie Ksir, Chairman, Wyoming Aeronautics Commission 
   Pete Schoonmaker, Vice Chairman, Wyoming Aeronautics Commission 
 
FF RR OO MM    Management Audit Committee  
   Senator John Schiffer, Chairman 
   Representative Michael K. Madden, Vice Chairman 
 
SSUU BB JJ EE CC TT   Report:  Wyoming Aeronautics Commission  
 
We appreciate the time that you took on September 13, 2012 to discuss the draft report on the Wyoming 
Aeronautics Commission.  However, we have concerns about the response letter from the Commission 
dated September 5, 2012.   
 
The generally negative and critical tone of the response was not consistent with the discussion that took 
place in front of the Management Audit Committee.  It is difficult to resolve this inconsistency when the 
Division and the Commission formally agrees with 22 of 24 recommendations and partially agrees with 
the remaining two recommendations; in addition, the Division and the Commission are in the process of 
implementing those recommendations.   
 
The statutory audit process is designed to assist the Legislature as it makes policy and budgetary 
decisions, as well as to assist agency officials and supervisory bodies to carry out those directives.  The 
process is governed by Government Auditing Standards promulgated by the Comptroller of the United 
States.  As part of those standards, our staff is subject to periodic peer reviews.  The most recent peer 
review occurred in 2010, with the Program Evaluation Section meeting all general and fieldwork 
standards promulgated by the Comptroller.  The Management Audit Committee fully supports the audit 
process and absolutely stands by the work of its staff.   
 
By providing a draft report to the Division and the Commission for feedback, as well as making 
suggested changes, our staff ensured an objective process.  For example, discussing issues such as the 
“needs gap” list and the Commission approval processes throughout the audit and during the exit 
conference resulted in findings and recommendations that the Division and Commission agree should be 
implemented.  This type of discussion is simply part of the process and is not to be construed as lack of 
knowledge or a haphazard audit approach.   
 
It is also difficult to reconcile the statement in the Commission’s letter that a better level of understanding 
by the auditors would have been more helpful to the Commission and the Management Audit Committee.  
Given that the report contains a total of 24 recommendations and two matters for Legislative 
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consideration, we believe the audit report will be helpful to both entities.  In addition, the Committee will 
sponsor legislation during the 2013 session as a result of this report.   
 
We would like to reiterate in closing that our audit process is designed to be helpful and productive.  In 
that light, should you wish to provide a follow-up to your September 5, 2012 letter, you may send it to the 
Chair and Vice Chair of the Management Audit Committee.   
 
 
 
Cc:   John Cox, Director, Wyoming Department of Transportation 
 Dennis Byrne, Aeronautics Division 
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Wyoming Department of Transportation Aeronautics Division 

Response to 

Management Audit Committee and Legislative Service Office Program 

Evaluation of Wyoming Aeronautics Commission 

 

Finding 2.1:  “The Wyoming Aeronautics Commission and the Aeronautics Division is administering 

the federal Airport Improvement Program in compliance with federal law, federal regulations, and state 

law. However, certain areas can be improved to provide additional accountability, especially in the area 

of state-funded only airport construction grants.” 

Agree: The Division agrees there are areas that can be improved to provide additional 

accountability.  

Recommendation 1: “WYDOT’s Internal Review Service should audit airport construction projects. In 

addition, The Review Service should create auditing create [sic] criteria based on high-risk areas and 

provide sub-recipient certification to local airports.” 

Agree:  WYDOT Internal Review will audit airport improvement projects including testing 

internal controls and state compliance requirements to ensure that the local airports have 

systems in place to track and bill WYDOT project costs and to certify that they are able to 

administer state funded projects.  On an annual basis, Internal Review will use a risk based 

approach in determining which local airports will be audited and in developing an audit program 

which includes high risk areas. 

Recommendation 2: “The Legislature should consider passing legislation that will formalize WYDOT’s 

Internal Review Service duties and responsibilities.” 

 Matter for Legislative consideration. 

Recommendation 3: “The Division should, at a minimum, report the General Fund and State Highway 

Fund dollars expended in categories above as part of their biennial budget presentation. The budget 

should also pay particular attention to the state-funded only airport construction project request.” 

Agree: The Division will provide a detailed report of General Fund and State Highway Fund 

dollars expended. The Division does not agree with separating state/local (non-federal) projects 

from federal/state/local projects in the legislative budget; however the Division is willing to 

report the information broken out by project categories. 

Recommendation 4: “The Division should continue using the 2003 revised Priority Rating Model and 

save all documentation related to decisions with respect to subjective and objective criteria. The 
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Division should also reconstitute the Task Force in order to meet periodically for the purpose of 

updating the PRM pursuant to the 2006 PRM Manual.” 

Please refer to the Aeronautics Commission response on this recommendation.  

Recommendation 5: “The Division and the Task Force should review, at minimum, the placement and 

weight of the federal criteria within the PRM formula. This review should be done to ensure that 

projects not funded in part by the federal government (e.g. cross-wind runways, aprons at small general 

aviation (GA) airports) receive fair assessment under the model for prioritization. We recommend that 

the subjective criteria such as the local priority rating be integrated into the PRM formula as weighted 

criteria.” 

Please refer to the Aeronautics Commission response on this recommendation.  

Recommendation 6: “The Division should work towards identifying projects within theNeeds Gap 

Assessment that would occur if funding were available. Based on this information, the Division should 

calculate an annual amount needed to fund these projects and explore ways in which these projects 

could receive that funding.” 

Agree:  The Division will develop a report that will identify an annual amount necessary to fund 

the Need Gap projects.  Additionally, the Division will explore ways in which these projects could 

receive funding. 

Recommendation 7:  “The AIIP or similar assessment should be conducted regularly to maintain a more 

accurate inventory of the State’s aviation system, goals and objectives. The Division should also begin 

updating airport report cards at the completion of projects so that they can show how those projects 

have contributed to meeting the state system goals and objectives listed in the AIIP. Such 

documentation and reporting would be beneficial to WYDOT’s strategic planning, as well as reporting 

responsible use of funds to lawmakers.” 

Agree:  The Division will regularly evaluate the aviation system goals and objectives.  The 

Division will also update the airport report cards developed in the Airport Inventory and 

Implementation Plan (AIIP) after the completion of each improvement project by adding this 

step to existing procedures. 

Recommendation 8: “The Commission and Division should reevaluate the data and information that is 

collected as part of AIIP and the Balanced Scorecard process, and determine what should be reported 

consistently to the Commission and the Legislature.” 

Please refer to the Aeronautics Commission response on this recommendation.  

Recommendation 9: “Projects requiring Commission approval should be separated into individual action 

or informational items. Changes to projects should be compiled into reports separate from the WACIP 

update and should include details on change orders, modifications, amendments, and other changes to 

the projects. These reports should be available to the Legislature and/or the Commission.” 
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Please refer to the Aeronautics Commission response on this recommendation.  

Recommendation 10: “The Division should draft internal policies and/or guidelines with respect to file 

maintenance to ensure that key documents are maintained in a consistent and uniform manner. Policies 

and/or guidelines should also include guidance for project managers to use when maintaining detail 

about project modifications.” 

Agree:  The Division has initiated the process and will complete and finalize internal guidelines 

for improved file maintenance. The Division will address any specific difficulties encountered 

during the audit. 

Finding 3.1: “Wyoming’s Air Service Enhancement Program does not report statutory assurance data 

at the project level.” 
 

Agree:  In addition to reporting data at the state and airport levels, the Division will begin 

reporting statutory assurance data at the project level.   

Recommendation 11: “The Division should collect and report data consistent with the five main 
statutory areas. This information should be broken out by individual project. Contracts should also 
reflect estimates with respect to each statutory benefit.” 
  

Agree:  The Division will continue to collect and report data consistent with the five main 
statutory areas.  In addition to reporting it on a statewide and community basis, the Division will 
report this information by project. 

 

Finding 3.2: “Wyoming’s Air Service Enhancement Program is in the process of formalizing direction.” 

 
Agree:  The Division will continue to formalize the direction of the Air Service Enhancement 
Program. 
 

Recommendation 12: “The Commission and the Division should establish formal benchmarks for 
determining the success of ASEP. While doing so, the benefits required pursuant to W.S. 10-30601 (b) 
should be included.” 
 

Please refer to the Aeronautics Commission response on this recommendation.  

Recommendation 13: “The Commission and the Division should promulgate rules to ensure that ASEP is 
consistent with legislative intent, including but not limited to the benefits listed in W.S. 
10-6-601(b). Rules should also define benchmarks for the success of the program in accordance with 
W.S. 10-3-601(g). Finally, rules should annotate a process for approving Non-MRG project applicants.” 
 

Please refer to the Aeronautics Commission response on this recommendation. 
 
Recommendation 14: “The Commission and the Division should periodically identify the types of 

projects it believes are important to fund for any given year, in case budgetary constraints are a factor.” 

Please refer to the Aeronautics Commission response on this recommendation. 



4 
 

 

Finding 3.3: “The Division expends $125,270 annually for the purpose of accessing data sets from 

various contractors. Also, a total of $480,080 has been expended on contracts with Forecast Inc., 
additional data services.” 
 
 Agree 
 
Recommendation 15: “The Commission should review current contract with Forecast, Inc. to ensure 
deliverables are being fulfilled. Additionally, the Division should establish a process for regular review of 
contractor obligations to ensure contract provisions are met.” 
  
 Please refer to the Aeronautics Commission response on this recommendation. 
 
Recommendation 16: “The Commission should reevaluate the Forecast, Inc. contract in relation to the 
five statutorily outlined requirements. Additionally, the Commission should determine if contracting for 
services with the other companies discussed in this finding is being done in the most cost-effective 
manner.” 
 
 Please refer to the Aeronautics Commission response on this recommendation. 
 
Recommendation 17: “The Division should develop a process to evaluate and compare state and local 
Forecast, Inc., contracts to prevent duplication of information and overpayment to vendors.” 
 

Agree: The Division will develop a process to compare state and local contracts. 
 
Recommendation 18: “The Division should ensure that its modified ASEP database will be able to track 

statutorily required goals.” 

Agree:  The Division will continue to track required goals. The Division will evaluate whether or 

not the ASEP database is the best tool for tracking these goals. 

 

Finding 3.4:  “ASEP carryovers amount to $1.9 million. Annual carryover amounts are not consistently 

tracked and reported to the Commission or in budget documents to the Legislature.” 
 

Agree: Carryover amounts will continue to be tracked and reported to the Commission.  The 
Division will provide carryover amounts, in future budget documents, to the Legislature. 

 
Recommendation 19: “WYDOT should work with the State Auditor’s Office to develop a specific 
Highway Fund Account for ASEP. To originally meet the intent of the carry-over statute, WYDOT created 
a separate budget unit (1002) within the State Highway Fund (H06). Monies expended from H06 are 
reimbursed by expenditures from the General Fund throughout the biennium. This however, does not 
present as much transparency, as a separate fund account would provide.” 
 
 Agree:  WYDOT will work with the State Auditor’s Office to develop a specific account for ASEP. 
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Recommendation 20: “The Division should consistently report annual carryover amounts for 
consideration by the Commission and the Legislature as part of the appropriations process.” 
 

Agree: Carryover amounts will continue to be tracked and reported to the Commission.  The 
Division will provide carryover amounts, in future budget documents, to the Legislature. 

 
Recommendation 21: “The Division should consistently report the amount and frequency of project 
reversions to the Commission, especially before the Commission votes on new funding requests.” 
 

Agree:  The Division will continue to report the amount and frequency of project reversions to 
the Commission.  In addition, the Division will formalize the current reporting process to 
promote consistency. 

 

Finding 3.5:  “Four additional areas could be improved for increased accountability.” 

 
Agree: The Division agrees that additional areas could be improved for increased accountability.  

 
Recommendation 22: “The Division and the Commission should establish measures independent of 
airline influence to determine the appropriate grant amounts, including local match amounts, and adjust 
grant amounts based on performance indicators as specified by W.S. 10-3-601(b).” 
 
 Please refer to the Aeronautics Commission response on this recommendation. 
 
Recommendation 23: “The Division and the Commission should require applicants provide proof that 
Commission funding is necessary because other avenues of funding are unavailable, pursuant to W.S. 
10-3-601(d)(ii).” 
 
 Please refer to the Aeronautics Commission response on this recommendation. 
 

Finding 4.1:  “The Wyoming Aeronautics Commission Loan Program is meeting statutory intent. 

However, oversight can be improved and the program could have better organizational placement to 

ensure additional accountability.” 

Agree: The Division agrees there are areas that can be improved to provide additional 

accountability.  The Division also agrees that the organizational placement could be improved.  

However it is important that the Commission remain involved in the approval process to ensure 

that all development is in accordance with the airport master plan and State System Plan.    

Recommendation 24:  “WYDOT’s Internal Review Service should monitor Commission loan projects. In 

addition, the Internal Review Service should create auditing criteria based on high risk areas and provide 

sub-recipient certification to local airports.” 

Agree:  WYDOT Internal Review will audit airport improvement projects including testing 

internal controls and state compliance requirements to ensure that the local airports have 

systems in place to track and bill WYDOT project costs and to certify that they are able to 
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administer state funded projects.  On an annual basis, Internal Review will use a risk based 

approach in determining which local airports will be audited and in developing an audit program 

which includes high risk areas. 

Recommendation 25:  “The Legislature may wish to consider moving the Loan Program back under the 

purview of the State Land and Investment Board.” 

Matter for Legislative consideration. 

Finding 5.1:  “Other states offer insight into the use of potential funding sources.” 

 
Agree:  The Division agrees that other states can offer some insight into the use of funding from 

other sources.   

Recommendation 26:  “The Division should encourage local airports to apply for and fully utilize SCASDP 
funding. Furthermore, EAS funding may serve to alleviate anxieties over potential airline departure.” 
 

Agree:  The Division will continue to encourage airport sponsors to apply for and fully utilize 

SCASDP funding.  Additionally, under the current FAA Modernization and Reform Act of 2012, 

EAS funding may serve to alleviate anxieties over potential airline departure in Cody, Laramie, 

and Worland. 
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September 5, 2012 

 

Management Audit Committee: 

 

When we learned there would be an audit of the Aeronautics Commission, we 

welcomed the opportunity to describe our work to the legislature, and to get some 

constructive suggestions from the LSO auditors on possible improvements to our 

procedures.  While we still expect to achieve some of each of these goals, the process 

has been somewhat frustrating due to the nature of the LSO audit that took place. 

 

Although the LSO report is titled “Aeronautics Commission”, no member of the 

Commission was interviewed by the auditors during their months-long investigation.   

Instead, they focused their entire attention on the staff of the Aeronautics Division.   Of 

course, the Division staff is responsible for maintaining records and for managing the 

business of the Commission, so it is understandable that more of the auditors’ time 

would be spent there.  However, we see this failure to speak to the Commission itself as 

an example of the haphazard nature of this particular LSO audit. 

 

During the exit interview on August 29, the Chair and Vice Chair of the Commission 

had our first opportunity to speak to the auditors.  On two occasions, when discussing 

funding items on the “needs gap” list, and when discussing the Commission’s approval 

process for changes to capital projects, the lead auditor seemed either unable to 

understand or unwilling to hear to our explanations in spite of repeated attempts. 

 

The focus of the LSO report seemed to be on increased accountability to the legislature 

by the Commission and Division.  Several of their recommendations relate to 

accountability, which we will be sure to keep in mind as we move forward.    

 

Overall, although we still look forward to communicating our work to the legislators 

and we do plan to implement most of the recommendations in the report, we remain 

disappointed that the auditors, after spending all this time, apparently did not develop a 

level of understanding that could have been more helpful both to us and to the 

Management Audit Committee. 

 

 

Respectfully, 
 

 
Chairman, Wyoming Aeronautics Commission 
 
 

Enclosure 
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Wyoming Department of Transportation Aeronautics Commission 
Response to 

Management Audit Committee and Legislative Service Office 
Program Evaluation of Wyoming Aeronautics Commission 

 
 
The Aeronautics Commission is grateful for the opportunity to provide input to the 
LSO audit process.  Several of the recommendations made by the auditors directly 
affect the Commission, as distinct from the professional staff in the Aeronautics 
Division.  With only a few exceptions or caveats, we concur with most of those 
recommendations. 
 
Having said that, there are a number of aspects of the report that we find troubling.  
Although the sheer length of the document and the specificity of some of its details 
give the impression that the auditors did a thorough job of analyzing the 
Commission and Division, the overall report reveals some gaps in their analysis and 
comprehension of our work.   It seems clear that the auditors intended to interview 
the Chair and Vice-Chair of the Commission, as the initial draft of their report 
indicated.  However, they neglected to do this and so now are left with the statement 
that they met with the chair and vice chair during the exit interview, surely an 
inadequate method of obtaining information on which to base their report.   
 
It is also troubling that in several places it is implied that the Division staff has not 
provided the Commission with the information we need to make informed decisions.  
That has not been our experience as Commissioners.  We are provided with quite 
specific information about all new capital improvement projects, air service 
enhancement requests, and grant applications. In addition the staff has been 
unfailingly willing and able to answer questions asked by commissioners.  In fact, 
the Division staff has initiated several methods to keep us informed on details of 
their current activities (the monthly Program Managers Update) and to give us an 
overall perspective on individual airports (Project Spotlight).  Perhaps if the 
auditors had interviewed even one of the Commissioners they would have learned 
this.   
 
Finally, it is not clear what purpose was served by the inclusion of an anonymous 
quote about the air service contract between Cheyenne and American Airlines, but 
the anonymous “comment” itself was inaccurate and uninformed.   We assumed that 
the purpose of such an audit was to improve the performance of the Division and 
Commission, and it is hard to see how this kind of negativity can be helpful in that 
goal. 
 
SPECIFIC RECOMMENDATIONS: 
 
Recommendation 4 asks the Division to reconstitute a task force to review the 
Priority Rating Model and to update it periodically.  Since the Commission places 
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great value on the PRM approach to evaluating capital improvement requests, we 
agree that a review is in order to determine if the model can be improved.  We 
would like to point out that through the use of this PRM approach we have been able 
to remove politics from the evaluation and selection of project priorities. Our 
current process has been touted as a model by the FAA, and indeed other states are 
beginning to adopt this method of prioritizing capital projects.   
 
Recommendation 5 goes on to offer a more specific suggestion that the Task Force 
should review the placement and weight of the federal criteria  “to ensure that 
projects not funded in part by the federal government….receive fair assessment 
under the model.”   The auditors seem to feel that projects receiving state and local 
only funding are being neglected, when in fact 87% of our funds are spent on such 
projects, with only 13% being used to leverage federal funds.  Considering that the 
federal share of these projects is as much as 93.75%, it is important that we are able 
to provide our small portion of the funding.   We do not accept their implication that 
our current priorities are out of line, but we agree to include this issue as part of our 
concurrence to recommendation 4.   
 
Recommendation 8 is that we reevaluate the data and information that is collected 
in the Airport Inventory and Implementation Plan, and particularly how we report 
this information to the legislature.  This is a reasonable suggestion and we agree to 
review that plan. 
 
Recommendation 9 is that projects requiring Commission approval should be 
separated into individual action items.  This appears to refer to our approval of 
monthly modifications to the WACIP.  We will consider the method by which we 
review and discuss these monthly modifications.  But, for example, if a series of bids 
are received in a given month and most are close to the previously budgeted amount, 
we might decide that our current practice of dealing with a list of such changes as a 
single action item is sufficient. 
 
Recommendation 12 suggests that we establish formal benchmarks to measure 
improvements in air service through the ASEP to ensure that the projects meet 
legislative intent.  Performance metrics are reviewed by staff and the Commission 
on a monthly basis.   We will work with the Division staff to develop benchmarks 
specific to legislative intent and to report these to the legislature. 
 
Recommendation 13 asks that we promulgate rules associated with 
recommendation 12.   We agree to discuss the need for promulgating such rules 
specific to legislative intent. 
 
Recommendation 14 asks that we identify the types of ASEP projects we believe are 
important to fund in a given year, in case budgetary constraints are a factor.   We 
have begun this process, since budgetary constraints are in fact a big factor that we 
are facing in this program.   We will continue to refine our priorities for Air Service 
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funding and will communicate those to the commercial service airports and to the 
legislature. 
 
Recommendations 15 and 16 refer to the contract with Forecast, Inc., requesting 
that we review the current contract to ensure performance, and that we reevaluate 
this approach and consider alternatives. The contract with Forecast, Inc. was and is 
essential for the Commission and communities served by the program to 
understand the complexities of the Federal funding, airline economics, aircraft type, 
and market. The data we have been getting from Forecast has been very helpful to 
both the Division staff and to the Commission, but it is a good time for us to do a 
thorough evaluation of the costs and benefits of this effort and to consider other 
ways of obtaining the information.  We therefore concur with these 
recommendations. 
 
Recommendation 22 asks us to establish measures independent of airlines to 
determine grant amounts.  We have been getting such information from Forecast, 
but we will examine what other measures of costs, reliability, etc., we can develop.   
 
Recommendation 23 says that we should require proof in ASEP applications that 
other avenues of funding are unavailable.  Although this is a reference to the 
statutory language, it is not clear how one asks a community to prove a negative.  
We can ask them to describe what other sources of funding they have explored, and 
whether they are or will be applying for other grants, such as SCASDP. 
 
From a larger perspective, recommendations 14, 22, and 23 refer to our 
negotiations with airlines and communities over ASEP contracts.  We feel it is 
important to point out that improving air service to Wyoming’s communities, while 
important to us, is often less so to the airlines.   We and our communities are often 
in the position of trying to convince these airlines to move aircraft and crew away 
from some service they are providing elsewhere in order to take a chance on what 
might well be a smaller potential market than they have been serving.   We are able 
to enter these discussions because of our ability to offer minimum revenue 
guarantees, but if they decide that they can make more money by serving a non-
Wyoming airport with those aircraft and crews, they will do so.   We generally need 
to take advantage of opportunities as they arise, while negotiating the best contract 
we can. 
 
We look forward to meeting with the Management Audit Committee to discuss our 
plans to comply with these requests. 
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APPENDIX A 

Selected Statutes and Rules:  Wyoming Aeronautics 
Commission 

 

- A-1 - 

TITLE 10 - AERONAUTICS 
CHAPTER 1 - IN GENERAL 
 
10-1-101.  Definitions. 
 
(a)  As used in this act:  
 

(i)  "Aircraft" means any contrivance used, or designed for navigation or flight in the air, except 
a parachute or other contrivance designed for this navigation but used primarily as safety 
equipment;  

 
(ii)  "Airman" means any individual, including the individual in command and any pilot, 
mechanic or member of the crew, who engages in the navigation of aircraft while under way, and 
any individual who is in charge of the inspection, overhauling or repairing of aircraft;  

 
(iii)  Repealed by Laws 2005, ch. 207, § 2.  

 
(iv)  "Commission" means the Wyoming aeronautics commission;  

 
(v)  "Department" means the department of transportation;  

 
(vi)  "Aeronautics commission" means the aeronautics commission created by W.S. 10-3-101;  

 
(vii)  "Division" means the division of aeronautics within the department of transportation;  

 
(viii)  "Person" means individuals, associations of individuals, firms, partnerships, companies, 
corporations and other organizations;  

 
(ix)  "This act" means W.S. 10-1-101 through 10-6-104. 
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CHAPTER 3 - WYOMING AERONAUTICS COMMISSION 
ARTICLE 1 - ORGANIZATION 
 
10-3-101.  Creation; composition; appointment; term; removal; qualifications; vacancies; compensation; 
office; acceptance of grants. 
 
(a)  The commission is created to consist of eight (8) commissioners.  Seven (7) commissioners shall be 
appointed by the governor, by and with the consent of the senate, each to serve for a term of six (6) 
years not to exceed two (2) terms. Two (2) commissioners shall be appointed at-large for a term of six 
(6) years. The director of the department shall serve as an ex officio and eighth member of the 
commission but shall not vote on matters before the commission. The governor may remove any 
appointed commissioner as provided in W.S. 9-1-202. 
 
(b)  One (1) commissioner shall be appointed from each of the following districts:  
 

(i)  District 1. Counties of Laramie, Albany, Platte and Goshen;  
 

(ii)  District 2. Counties of Carbon, Sweetwater, Uinta, Lincoln, Sublette and Teton;  
 

(iii)  District 3. Counties of Niobrara, Converse, Natrona and Fremont;  
 

(iv)  District 4. Counties of Hot Springs, Washakie, Big Horn and Park; and  
 

(v)  District 5. Counties of Sheridan, Johnson, Campbell, Crook and Weston.  
 
(c)  If any commissioner ceases to be a resident of the district from which he is appointed, his office 
shall be vacant. All vacancies from any cause shall be filled by appointment by the governor as provided 
in W.S. 28-12-101.  
 
(d)  Not more than four (4) members of the commission shall be of the same political party. Each of the 
commissioners shall qualify by taking the constitutional oath of office and each shall act without pay 
except that he may receive his actual traveling expenses according to law.  
 
(e)  Repealed by Laws 1991, ch. 241, § 4.  
 
(f)  The department may receive on behalf of the state all grants of money, property or other things of 
value from the federal government, the state of Wyoming or other public agency or person.  
 
(g)  Effective July 1, 1979, appointments and terms shall be in accordance with W.S. 28-12-101 through 
28-12-103. 
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(h)  The commission shall meet as necessary to properly exercise its functions, but shall meet not less 
than quarterly to consider the distribution of grants and loans under W.S. 10-3-401 and 10-3-403. 
 
ARTICLE 2 - POWERS AND DUTIES OF COMMISSION 
 
10-3-201.  Powers and duties generally. 
 
(a)  The commission shall cooperate with:  
 

(i)  The federal aviation administration;  
 

(ii)  Any existing federal aviation commission;  
 

(iii)  The cities and counties in Wyoming;  
 

(iv)  The chambers of commerce, commercial clubs and all aviation and business concerns 
interested in the development of aeronautics within the state.  

 
(b)  In lieu of the requirements of this subsection, any airport sponsor may directly apply for, receive or 
disburse federal airport funds, and may also direct all construction and maintenance of the airport. The 
aeronautics commission may designate the airports to be built and maintained with the assistance of 
state or federal funds and is the sole authority to determine the disbursement of funds for the state's 
airports. The aeronautics commission through the department shall be the authority in the state to apply 
for, or directly accept, receive, receipt for or disburse any funds granted by the United States 
government for airport construction or maintenance. A county, city, town or joint powers board may 
enter into an agreement with the division describing the terms and conditions of the agency in 
accordance with federal laws, rules and regulations and applicable laws of this state. The division may 
enforce the proper maintenance of these airports by the counties, cities and towns or joint powers boards 
as agreed in the contracts existing between the sponsors of the airports and the federal government. All 
construction and maintenance of these airports shall be under the direction of the department. 
 
(c)  The department may offer engineering or other technical advice to any municipality, county, joint 
powers board or other qualified party in connection with the construction, maintenance or operation of 
airports. The commission shall encourage: 
 

(i)  Development of private aviation schools;  
 

(ii)  Interest in private flying and privately-owned planes; 
 

(iii)  Study of aerospace engineering and allied subjects in the various schools of Wyoming and 
assist in forming classes in aviation;  
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(iv)  Repealed By Laws 2003, Ch. 104, § 2. 
 

(v)  Sponsorship and participation in aerospace education workshops. 
 
(d)  The commission shall establish policies as may be appropriate for the division to implement the 
decisions of the commission and the aeronautical purposes of this title and for the exercise of duties of 
the division. The commission shall provide assistance and advice to the director of the department 
regarding the division's budget.  The commission shall nominate candidates for the position of 
administrator of the division and upon request shall advise the department in regards to appointments 
within the division. 
 
(e)  The commission shall assist communities in coordinating efforts, facilitating, recruiting and 
attracting and promoting the development, improvement and retention of commercial air service and 
accommodating military air service in the state. The assistance may include studying airline and aircraft 
profitability, route analysis, air fare monitoring and recommendations for legislative changes to enhance 
air services in the state. 
 
(f)  There is created a new position in the office of the governor that shall coordinate with the 
commission to market and advocate airline service in Wyoming pursuant to subsection (e) of this 
section.  The person appointed by the governor may be an at-will employee or an at-will contract 
employee and may be removed by the governor as provided in W.S. 9-1-202. 
 
(g)  The commission may promulgate reasonable rules, regulations and procedures and establish 
standards as necessary to carry out the functions of the division. 
 
(h)  Repealed By Laws 2008, Ch. 44, § 2. 
 
10-3-202.  Authority to provide air transportation to departments and agencies of state. 
 
The division may provide air transportation to departments and agencies of state government directly, 
but may contract for the services under fractional ownership agreements or otherwise under conditions 
which are considered by the department or agency head to be urgent and to justify the air transportation 
and when justified within the limits of W.S. 9-4-205(e). 
 
10-3-203.  Repealed By Laws 2004, Chapter 79, § 1. 
 
10-3-204.  Termination of commission. 
 
(a)  Repealed By Laws 2008, Ch. 44, § 2. 
 
(b)  Effective January 1, 1997, the aeronautics commission created under this chapter shall continue with 
the powers, duties and authority it possessed prior to January 1, 1997. 
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ARTICLE 3 - INVESTIGATIVE AUTHORITY 
 
10-3-301.  Conducting investigations and hearings; accidents to be reported.  
 
The commission may conduct investigations, inquiries and hearings concerning the laws of this state 
relating to aeronautics and accidents or injuries incident to the operation of aircraft occurring within this 
state. Members of the commission may administer oaths and affirmations, certify to all official acts, 
issue subpoenas and compel the attendance and testimony of witnesses and the production of papers, 
books and documents. All accidents or injuries incident to the operation of aircraft occurring within this 
state shall be immediately reported to the commission. 
 
10-3-302.  Use in evidence of reports of investigations or hearings.  
 
The reports of investigations or hearings shall only be used in proceedings instituted by or in behalf of 
the commission pursuant to the laws of this state relating to aeronautics. 
 
ARTICLE 4 - AIRPORT CONSTRUCTION 
 
10-3-401.  Grants-in-aid for airport construction and improvement and air service promotion; authority 
to make; limitation. 
 
(a)  The commission may make grants-in-aid from state funds for construction and development of 
airports to counties, cities, towns and joint powers boards within the state. No grant-in-aid for planning, 
construction or improvement of any airport shall be made unless the airport is owned, leased or held 
under a state or federal special use permit or agreement, exclusively or jointly, by the county, city, town 
or joint powers board to which the grant is made. Grants may be spent for runways, terminals, hangars 
and other improvements and for planning any improvements to the airport. The commission may 
designate state funds for purposes of creating, amending and updating any system plan of an airport for 
the state. 
 
(b)  The commission may grant not more than five percent (5.0%) of the amount available for grants-in-
aid under subsection (a) of this section to counties, cities and towns to promote air service in Wyoming.  
In accordance with W.S. 10-3-402, any amount granted under this subsection shall be equally matched 
by the recipient county, city or town.  No amount granted under this subsection shall be used for airline 
subsidies. 
 
(c)  Repealed By Laws 2000, Ch. 45, § 3. 
 
(d)  In administering the grant program, and in consultation with the Federal Aviation Administration 
and local airport sponsors, the commission shall establish, amend and have available, at least one 
hundred twenty (120) days before each biennial legislative budget session, a five (5) year capital 
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improvement plan for airports in the state and a system for prioritizing projects to be funded by state and 
federal grants. 
 
10-3-402.  Grants-in-aid for airport construction and improvement; expenditures by county, city or town. 
 
Expenditure of state funds shall be made under the discretion of the commission. 
 
10-3-403.  Loans for airport construction and improvement and air service promotion; authority to 
make; security; rulemaking authority; limitation. 
 
(a)  The commission may make loans to counties, cities and towns and joint powers boards within the 
state for construction, development and improvement of airport facilities generating user fees. The loans 
shall be from the permanent mineral trust fund and shall not exceed the aggregate of ten million dollars 
($10,000,000.00), including all loans made under this subsection prior to July 1, 2005 and still 
outstanding on that date. 
 
(b)  The term of repayment for a loan under this section shall not exceed twenty (20) years. 
 
(c)  The commission may take a lien against the facilities generating user fees as security for repayment 
of loans under this section. 
 
(d)  The interest rate for loans under this section shall be five percent (5%) per annum. 
 
(e)  The commission shall adopt rules and regulations to administer loans under this section, including 
eligibility criteria. 
 
ARTICLE 6 - AIR SERVICES FINANCIAL AID 
 
10-3-601.  Wyoming air services enhancement; legislative findings; Wyoming aeronautics commission 
authority to contract for services; requirements. 
 
(a)  The legislature finds that an adequate and comprehensive system of air service in Wyoming is vital 
for economic development within Wyoming. Competition among air service providers within the state is 
virtually nonexistent and, without competition, services will remain limited and unreliable and high air 
fares will remain a major impediment to use of air services by Wyoming residents and businesses. 
 
(b)  The Wyoming aeronautics commission may enter into agreements to provide financial assistance to 
persons doing business or who will do business in the state, to economic development organizations 
within the state, to joint powers boards or to other entities formed to provide for enhanced air service to 
communities in Wyoming that have or are seeking commercial air service, for the enhancement of air 
services in the state conditioned upon contractual assurances that specified benefits will accrue to the 
state through increased air traffic and enplanements.  For purposes of this article, "enhanced air service" 
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shall include, but not be limited to, assisting airports in the state with commercial air service to have the 
appropriate level of state or federal security configuration to accommodate proposed air service and 
aircraft capacity.  Benefits accruing to the state shall include, but not be limited to, increasing the 
minimum number of enplanements at airports facing a possible loss of federal airport improvement 
program funding, increasing passenger enplanements at commercial airports in Wyoming, increasing 
frequency or sustaining flight operations from commercial airports in Wyoming to regional airport hubs, 
lowering airfares for air passengers and increasing the number of routes flown within the state.  The 
commission shall consult with counties, cities, towns, joint powers boards, airport boards or other 
entities pursuing air service enhancement before entering into agreements to provide air service 
enhancement and shall require local funds for the provision of air service enhancement grants.  The 
amount of local funds required for the provision of enhancing air services shall be determined by the 
commission, taking into account the types of service for which grants are approved, the diverse 
characteristics of the communities to which air service is contracted for and other considerations 
examined by the commission.  
 
(c)  The commission has primary responsibility and may consult with or delegate to the aeronautics 
division of the Wyoming department of transportation, Wyoming business council or other entities as 
necessary, to develop criteria and contracts for financial aid under this section. 
 
(d)  All applications for financial aid under this section shall be submitted to the aeronautics 
commission.  The aeronautics commission shall approve or deny the application. The applicant shall be 
promptly notified of the decision. In making the decision to approve or deny the application, the 
commission shall give priority to an applicant whereby: 
 

(i)  The applicant can provide assurances that the enhancement has a reasonable chance of 
success and will achieve benchmarks specified by the applicant; 

 
(ii)  Participation by the commission is necessary to the success of the enhancement because 
funding from other sources for the enhancement is unavailable; 

 
(iii)  The applicant will use the proceeds of the financial assistance provided under this section 
only to secure or enhance air services within the state or to market or promote the service for 
which the financial assistance is granted; 

 
(iv)  The financial assistance has the reasonable potential in the opinion of the aeronautics 
commission to create a substantial amount of air travel originating within the state; 

 
(v)  The applicant has already made or is contractually committed to make a substantial financial 
and time commitment to the enhancement and local funds are provided to secure a financial 
grant under this section, in an amount determined by the commission; 

 
(vi)  The applicant will not pledge financial aid granted pursuant to this section as collateral for 
any other purpose than is specified in the contract between the applicant and the commission; 
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(vii)  The applicant will provide reasonable assurances that within a time specified by the 
commission, the state shall benefit from its investment by means of commercial airports having 
sufficient enplanements to retain or reestablish eligibility for federal airport improvement 
program funding and that commercial airports in the state will receive increased revenues from 
established passenger facility charges as a result of increased enplanements or from other 
benefits. 

 
(e)  Before granting any financial aid under this section, the commission shall enter into an agreement 
with the applicant providing for a benefit to the state which is commensurate with the level of risk and 
amount of the financial aid, using the criteria specified in paragraph (d) (vii) of this section.  The 
attorney general shall review and approve the contract before the commission enters into any agreement 
under this section. 
 
(f)  As used in this article, "commission" means the Wyoming aeronautics commission created by W.S. 
10-3-101. 
 
(g)  The Wyoming aeronautics commission will establish benchmarks for determining the success of the 
program. 
 
10-3-602.  Wyoming air services enhancement account. 
 
(a)  The commission shall establish and maintain a Wyoming air services enhancement account under 
this article to provide the financial aid specified in W.S. 10-3-601 to enhance air services within the 
state.  Any funds deposited in the account shall only be expended by the commission as provided in 
W.S. 10-3-601 and to administer this article. 
 
(b)  Any funds appropriated by the legislature to the account established under subsection (a) of this 
section shall not lapse as provided by W.S. 9-4-207(a), but shall revert to the air services enhancement 
account within the highway fund on September 30, 2007. 
 
(c)  The commission shall report to the joint minerals, business and economic development interim 
committee, the joint appropriations interim committee and the air transportation liaison committee no 
later than September 30, 2005, with respect to the status of the program under W.S. 10-3-601, including 
any actions taken and funds expended in consideration of, and pursuant to, any contract entered into 
under W.S. 10-3-601. If any funds are expended under a contract prior to June 30, 2006, the commission 
shall also report no later than that date and annually thereafter with respect to the performance of any 
recipient of funds under the contract. 
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WYOMING AERONSUTICS COMMISSION RULES 
 
WYOMING AERONAUTICS COMMISSION INFORMATION PRACTICES  
CHAPTER I 
 
Section 1. Introduction. These rules are intended to insure that all records of the Wyoming Aeronautics 
Commission that identify or describe any individual or things done by or to such individual are accurate, 
pertinent, complete, timely, relevant and reasonably secure from unauthorized access.  It is the policy of 
the Wyoming Aeronautics Commission to provide the means for individuals to know all of the 
Department’s personal information systems and the recipients and usage made of such information as 
well as the procedures for individual review and updating of relevant personal information. 
 
Section 2. Definitions. 
 
a. Access means the ability to obtain the information contained in a record of the Department. 
 
b. Department means the Wyoming Aeronautics Commission. 
 
c. Disclosure means providing an individual or agency (other than those authorized access for routine 
use) the information contained in a record. 
 
d. Individuals are all persons on whom the Department keeps records or maintains information. 
 
e. Records are any grouping of information about an individual that is maintained in the files of the 
Department that contains a name or identifying number or symbol assigned to the individual and other 
information such as education, financial transactions, medical, criminal or employment history. 
 
f. Routine use is the use of a record for the purpose for which it was collected. Publication of 
information from ad valorem tax returns shall be considered a routine use. 
 
g. Statistical record is a record kept for statistical research or reporting purposes only and not used in a 
determination about an identifiable individual. 
 
Section 3. Exceptions to Disclosure. The Department shall not disclose any record by any means of 
communication to any person who is not an individual, to whom the record pertains, except: 
 
a. Upon written request or with prior written consent of the individual to whom the record pertains, the 
Department may disclose any such record to any person or agency. 
 
b. If the individual has not given the Department written consent, the Department may disclose any such 
record if the disclosure is: 
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(1) To officers and employees of the Department who have a need for the record in order to carry 
out legally delegated duties of administering or enforcing the laws of the state of Wyoming or its 
political subdivisions; 

 
(2) For a routine use; 

 
(3) To a recipient who has provided the Department with adequate advance written assurance 
that the record will be used solely as statistical research or reporting record, and the record is to 
be transferred in a form that is not individually identifiable; 

 
(4) To the State Archives as a record which warrants continued preservation; 

 
(5) To another governmental agency for civil or criminal law enforcement activity, provided the 
requesting agency has made a prior written request to the Department specifying the particular 
record and the enforcement activity for which it is sought; 

 
(6) To a person showing a compelling circumstance affecting the health or safety of an 
individual. 

 
(7) An order of a court of competent jurisdiction. 

 
Section 4. Request for Access. Individuals may request disclosure to them of the information pertaining 
to them in the Department’s records. Each request must contain the name and address of the individual 
and the name of particular records on which the disclosure is to be made. A determination will be made 
whether the Department’s records contain information pertaining to the individual. The individual may 
be asked for additional information to assist the Department in making the determination; however, the 
determination shall not be contingent upon the furnishing of the additional information. 
 
Section 5. Procedure for Access. The Department will respond to requests for access within ten working 
days and if disclosure was requested, specify the time and place where disclosure is to be made, the 
requirements for identification of the requesting individual, and the name of the person in the 
Department to contact. 
 
a. The individual may be accompanied by another person of his or her choosing. 
 
b. The time of disclosure will be during regular working hours. 
 
c. Identification requirements shall be a standard picture and signature identification card, such as a 
driver’s license. Signatures must compare on the original request, the identification card, and an 
attestation statement acquired from the individual prior to the disclosure. This statement shall be signed 
by the individual. 
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Section 6. Disclosure. The Department will, after approving a request for disclosure, provide that 
individual at the set time and place, whatever information pertaining to the individual the records 
specified contain. 
 
Section 7. Correction or Amendment. The individual to whom the record pertains may request that the 
record be corrected or amended by giving the Department a written request. The request should contain 
the identifying information contained in the request for disclosure and indicate what information should 
be corrected or amended. Within ten working days, the Department shall either make the requested 
correction or inform the individual of its refusal to do so, together with the reasons for the refusal. The 
Department’s actions may be reviewed pursuant to the Wyoming Administrative Procedure Act, 
Sections 9-276.19 et seq.,W.S. 1957. 
 
Section 8. Fees. Copies of the requested information will be provided for a fee of $1.00 per page. No fee 
shall be charged for: 
 
a. Requests from an employee or former employee of the Department for copies of personal records of 
the employee. 
 
b. requests from governmental subdivisions. 
 
Section 9. Maintenance of Records. The Department shall: 
 
a. Maintain in its records only information about an individual necessary to accomplish the 
Department’s purposes required by statute. 
 
b. Collect information to the greatest extent possible directly from the subject individual. 
 
c. Inform each individual asked to supply information of the principal purpose or purposes for which the 
information is to be used, the routine uses that may be made of the information, and the effects, if any, 
on the individual for not providing the requested information. 
 
Section 10. Mailing Lists. An individual’s name and address shall not be sold or rented unless 
such action is specifically authorized by law. 
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Wyoming Aeronautics Commission Loans  
CHAPTER 2  
 
Section 1. Authority and Purpose.  

 
These rules and regulations are adopted pursuant to W.S. 10-3-403(e) to administer the 

Wyoming Aeronautics Commission Loan Program.  
 
Section 2. Definitions.  

 
(a) Administrator@ means the Administrator of the Wyoming Department of Transportation 

(WYDOT) Aeronautics Division.  
 
(b) Commission@ means the Wyoming Aeronautics Commission.  
 
(c) Division@ means the WYDOT Aeronautics Division.  

 
Section 3. General Policy.  
 

The Commission shall extend loans under the provisions of these rules and regulations in such a 
manner and to such applicants as shall, in the Commission=s judgment, create the greatest benefit for the 
state=s citizens and represent a prudent use of loan funds.  
 
Section 4. Loan Eligibility.  
 

(a) Applicants. Wyoming counties, cities and towns, and joint powers boards specifically 
involved in providing governing authority over airports and empowered pursuant to W.S. 10-5-101 
through W.S. 10-5-204 shall be eligible to apply for loans under these rules and regulations. Joint 
powers boards applying for loans shall be legally formed and approved before applying.  

 
(b) Purposes. Loans may be extended to public-use airports for construction, development, and 

improvement of airport facilities generating user fees, except that no loans shall be extended for fuel 
system or fuel tank removal or for asbestos removal.  
 
Section 5. Application Procedure.  

 
(a) Applications. Separate applications shall be prepared for each project. Applicants shall 

submit 3 copies of their completed application to the Division. Effective 7/9/07 2-2  
 
(b) Timing. The Division shall receive applications for loans under this chapter at least 30 

working days before the next regular Aeronautics Commission meeting.  
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(c) Information Required. A properly executed loan application shall be submitted. The Division 
shall provide the applicant with the application forms. The following items shall be provided in the 
application package:  

 
(i) A full description of the proposed project, including a licensed engineer=s statement 

of feasibility for the project, if applicable.  
 
(ii) The loan amount requested and the proposed source of repayment.  
 
(iii) A description of other project funding sources committed, and the anticipated portion 

of the project cost to be funded from each source, including any future loan applications under this 
chapter. A copy of the funding commitment from other participants shall be provided if requested by the 
Commission.  

 
(iv) If requested by the Commission, a copy of the joint powers agreement approved by 

the Attorney General and a copy of the certificate of organization filed with the Secretary of State.  
 
(v) A list of sources for repayment of this loan, including amounts to be used for this 

purpose and, if applicable, letters of commitment from prospective hangar lessees to assist in 
establishing the estimated utilization factor and in calculating repayment capability.  

 
(vi) Other applicable information the Commission deems reasonable, prudent, and 

necessary.  
 
(d) Preliminary Review. Within 10 working days of receiving an application for a loan, the 

Division shall notify the applicant, in writing, if the application lacks any item required in preceding 
subsection (c) of this section. The applicant shall have 10 working days to submit the required 
information.  

 
(e) Incomplete Applications. Incomplete applications shall not be presented to the Commission 

for consideration.  
 
Section 6. Evaluation.  
 

(a) Criteria. The Division shall evaluate the applications, and the Administrator shall formulate a 
recommendation to the Commission using the following criteria: Effective 7/9/07 2-3  

 
(i) Whether the user fees or assessments generated by the project will be sufficient to 

justify the loan as a reasonable and prudent investment of state funds,  
 

(ii) Whether the proposed project is eligible for the Aeronautics Commission Loan 
Program,  
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(iii) Whether the applicant is meeting any and all current and past repayment obligations 
to the Commission, and  

 
(iv) The proposed project=s merit in relation to the overall state system planning and its 

usefulness in achieving state goals.  
 

(b) Interagency consultation. The Administrator may request pertinent state agencies to assist in 
reviewing applications and providing comments to the Division for Commission consideration.  
 
 
Section 7. Commission Consideration. 

 
The Commission shall consider each loan application, allow for comments from the applicant and the 
Administrator, and establish the loan amount and the type of security required for the loan. The 
Commission shall then decide whether to approve the loan request.  
 
Section 8. Loan Interest Rate.  
 

The interest rate for loans under this chapter shall be 5 percent per annum or as otherwise 
established by W.S. 10-3-403.  

 
Section 9. Terms of Repayment. 

 
The terms of repayment for loans made pursuant to these rules and regulations shall not exceed 

20 years unless explicitly allowed by W.S. 10-3-403. Terms of repayment shall also adhere to the 
conditions set forth in the specific loan documents. After the initial payment, which shall be prorated, all 
yearly payments shall be due on the same date each year.  
 
Section 10.  Security Interest.  
 

(a) The Commission may require a first-position security interest in the revenue-generating 
facility and the user fees or assessments. The Commission also reserves the right to withhold the 
applicant=s yearly state grant funding and apply those funds to the unpaid loan balance if the applicant 
defaults on the loan. Effective 7/9/07 2-4 (b) during the life of the loan, the applicant shall:  

 
(i) Maintain adequate insurance on the facility,  
 
(ii) Pay all applicable taxes and assessments when due,  
 
(iii) Maintain the facility in good condition, and  
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(iv) Adhere to and enforce the sponsor’s assurances according to the certificate of state 
airport loan.  

 
Section 11. Division Action. 

 
Upon approval of the Commission, the Division shall execute the necessary paperwork for the 

loan. The Commission shall perfect this loan in the county where the asset is located.  
 
Section 12. Audits and Inspections.  
 

The Commission may, at its expense, audit the records of the applicant and inspect the 
construction and operation of the project at any time during the term of the loan. 
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APPENDIX C     

Needs Gap Assessment (Unfunded Needs)-8/10/12  

 

- C-1 - 

Unfunded Needs as of August 10, 2012 
Airport City 
Name 

Request 
FY 

Project Description  Total Project Cost  

Afton 2011 Widen/Strengthen R/W for C-II (60,000 lbs.)                   6,301,520  
Afton 2012 Construct Taxi lanes/Fog Seal/Mark                      120,000  
Afton 2013 Land Acquisition                   1,125,000  
Afton 2015 Construct Taxi lanes                      450,000  
Afton 2016 EA for R/W Widening & Strengthening                      157,895  
Afton 2016 Rehab T/W "A5"                      281,251  
Big Piney 2012 Equipment Storage Building                      150,000  
Big Piney 2013 Electrically Operated Security Gate                        35,000  
Big Piney 2014 EA for R/W 13/31 Ext.                      157,895  
Big Piney 2015 Extend & Widen R/W 13/31, Design                      315,790  
Big Piney 2016 R/W 13/31 Widen & Ext. & Partial Parallel, Const                   2,100,000  
Big Piney 2017 Partial Parallel T/W, Design                      190,000  
Big Piney 2018 EA for X-Wind R/W Construction                      100,000  
Big Piney 2018 Construct Parallel T/W to R/W 13                   2,000,000  
Big Piney 2019 Construct New Crosswind Runway (design)                      600,000  
Big Piney 2020 Hangar Area Taxi lane Development                      300,000  
Big Piney 2020 Construct New Crosswind Runway (construction)                   6,000,000  
Big Piney 2021 Expand Auto Parking Apron                      500,000  
Buffalo 2018 R/W Relocation, Ph I                   2,421,053  
Buffalo 2019 R/W Relocation, Ph II                   3,842,105  
Casper 2012 Acquire Pickup with Blade Attachment                        33,000  
Casper 2012 Acquire Op Vehicle with Plow                        46,000  
Casper 2013 Pavement Maintenance                        37,000  
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Casper 2014 Pavement Maintenance                        38,000  
Casper 2014 Acquire Pickup with Blade Attachment                        43,000  
Casper 2015 Pavement Maintenance                        39,000  
Casper 2016 Pavement Maintenance                        45,000  
Casper 2016 Acquire Ops Vehicle with Blade Attachment                        46,000  
Casper 2017 Pavement Maintenance                        56,250  
Casper 2018 Pavement Maintenance                        47,000  
Casper 2018 Acquire Pickup with Blade                        48,000  
Casper 2019 Pavement Maintenance                        48,000  
Casper 2019 Air Traffic Control Tower Siting Study                        57,895  
Casper 2019 ARFF Training                        60,000  
Casper 2019 ALP Update                        89,473  
Casper 2019 Air Traffic Control Tower, Design                      447,368  
Casper 2020 Air Traffic Control Tower, Construction                   7,368,421  
Cheyenne 2011 Construct T/W B15                   1,500,000  
Cheyenne 2016 Relocate R/W 13/31 Threshold                      500,000  
Cheyenne 2016 Recon R/W 9/27 West of B4, PH II                   6,000,000  
Cheyenne 2017 Recon R/W 9/27 West of B4, Ph I                   3,684,210  
Cody 2012 Ops Vehicle                        30,000  
Cody 2014 Ops Vehicle                        30,000  
Cody 2015 Master Plan                      110,000  
Cody 2016 Ops Vehicles                        30,000  
Cody 2019 Rehab GA Apron                   1,052,632  
Cody 2020 Expand T/W "B"                   1,052,632  
Cody 2020 Upgrade Fencing, Beacon & Lighting                   1,052,632  
Cokeville 2005 Access Road & Parking Area                        12,000  
Cokeville 2005 Rehab R/W                      500,000  
Cokeville 2011 Hangar Site Prep                        10,000  
Cokeville 2014 Recon Apron and T/W                      500,000  
Cokeville 2015 Game Fence                        75,000  
Cokeville 2020 Master Plan                      110,000  
Cokeville 2025 Airport Layout Plan Update                        65,000  
Cowley 2019 Airport Layout Plan Update                      157,895  
Dixon 2008 Construct New Hangars                      250,000  
Dixon 2008 EA for R/W Strengthening & CII Upgrade                      263,158  
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Dixon 2009 Acquire Land for Highway Relocation                      157,895  
Dixon 2009 McAllister Development                   1,150,000  
Dixon 2010 Relocate Hwy                   2,263,158  
Dixon 2010 Grade to meet CII Standards and Widen R/W                   2,263,158  
Dixon 2011 Acquire Tractor & Mower                      100,000  
Dixon 2018 Construct Hangar taxi lanes                      157,895  
Dixon 2019 Construct Parallel T/W                   1,263,158  
Dixon 2020 Construct New Hangars                      250,000  
Dixon  Extend R/W 800' to 7,800'                   2,105,263  
Dubois 2015 R/W & T/W Realignment, Ph III                   6,473,685  
Dubois 2017 Master Plan Update                      315,790  
Evanston 2011 Construct Taxi lane, PH IV & Construct Apron                      315,789  
Evanston 2013 Construct T/W A2 and A4                   1,607,000  
Gillette 2012 Realign Airport Frontage Road, Design                        53,560  
Gillette 2012 R/W, T/W Apron Concrete Repairs                      721,000  
Gillette 2012 T-Hangar Development                   1,030,000  
Gillette 2013 R/W 16/34 Ext., Design and Land Acquisition                   1,052,632  
Gillette 2014 Re-align Airport Frontage Road                      817,500  
Gillette 2015 Corporate Hangar Development                   1,120,000  
Gillette 2015 North GA Hangar #1                   2,464,000  
Gillette 2016 EA for R/W 34 Extension                      526,316  
Gillette 2017 Land Acquisition (55 acres)                      206,500  
Gillette 2018 R/W 16/34 Ext., Const                   9,473,684  
Gillette 2019 NAVAID Maintenance                        33,480  
Gillette 2019 N. GA Ramp Development, Ph V                   1,674,000  
Gillette 2019 N. GA HANGAR #2                   2,728,000  
Gillette 2020 NAVAID Maintenance                        34,290  
Gillette 2020 S. G/A Taxi lane Development                   5,588,000  
Gillette 2021 NAVAID Maintenance                        35,100  
Gillette 2021 Commercial Apron Expansion                   5,200,000  
Glendo 2012 Master Plan                        70,000  
Green River 2007 EA                        50,000  
Green River 2009 Purchase Land for New Arpt                      100,000  
Green River 2011 Grading for New Arpt                      500,000  
Green River 2012 Paving, Facilities, Lighting                      900,000  
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Green River 2015 Master Plan/Site Selection                      100,000  
Greybull 2004 Improve Water System                      500,000  
Greybull 2019 Construct Additional Hangar Access T/Ws                      200,000  
Greybull 2019 Seal Coat & Mark                      474,000  
Greybull 2019 Construct GA Apron                   2,000,000  
Greybull 2020 Master Plan                      157,895  
Guernsey 2003 Seal Coat & Mark Civil Apron                        10,000  
Guernsey 2004 EA for R/W Improvements                      100,000  
Guernsey 2006 R/W Improvements to Accommodate C17                   1,500,000  
Guernsey 2008 Rehab Apron & T/W                      217,000  
Hulett 2017 R/W Extension & Strengthening, Ph I                   2,421,053  
Hulett 2018 R/W Extension & Strengthening, Ph II                   1,894,737  
Hulett 2019 T/W & Apron Strengthening                   1,677,000  
Hulett 2020 Apron Expansion                   1,402,000  
Jackson 2011 FAR 150 Noise Study Update                   1,200,000  
Jackson 2012 Snow Removal Equipment                      800,000  
Jackson 2017 Terminal Baggage Area Upgrade                   2,473,684  
Kemmerer 2013 Expand Fuel Farm                      150,000  
Kemmerer 2018 Pave R/W 10/28                      630,000  
Kemmerer 2018 Construct Full Parallel Taxiway for R/W 16/34                   1,900,000  
Lander 2015 EA for R/W Relocation                      157,895  
Lander 2016 Design & Construct Taxi lanes to New Hangar Area                      650,000  
Lander 2018 ARC Upgrade & R/W Relocation, Design                      473,685  
Lander 2019 ARC Upgrade & R/W Relocation, Construction Ph I                   1,783,250  
Lander 2019 Land Acquisition for CII Upgrade & R/W Relocation                   4,780,000  
Lander 2019 Construction Ph II ARC Upgrade & R/W Relocation                   9,000,000  
Laramie 2012 Purchase Ops Vehicle with Plow                        46,350  
Laramie 2015 Wildlife Hazard Assessment                      105,263  
Laramie 2015 Acquire SRE                      435,000  
Laramie 2017 Apron Expansion & Reconfiguration, Design                      157,895  
Laramie 2019 Apron Expansion & Reconfiguration, Const.                      847,000  
Laramie 2020 Terminal Expansion, Ph II                      825,500  
Laramie 2020 Terminal Expansion, Ph II                   1,651,000  
Laramie 2021 EA for R/W 12/30 Extension                      315,790  
Laramie 2022 Land Acquisition for R/W 12/30 Extension                      105,263  
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Laramie 2024 Extend R/W 12/30, Design                      421,053  
Laramie 2026 R/W 12/30 Extension, Construction                   7,525,000  
Laramie 2029 Apron Taxi lane, R/W Connector & Taxiway B 

Extension 
                  8,200,000  

Laramie 2030 R/W 12/30 Instrument Approach Lighting                   1,000,000  
Laramie 2030 Construct T/W "D" to R/W 3                   1,750,000  
Laramie  Acquire 16' Deck Mower                        10,000  
Lusk 2015 Upgrade Fuel Facilities                        52,500  
Lusk 2018 Relocate Road                      100,000  
Lusk 2020 Construct Additional Apron Area and Access Road                      925,000  
Lusk 2022 Construct Additional Apron Area                      500,000  
Lusk 2022 Construct Parallel T/W System Including MITL                   1,200,000  
Lusk 2024 GPS Approach                      100,000  
Lusk 2025 Construct Additional Hangars                        74,000  
Lusk 2026 Construct New Hangars                      250,000  
Lusk 2027 Construct New Hangars                      250,000  
Medicine Bow  Wind Indicator                        50,000  
Medicine Bow  Beacon                        50,000  
Medicine Bow  Seal Coat All Pavements                      150,000  
Medicine Bow  Grading of Crosswind R/W                   1,000,000  
Medicine Bow  Construct Apron and T/W                   1,000,000  
Medicine Bow  Hard Surface on Main R/W                   3,000,000  
Newcastle 2014 Construct Partial Parallel T/W to R/W 13                   1,052,632  
Pine Bluffs 2019 Master Plan                      315,789  
Pine Bluffs 2020 Partial Parallel T/W, Ph I (Grading)                        50,000  
Pine Bluffs 2021 Partial Parallel T/W, Ph II                      750,000  
Pine Bluffs 2025 R/W & T/W Extension                   1,750,000  
Pinedale 2015 Airport Layout Plan Update                      157,895  
Pinedale 2017 Rehab R/W 11/29 & Taxiway                   3,621,940  
Pinedale 2018 New Hangar Taxiway                   2,000,000  
Pinedale 2020 Master Plan                      315,790  
Pinedale 2024 Tractor and Mower                      126,315  
Pinedale 2025 SRE Truck & Plow                      160,000  
Pinedale 2026 Acquire Land for Compatible Land Use                      618,000  
Pinedale 2027 SRE Loader with Plow and Broom                      200,000  
Pinedale  New FBO Hangar                   3,500,000  
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Powell 2008 Acquire Land for R/W 3/21 Approach Protection                      125,000  
Powell 2011 Extend R/W 13/31 (600 to 1,300 ft.) & Parallel T/W                   5,200,000  
Powell 2016 Approach Lighting System                      157,895  
Powell 2016 Apron Expansion                   1,789,473  
Powell 2018 Partial Parallel T/W to R/W 13, Ph II                      842,105  
Powell 2019 Conduct EA for R/W 13/31 Ext & Parallel T/W                      200,000  
Powell 2019 Relocate Buildings                      315,790  
Powell 2020 Master Plan                      157,895  
Powell  Master Plan                      157,895  
Rawlins 2012 Install Fuel System                      315,789  
Rawlins 2012 Construct Hangar                      430,000  
Rawlins 2013 Adopt Land Use Plan                        48,000  
Rawlins 2016 R/W 4/22 Rehab, Design                      315,790  
Rawlins 2017 R/W 4/22 Rehab, Construction                   1,368,421  
Rawlins 2018 GA Hangar Site Prep for T & Common  Hangars                        94,000  
Rawlins 2018 Land Acquisition for R/W 10                      200,000  
Rawlins 2018 R/W 10/28 Lighting Improvements                      310,000  
Rawlins 2018 Land Acquisition for R/W 28 Extension and RPZ                      360,000  
Rawlins 2019 Lengthen R/W 10/28 to 5000 feet                      395,000  
Rawlins 2020 Install MITL on R/W 10/28 Parallel T/W                      300,000  
Rawlins 2020 Construct Full Parallel T/W to R/W 10/28                   1,600,000  
Rawlins 2022 Remove Old Terminal Building                        15,400  
Rawlins 2022 Construct New Terminal Building                      650,000  
Rawlins 2023 Construct Terminal Building Parking Lot                        62,000  
Riverton 2020 Rehab R/W 10/28                   3,934,321  
Riverton 2021 Construct Deicing Containment Facility                      885,500  
Rock Springs 2012 Acquire Ops Vehicle with Plow                        75,000  
Rock Springs 2014 Fuel Farm                      500,000  
Rock Springs 2015 EA for Replacement Terminal                      315,790  
Rock Springs 2016 Acquire Ops Vehicle with Plow                        75,000  
Rock Springs 2016 GA & Commercial Apron Joint Seal                      300,000  
Rock Springs 2017 Commercial Terminal, Design                      350,000  
Rock Springs 2017 Rehab & Expand Commercial Parking Lot                      750,000  
Rock Springs  Commercial Terminal Construction                   8,500,000  
Saratoga 2019 Overlay Parallel/Connecting T/Ws                      975,000  
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Saratoga 2019 Expand Aircraft Parking Apron                   2,690,000  
Sheridan 2018 Storm Drain Upgrade                   1,066,667  
Sheridan 2020 Partial Parallel T/W to R/W 5/23                   3,941,000  
Sheridan 2024 Install MALS R/W 14                   1,030,000  
Sheridan 2026 Environmental Documentation                        50,000  
Sheridan 2026 Environmental Documentation                        63,500  
Sheridan 2026 Apron Expansion South and West of the Terminal                   4,623,000  
Shoshoni 2003 Install Utilities                        70,000  
Shoshoni 2004 Grade Apron Area                              500  
Thermopolis 2016 Construct New Airport, Ph V                   1,887,000  
Torrington 2019 Relocate T/W, Ph II                      333,333  
Torrington 2021 FBO Remodeling                        30,000  
Torrington 2023 Rehab R/W 2/20 & Install R/W 2/20 Edge Lights                      108,000  
Torrington 2024 Land Acquisition, Grading,  & Game Fence                      157,895  
Wheatland 2020 Seal Coat & Mark                      112,000  
Worland 2012 Acquire Operations Vehicle                        44,000  
Worland 2014 Acquire Operations Vehicle                        44,000  
Worland 2017 Construct Access T/W to Hangar Area                      157,895  
Worland 2020 Construct New ARFF Building, Const.                   1,210,526  
Worland 2022 Expand and Upgrade Terminal Building                      789,473  
Worland 2023 Construct Access T/W to T-Hangars, Ph I                      157,895  
Worland 2023 EA for New Runway Extension                      315,790  
Worland 2024 Extend R/W 16/34 1,000 ft.                   3,684,210  
Worland 2025 Construct Access T/W to T-Hangars                      315,790  
Worland 2025 Grade R/W Extension for 34:1 Approach Surface                   2,526,115  
    
  Total Unfunded Needs  $   246,329,757  
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Recent Program Evaluations 
 

Wyoming State Archives        May 2000 

Turnover and Retention in Four Occupations       May 2000 

Placement of Deferred Compensation       October 2000 

Employees’ Group Health Insurance       December 2000 

State Park Fees          May 2001 

Childcare Licensing         July 2001 

Wyoming Public Television        January 2002 

Wyoming Aeronautics Commission       May 2002 

Attorney General’s Office:  Assignment of Attorneys and  
and Contracting for Legal Representation      November 2002 

Game & Fish Department: Private Lands Public Wildlife Access Program  December 2002 

Workers’ Compensation Claims Processing      June 2003 

Developmental Disabilities Division Adult Waiver Program    January 2004 

Court-Ordered Placements at Residential Treatment Centers    November 2004 

Wyoming Business Council        June 2005 

Foster Care          September 2005 

State-Level Education Governance       December 2005  

HB 59:  Substance Abuse Planning and Accountability     January 2006 

Market Pay for State Employees        July 2006 

Wyoming Drug Courts         July 2006 

A&I HRD Role in State Hiring        December 2006 

Kid Care CHIP: Wyoming’s State Children’s Health Insurance Program June 2007 

Wyoming Retirement System:  Public Employee Plan     August 2007 

WYDOT and General Fund Appropriations for Highways    May 2008 

Wyoming Child Protective Services       September 2008 

Department of Fire Prevention and Electrical Safety     December 2008 

 

 

 

 



 

Office of Health Care Licensing and Surveys      July 2009 

Victim Services Division:  Phase I       August 2009 

Victim Services Division:  Phase II       February 2010 

Reading Assessment and Intervention Program      February 2010 

Office of State Lands & Investments:  Management of State Trust Lands   June 2010 

Proficiency Assessments for Wyoming Students (PAWS)    December 2010 

Wyoming Unemployment Insurance Program      December 2010 

Department of Administration and Information:  Information Technology Division and  

Office of Chief Information Officer       July 2011 

Wyoming Department of Health:  Veterans’ Home of Wyoming    November 2011 

Evaluation reports can be obtained from: 

Wyoming Legislative Service Office 
213 State Capitol Building   Cheyenne, Wyoming  82002 

Telephone:  307-777-7881  Fax:  307-777-5466 
Website:  http://legisweb.state.wy.us 
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