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SECURITY COSTS AS A RESULT OF SEPTEMBER 11, 2001 FUNDED UNDER DOD APPROPRIATIONS BILL


Submitted by Brad Davis





In January, the President signed the FY 2002 Department of Defense (DOD) Appropriation Bill that included $175 million for emergency expenses to respond to the September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the United States.  These funds will be distributed under the “Grants-in-aid for airports” program to be derived from the Airport and Airways Trust Fund.  This was in addition to the $3.3 billion previously appropriated under the normal “Grants-in-aid for airports” program, the Airport Improvement Program (AIP).  The DOD Bill states that�
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these funds would “enable the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) to compensate airports for a portion of the direct costs.’’  In addition, the new Aviation and Transportation Security Act (ATSA) amended the AIP legislation to make eligible any additional security related activity required by law or by the Secretary.  This new eligibility is broader and can include operational costs that heretofore have not been eligible under AIP.  The period of this eligibility is for FY 2002 only and can include only the additional costs from September 11, 2001 to September 30, 2002.





As a result, a call when out to all the Part 1542 regulated airport for estimated increased direct security costs either incurred or anticipated to be incurred during that time period.  This national call resulted in estimated costs, which exceeded the additional $175 million in AIP funds provided for through the DOD appropriation language.





On March 18, 2002, the Department of Transportation announced the final distribution of the $175 million provided for under the DOD Appropriation Bill.  These allotments are to be used to fund direct security costs incurred or anticipated to be incurred between September 11, 2001 and September 30, 2002.





This Region’s needs were identified at $27.5m and the Regional allotment of the available funds was $7.4m.  Subsequently, Grant Offers committing the full $7.4m went out by the end of March.  The airports that received these grants can start requesting reimbursement for 100 percent of expended direct costs as soon as the Grants are fully executed and returned to the FAA.





Due to the significant costs identified nationally, the amount of available discretionary AIP funds will be not be sufficient to cover all the costs of this priority work.  As the ATSA expanded the AIP eligibility to include operational costs, these costs will still be eligible.  At the current time, operational costs outside of those funded under the $175m will only be considered for funding with entitlement funds.  However, all of the capital costs, i.e., development costs can be funded with entitlement, and in some cases, possibly discretionary funds.





Additional information relative to the application and use of the $175m can be found in the Airports Program Guidance Letter 02-4.  This guidance letter and additional information can be found on the national FAA Airports web page at http://www.faa.gov/arp select the Airports Organization, the Office of Airport Planning and Programming, and the topic of Program Guidance.





SECURITY COSTS FUNDED UNDER NORMAL AIP (OR THE REST OF THE STORY)


Submitted by Brad Davis





As noted under the article on the DOD Appropriations Bill, the Aviation and Transportation Security Act (ATSA) amended the Airport Improvement Program (AIP) legislative language.  Specifically Section 119 (a)(1) made eligible “in fiscal year 2002, any additional (emphases added) security related activity required by law or by the Secretary after September 11, 2001, and before October 1, 2002.”  This Section also provides for funding of these costs in fiscal year 2002 at 100 percent.  Additionally, these cost are eligible even if they were incurred before the execution of a grant when funded with entitlement funds.





One note of caution, however, on the eligibility of 100 percent funding, and that is only those costs/projects at airports that did not have a requirement before September 11, 2001 can be funded at 100 percent.  As an example, CAT X Airports that were required to submit fingerprints prior to September 11th would be funded at their normal Federal ratio and, if the equipment was purchased prior to a grant, but after September 11th, would be limited to reimbursement through the airports passenger entitlement funding.





In general, the FAA has agreed on a number of principles to be applied in AIP funding of security projects and those principles are or will be outlined in program guidance letters.  In making grant decisions, security projects should be examined closely in order to ensure that sufficient Federal resources are available to meet basic security needs at all airports.  This would include reliance on threat analysis and other planning efforts, which must be undertaken before proceeding with infrastructure changes.  Such planning and analysis work should develop alternatives and phasing opportunities, as well as assess the cost effectiveness of various alternatives for accomplishing the same level of security.





Since airports have different levels of risks and are not identical in use or design, it is anticipated that FAA offices will need to consider requests on a case-by-case basis and to apply specific project criteria to the general concepts of the programming guidance.  Airports are encouraged to undertake a review of their security plans prior to investment in expensive security projects.  Such updates to the security plans would be eligible for AIP funds under master planning since the planning would be intended to identify potential infrastructure and/or equipment solutions, in addition to operational improvements.  These plans can also address accommodation of pre-board passenger and baggage screening needs at an airport. For those airports not covered by Part 1542, security planning would not be accomplished as a stand-alone project, but could be done if it is incidental to other planning.  Any planning should include a review of lower cost alternatives, like sealing doorways instead of installing a computerized entry, or using mechanical means of entry control in lieu of sophisticated, high-cost measures.





Based upon adequate planning, airports should coordinate updates for security plans with the local Civil Aviation Security Field Office (CASFO/TSA Agent) as provided in Part 1542.  This security plan provides the basis for determining the justification for funding under AIP.  Airports requesting funding for projects under security eligibility should provide the justification by indicating in applications that the project is specifically identified in the security plan or that the project will support elements in the security plan, although it may not be specifically addressed. For example, if the security plan indicates only that the perimeter of the airport will be secured at the property line, a project for a perimeter fence and associated CCTV at airport gates may be considered.  Airports should also mark in applications any information that it believes should be protected under Part 191 and or Part 1520, which governs the public release of air transportation security information.


We will be coordinating all security projects with our regional Security/TSA point of contact who in turn will be coordinating with the field agents.  Only those costs/projects reviewed and concurred with by both the field and regional representatives will be considered for funding.  Therefore, it is imperative that you first coordinate your revised/update security plans and equipments needs with your responsible Security/TSA field agent as soon as possible.





Additional information relative to eligibility can be found in the Airports Program Guidance Letter 02-2. This guidance letter and additional information can be found on the national FAA Airports web page at http://www.faa.gov/arp under Airports Organization, the Office of Airport Planning and Programming and the topic of Program Guidance.





ABOUT US…


Submitted by Denise Poirier





We are pleased to announce that Patti Beckman was recently promoted to the position of Program Analyst.  One of Patti’s primary responsibilities includes managing the grant payment program.





ENGINEERED MATERIALS ARRESTING SYSTEM (EMAS) UPDATE


Submitted by Craig Bailey





In 1998, an EMAS was installed at LaGuardia Airport (LGA).  The available length for safety area was only 350 feet and so the EMAS was placed 35 feet from the runway end, instead of the minimum 100 feet required by AC 150/5220-22.  Within hours of placing the top coat, the runway was in use for departures.  The surface of the bed suffered serious erosion and the arrestor bed was subsequently removed.





The FAA Technical Center in Atlantic City, NJ, along with Engineered Systems Company, researched the failure and determined that it was caused by wind and sound pressure.  They have now developed a cementitious jet blast resistant (JBR) coating, which has been subjected to controlled tests at both the Technical Center and LGA with no evidence of damage.





Based upon the results of these tests, EMAS can now be installed a minimum of 75 feet from the runway end.  This is 25 feet less than the current dimension required by AC 150/5220-22.  This does not change FAA policy as stated in FAA Order 5200.8.  Airport Sponsors should continue to provide graded safety areas to the maximum extent practicable before considering EMAS as a safety enhancement.  Following this guidance, installations as close as 75 feet would be unlikely, unless the runway was extremely constrained, because an EMAS would be installed on the end of whatever safety area was obtainable.  Such an installation, on the farthest extent of the safety area, is considered fixed by function and frangible, and therefore, allowed within the safety area.





FY 2002 GRANT CHANGE


Submitted by Lisa Lesperance





In an effort to simplify things, starting with grants issued in FY 2002, New England Region will no longer be assigning contract numbers.  The AIP project number will be the only numerical reference required for all grant documentation, including payment reimbursements.  For all existing grants (FY 2001 or earlier), please include contract numbers on payment reimbursements.  If you have any questions on this policy change, call Lisa Lesperance, AIP Program Specialist, at 781-238-7616.





GRANT PAYMENTS


Submitted by Patti Beckman





As most of you are probably aware, all requests for reimbursement should be sent directly to Patti Beckman for processing.  Patti is the point of contact on all payments.  If you have any questions, she can be reached at 781-238-7611 or via email at patricia.beckman@faa.gov.





MAY 1ST APPLICATION DEADLINE


Submitted by Lisa Lesperance





On March 14, 2002, the Federal Register printed a notice regarding the deadline for the submission of “an acceptable grant application by May 1, 2002.”  This requirement is for projects using solely entitlement (non-primary; passenger; cargo) or state apportionment funds.





As in the past, a sponsor who has scheduled to submit a full grant application beyond May 1st, as mutually agreed upon at the scoping meeting, will be required to submit a notification of intent to use these fund on a Standard Form 424 page (first page of grant application), identifying the project and the best estimate to date.  For any project that we do not receive an application or SF 424, in lieu of, the funds will be reported to national headquarters as carryover and they will not be available for use until next fiscal year.  If you have any questions, please contact me at 781-238-7616.





AWARD FOR MARTHA’S VINEYARD TERMINAL


Submitted by Vince Scarano





We are pleased to congratulate the Martha’s Vineyard Airport (MVY) Terminal, which recently received a design award from the prestigious Boston Society of Architects.  The project was among the 20 (of 134 submissions) selected for awards.
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NEW GUIDE SPECIFICATION FOR CLASS 1 AND 2 ARFF VEHICLES


Submitted by Brad Davis





Effective 2/18/02 a new guide specification for Airport Rescue and Fire Fighting (ARFF) vehicles was issued by the FAA.  This new guide, Advisory Circular (AC) 150/5220-10C, covers Class 1 (1,500 gal.) and Class 2 (3,000 gal. and over) vehicles.  For airport projects receiving Federal grant-in-aid assistance, the use of these standards is mandatory.  If used as intended, this AC should virtually eliminate proprietary specifications and subsequent vendor protests.  Accordingly, the AC states “Features or design details not listed as required or optional (emphases added) in this document are not considered necessary, unless a justification acceptable to the FAA is provided.”  Sponsor technical specifications for federally funded procurements should consist of no more than a requirement for a vehicle that meets the advisory circular, with the three annotated sections (A, B and C) of appendix 4.





FAA, AIRPORTS LIBRARY


Submitted by Kathy Cordaro





Next time you come by to review items in our library/reference room, you’ll notice a big change.  John Silva and Kathy Cordaro have been working diligently to update our Airport Master Plan filing system, as well as organizing the library, in general.  Everything will be cataloged and easier to find.  You’ll be able to locate exactly what you need, first time – every time!  If you’re looking for a specific document, call Kathy Cordaro at 781-238-7607 or send an email to kathleen.cordaro@faa.gov.
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AIRPORT FLYER





“Airport Flyer” is the newsletter of the FAA, New England Region, Airports Division.  The newsletter is mailed to airport managers, sponsors, consultants, state aviation directors, and FAA regional offices.  “Airport Flyer” can also be viewed on our website at http://www.faa.gov/region/ane/ane600/index.html.  Comments, suggestions and articles are welcome and may be sent to:





Federal Aviation Administration


Airports Division, New England Region


12 New England Executive Park


Burlington, MA  01803





Editor:  Denise Poirier





E-mail: denise.poirier@faa.gov


FAX (781) 238-7608


Tel. (781) 238-7601
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