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THE SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20590

June 23, 2004

The Honorable J. Dennis Hastert
Speaker of the House of Representatives

U.S. House of Representatives
Washington, DC 20515

Dear Mr. Speaker:

[ am pleased to send you the Twentieth Annual Report of Accomplishments Under
the Airport Improvement Program and Land Use Compliance Report. These reports cover the
three fiscal years 2001, 2002, and 2003. These reports, as required by Section 47131 of Title 49
United States Code, contain comprehensive information on the Airport Improvement Program
and Compliance Program.

Though the figures and tables in the narrative section highlight only the FY 2003
program, the narrative includes information for all three fiscal years. Included at the back of
the report are two additional appendices, one for each fiscal year. These appendices, E and D
for FY 2001 and FY 2002, contain a fiscal year program summary specific to that fiscal year
and each includes the associated charts and tables applicable to that fiscal year. Most of the
data contained in the report has been available in other formats, including the Federal Aviation
Administration's (FAA) Web site since shortly after the end of each of the three fiscal years,
2001, 2002, and 2003.

Appendix C contains FY 2003 data and incorporates the Land Use Compliance Report
encompassing fiscal years 2001, 2002, and 2003. The Land Use Compliance Report presents a
list of airports where the FAA has identified land use compliance violations and what
corrective actions have been requested.

An identical report has been sent to the President of the Senate.
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THE SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20590

June 23, 2004

The Honorable Richard B. Cheney
President of the Senate

United States Senate

Washington, DC 20510

Dear Mr. President:

I am pleased to send you the Twentieth Annual Report of
Accomplishments Under the Airport Improvement Program and Land Use Compliance
Report. These reports cover the three fiscal years 2001, 2002, and 2003. These reports,
as required by Section 47131 of Title 49 United States Code, contain comprehensive
information on the Airport Improvement Program and Compliance Program.

Though the figures and tables in the narrative section highlight only the FY 2003
program, the narrative includes information for all three fiscal years. Included at the back of
the report are two additional appendices, one for each fiscal year. These appendices, E and D
for FY 2001 and FY 2002, contain a fiscal year program summary specific to that fiscal year
and each includes the associated charts and tables applicable to that fiscal year. Most of the
data contained in the report has been available in other formats, including the Federal Aviation
Administration’s (FAA) Web site since shortly after the end of each of the three fiscal years,
2001, 2002, and 2003.

Appendix C contains FY 2003 data and incorporates the Land Use Compliance Report
encompassing fiscal years 2001, 2002, and 2003. The Land Use Compliance Report presents a
list of airports where the FAA has identified land use compliance violations and what
corrective actions have been requested.

An identical report has been sent to the Speaker of the House of Representatives.

Sincerely yours,

Norman
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Airport Improvement Program (AlP) Report to Congress

1 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Thisreport is the 20th report of activity of the Airport Improvement Program (AIP) as
required by Section 47131 of Title 49, United States Code. Thisreportisa
comprehensive report covering the fiscal years (FY's) 2001, 2002 and 2003. The current
grant program, known as the Airport Improvement Program (AIP), was established by the
Airport and Airway Improvement Act of 1982. It authorized funding for the AIP from
the Airport and Airway Trust Fund for airport development, airport planning, and noise
compatibility planning and programs.

Along with meeting statutory requirements, this report will focus on the goals the Federal
Aviation Administration (FAA) is striving to meet with the AIP. It also details the
mechanics of administering the AlIP and the methods used to accomplish these objectives.

The report includes a narrative pertaining to the Passenger Facility Charge (PFC)
Program to highlight the increasing importance of the PFC revenue stream in the
financing of airport improvements.

This report aso describes FAA management initiatives to make the administration of the
airport financial assistance programs more effective and to make Federal dollars go
farther. Some of these initiatives build on activities begun in previous years dealing with
the use of investment criteria, implementation of arevised priority system, and movement
toward greater use of benefit and cost-analysis techniques. Development of AIP
performance goals and measurement of the accomplishments is an ongoing process and
continues to be refined to align with the strategic plans and goals of the Department of
Transportation (DOT) and FAA. The FAA utilizes the Airports Capital Improvement
Plan (ACIP) to identify future airport devel opment needs and anticipated funding
requirements. Pilot program initiatives undertaken include testing of innovative
financing techniques, definition of program parameters for the Inherently Low Emission
Airport Vehicle (ILEAV) program, development of the program scope and program
guidance for the Design Build program, and continued assessment of airport privatization
issues. These will be discussed more in depth later in the report.

1.1 CHANGESAFFECTING AIP DURING FY 2001 - FY 2003

The Aviation and Transportation Security Act (ATSA), Public Law (P.L.) 107-71,
amended title 49, United States Code in response to the terrorist attacks of
September 11, 2001. The purpose of the amendment was to expand eligibility of
projects under the AIP by making eligible any additional security related activity
required by law or the Secretary. Although this new eligibility was broad,
applicable projects fell into three basic categories,; these included operational costs,
payments for "debt service" and projects focused on airport baggage systems
including baggage conveyor systems and reconfiguration of terminal baggage aress.
The period of digibility for certain provisionswas for FY 2002 only. These areas
are described in additional detail below.
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Operational costs that heretofore had not been eligible under AIP were now dligible
under ATSA Section 119(a)(1). However, the period of eligibility for this provision
was for FY 2002 only and could include only the additional operational costs
associated with September 11, 2001.

Section 119(a)(1) of ATSA also provided for use of FY's 2001 or 2002 entitlements
on any nonprimary airport activity, including operational activities, where the
airfield had been the subject of security restrictions defined by Notice to Airmen
FDC 1/0618.

Further, Section 119(a)(1) of the ATSA made eligible for AIP in FY 2002 payments
for "debt service on indebtedness incurred to carry out a project at an airport
owned or controlled by the sponsor or at a privately owned or operated airport
passenger terminal financed by indebtedness incurred by the sponsor if the
Secretary determines that such payments are necessary to prevent a default on the
Indebtedness.” This provision applied to both publicly-owned projects and
privately-owned or operated passenger terminal buildings, including those on the
AlP-eligible airports that may be under private ownership. No airport requested any
AIP funding under this provision.

In the case of projects under the broadened eligibility above, the federa share was
increased to 100 percent for FY 2002.

Finaly, ATSA amended Section 47102(3) of title 49 USC, to include the
replacement of baggage conveyor systems, and reconfiguration of terminal baggage
areas, that are undertaken by an airport owner or operator and that the Secretary
determines are necessary to install bulk explosive detection devices. The effect of
this amendment made this development AIP eligible (already PFC ligible). Unlike
other provisions of ATSA, eligibility for thisitem was not limited to FY 2002.

In response to the emergency triggered by the attacks of September 11, the FAA
applied record levels of AIP fundsto security projects. In FY 2002 alone the
amount of AIP funding allotted to security projectsincreased by more than

800 percent over the level of security funding awarded in FY 2001. This
represented a 17 percent share of AlIP dedicated to security whereasin general,
security related projects averaged roughly 2 percent of the overall AIP since
inception. Similiarly, the AIP funding for security related projectsin FY 2003
achieved comparable levels with an obligation rate of over 13 percent of AlP.
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1.2 SUMMARY ACCOMPLISHMENTS

The Wendell H. Ford Aviation Investment and Reform Act for the 21st Century
(AIR 21), P.L. 106-181, was signed into law on April 5, 2000. AIR 21 authorized
$3.2 hillion, $3.3 billion and $3.4 billion for FY's 2001, 2002, and 2003,
respectively. These amounts were reduced by the operational expenses of the FAA
Airports Division and by government-wide budget rescissions. Other reductionsto
the congressional authorizations as applicable by fiscal year are shown in the
following figures. This plan formulates the net available for AIP grants and then
details how the funding should be distributed based on AIR 21. Figures1-1, 1-2,
and 1-3 show the AIP Funding Distribution Plans for FY's 2001, 2002, and 2003,
respectively.
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Figure 1-1 AIP Funding Distribution Plan for FY 2001

(3M)
Authorized by Legisation 3,200.0
Availablefor AIP
Authorized 3,200.0
Less:
Genera Recission 7.0
Small Airport Community Program 0.0
Administrative Expenses 52.9
Total Availablefor AIP 3,140.1
Funding Distribution
ENTITLEMENTSAPPORTIONMENTS
Primary Airports 1,067.9
Cargo (3 %) 94.2
Alaska Supplemental 21.0
States (20 %)
Nonprimary Entitlement 269.6
State Apportionment by Formula 358.4
628.0
Carryover Entitlement 132.6
Subtotal Entitlements 1,943.7
Small Airport Fund
Nonhub Airports 153.7
Non Commerical Service 76.9
Small Hub 384
Subtotal Small Airport Fund 269.0
Subtotal Non Discretionary 2,212.7
DISCRETIONARY
Noise (34% of Disc) 315.3
Reliever (0.66% of Disc) 6.1
MAP (4% of Disc) 37.0
Security Consortium 0.0
Subtotal Discretionary Set-asides 358.4
C/ISISIN 426.6
Remaining Discretionary 142.2
Subtotal Other Discretionary 568.8
Subtotal Discretionary 927.2
Funding Distribution Total for Fiscal Year Funds 3,139.9
Recovery Ceiling Authorized for Reobligations 75.0
Total Authorized Obligation L evel 3,214.9
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Figure 1-2 AIP Funding Distribution Plan for FY 2002

(3M)
Authorized by Legisation 3,300.0
Availablefor AIP
Authorized 3,300.0
Less:
Genera Recission 0.0
Small Airport Community Program 20.0
Administrative Expenses 57.0
Total Availablefor AIP 3,223.0
Funding Distribution
ENTITLEMENTSAPPORTIONMENTS
Primary Airports 1,028.3
Cargo (3 %) 96.7
Alaska Supplemental 21.3
States (20 %)
Nonprimary Entitlement 270.7
State Apportionment by Formula 3739
644.6
Carryover Entitlement 315.5
Subtotal Entitlements 2,106.4
Small Airport Fund
Nonhub Airports 183.3
Non Commerical Service 91.7
Small Hub 45.8
Subtotal Small Airport Fund 320.8
Subtotal Non Discretionary 24272
DISCRETIONARY
Noise (34% of Disc) 270.5
Reliever (0.66% of Disc) 53
MAP (4% of Disc) 31.8
Security Consortium 6.0
Subtotal Discretionary Set-asides 313.6
C/ISISIN 366.0
Remaining Discretionary 116.0
Subtotal Other Discretionary 482.0
Subtotal Discretionary 795.6
Funding Distribution Total for Fiscal Year Funds 3,222.8
Recovery Ceiling Authorized for Reobligations 100.0
Total Authorized Obligation L evel 3,322.8
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Figure 1-3 AIP Funding Distribution Plan for FY 2003

(3M)

Authorized by Legisation

Availablefor AIP

Authorized

Less
General Recission
Small Airport Community Program
Administrative Expenses

Total Availablefor AIP

Funding Distribution
ENTITLEMENTSAPPORTIONMENTS
Primary Airports
Cargo (3 %)
Alaska Supplemental
States (20 %)
Nonprimary Entitlement
State Apportionment by Formula

Carryover Entitlement
Subtotal Entitlements
Small Airport Fund
Nonhub Airports
Non Commerical Service
Small Hub
Subtotal Small Airport Fund
Subtotal Non Discretionary

DISCRETIONARY
Noise (34% of Disc)
Reliever (0.66% of Disc)
MAP (4% of Disc)
Security Consortium
Subtotal Discretionary Set-asides

C/ISISIN
Remaining Discretionary
Subtotal Other Discretionary
Subtotal Discretionary
Funding Distribution Total for Fiscal Year Funds

Recovery Ceiling Authorized for Reobligations

Total Authorized Obligation L evel
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3,400.0

3,400.0

22.1
199
63.2
3,294.8

961.7
98.8
21.3

341.0
317.9
658.9
355.0
2,095.7

220.1
110.0
55.0
385.1
2,480.8

276.7
54
325
5.0
319.6

374.4
119.8
494.2
813.8
3,294.6

175.0
3,469.6
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1.3 NON-AIP SUPPLEMENTAL FUNDING

On March 8, 2002, the Secretary of Transportation announced the allocation of
$175 million in supplemental fundsto 317 eligible airports for reimbursement of
direct costs to comply with new security requirements as aresult of the attacks on
September 11, 2001. Grant offers were issued to each of the qualifying airports.
The funds, provided to airports with funds appropriated to FAA by P.L. 107-117,
the Department of Defense's Supplemental 2002 A ppropriations Act, helped defray
costs associated with additional law enforcement personnel, airport surveillance,
and the revalidation of all airport-issued and approved identification.

Within this program, 317 airports applied for approximately $495 million in
security costs. The FAA considered approximately $445 million of these costs to be
direct costs and eligible under this program. These requests were categorized by
hub size in the following manner: large and medium hub airports (approximately
$353 million), small hub airports (approximately $57 million) and nonhub airports
(approximately $35 million). Congress directed DOT that such funding would fund
a"portion" of the direct costs and that distribution be done in a"manner to assist
those airports that are facing the greatest financial challenges in complying" with
new security directives. Thisfunding was to be made available until fully spent.

In reviewing the 317 applications and airport financial data, the FAA found that
nonhub airports faced the greatest overall financial challenges as aresult of the
events of September 11, 2001, but also incurred lower direct costs of complying
with new security directives. Therefore the FAA funded 100 percent of eligible
project costs for these airports. Small hub airports as a group incurred somewhat
higher compliance costs, but their overall financial health was better. Consequently,
the FAA provided each small hub airport with 50 percent of its project costs. Large
and medium hub airports incurred substantially higher compliance costs than the
other categories of airports combined. In addition, they serve a substantial majority
of passenger traffic. Therefore, the FAA allocated the mgjority of the

$175 million to these airports. The funds were distributed based on the number of
enplanements, as a proxy for financial need. The specific allocations were:

* Nonhub airports -- 184 airports received $35.6 million;
e Small hub airports -- 67 airports received $28.3 million; and
» Large and medium hub airports -- 66 airports received $111.1 million.

Please refer to Appendix D, Figure D-9 for grant detail.
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OVERVIEW

Section 47131 of Title 49, United States Code requires the Secretary of Transportation to
submit an annual report to Congress describing the accomplishments of the airport grant

program. Thisreport covers activities for fiscal year ending September 30, 2003, as well
asfor fiscal years ending September 30, 2001 and September 30, 2002.

21

INTRODUCTION

The AIP and the PFC program are administered within the FAA by the Office of the
Associate Administrator for Airports. The Airports organization is composed of
staffsin the headquarters and nine regional Airports divisions, six of which have
district and field offices. The headquarters staff develops policy for the effective
utilization of AlP funds and provides technical, planning, environmental and
administrative guidance to the other Airports offices. Most of the day-to-day
decision making for AIP project formulation is delegated to the regional, district, or
field level. The managers and their staffs have diverse backgrounds, including
many with expertise in planning, environmental, engineering, financial, accounting
and administrative functions. Controversial or precedent-setting PFC decisions are
issued out of the headquarters office, although authority to approve other PFC
applications was delegated to FAA's regions beginning in FY 1997. Moreover,
field input is vital to the headquarters staff for approval of collections and use of
PFCsfor those decisions retained by headquarters.

The administration of the AIP is shaped and guided by formulas and program
set-asides contained in legidlation. Decisions on distribution of funds are made at
headquarters, with significant input by field offices. Projectsidentified for receipt
of funds are carefully scrutinized to ensure they are justified based on safety,
security requirements, aeronautical demand and noise mitigation. They must also
meet selection criteria established by Congressin enabling legidlation. These
mandates are further refined by the headquarters Airports organization and
disseminated to the field through program guidance and design criteria. Adherence
to these directivesis monitored to ensure conformity and consistency nationwide.

Although past actions employed to administer the AlIP have been highly successful,
the Airports organization continues to seek opportunities for improvement. One
tool being used isthe ACIP. Thistool provides a better selection process for
distribution of AIP funds to the projects that have the greatest potential for
improving the national system of airports. Other initiatives are being implemented
to further improve project evaluation and funding decisions by including the use of
financial analysistechniques. A summary of these initiatives is discussed later in
this report.
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22 POLICY

The highest aviation priority of the United States is the safe, secure and efficient
operation of the airport and airway system. Through legislation the FAA has aso
been directed to minimize noise impacts on nearby communities; develop reliever
airports; develop cargo-hub airports; develop transportation systems that use various
modes of transportation; protect and enhance natural resources; reduce aircraft
operation delays; convert former military air bases to civil use; and implement a
variety of other provisionsto ensure a safe and efficient airport system.

In the administration of the AIP, the FAA implements these policies by giving the
highest priority to projects that enhance the safety and security of our airport
system. Other major policy objectives are advanced by assigning high priority in
the award of AIP fundsto projects that maintain current airport infrastructure and
increase the capacity of facilities to accommodate growing passenger and cargo
traffic. The United States' aviation policies are strengthened by statutory provisions
that direct specific funding resources to help minimize current and projected noise
impacts; convert available former military air bases to civil use; preserve and
enhance capacity, safety, and security at primary and reliever airports; and ensure
continued funding availability to the small general aviation and nonhub commercial
service airports. Discussion of these funding designations is provided in sections
that follow dealing with apportioned and discretionary funds.

Section 47103 of Title 49 USC requires the Secretary of Transportation to maintain
aplan for the development of public-use airportsin the United States. This plan,
the National Plan of Integrated Airport Systems (NPIAS), lists devel opment
considered necessary to provide a safe, secure, efficient, and integrated airport
system meeting the needs of civil aviation, national defense, and the U.S. Postal
Service. An airport must be included in this plan to be eligible to receive a grant
under AIP.
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3 FY 2003 SUMMARY OF FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE

This section summarizes the financial commitments met by the AIP for FY 2003. Asthis
report reviews FY 2001 and FY 2002 as well, summaries applicable to these fiscal years
have been included in the appendices. Please refer to appendices D and E for fiscal year
summary information for FY 2002 and FY 2001, respectively.

The amount permitted by Congress to be obligated for awarding grants for FY 2003 was
$3.295 billion. However, the FAA is also authorized to recover funds from prior year
projects in which the final costs were less than expected. These recovered funds may
then be reobligated to fund new projects and to increase the Federal amount to
accommodate cost overrunsin existing grants. Consequently, in FY 2003, gross AIP
obligations amounted to $3.4 billion, of which $3.3 billion was for 2,234 new grant
agreements and $123 million, primarily derived from recovered funds, was for increases
In existing grant agreements. With thislevel of funding, the FAA was able to meet:

» all legidlative set-aside requirements, such as noise mitigation and
reduction program and the military airport program;

» al safety projectsincluding increased amounts related to FAA's maturing
runway safety area program and projects to reduce runway incursions;

» congressionally-designated priorities;
» all phased projects that had been previously funded with AIP grant funds;
» somerehabilitation and new start projects;

* security projects, including about $130 million for Airport Security
development in accordance with Title 49, CFR, Part 1542, $9 million for
checkpoint projects, and $308 million for accommodation of EDS
equipment; atotal of $447 million; and

» anincreased number of rehabilitation and standards projects due to a
decrease in use of entitlement funds for security projects.

In brief, 11 percent of the grants awarded and 41 percent of the corresponding funding
financed projects at the Nation's large airports leaving 87 percent of the grants and

59 percent of the funding to support projects at small airports. The remaining 2 percent
of the grants awarded were provided to State and Local Planning agenciesto assist in the
effort to better plan and organize additions and improvements to the aviation system. Of
the total number of grants awarded, 105 of these grants, totaling $288.1 million, were
issued specifically for Noise compatibility projects. These projectsincluded the purchase
of noise-impacted land adjacent to airports, soundproofing residences and schools, and
for other efforts to reduce adverse impacts of noise. Please refer to Table 3-1 for the

Page 11



Airport Improvement Program (AlP) Report to Congress

complete distribution of grants awarded and the categorical totals of those grants for
FY 2003.

The data shown in Table 3-1 depict the number and amount of grants awarded to large
and small airports. Airport System Planning is displayed separately since it appliesto
both categories. The data shows that a significant number of the grants and more than
one-half of the grant funds went to small airports. A pictorial view of thisfunding
distribution is provided in the following figure.

The following sections outline the general and specific aspects of the administration of
the airport grant program. These discussions reflect direction of Congress contained in
authorizing legidation.
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Table 3-1 Funding Distribution Summary for FY 2003

(3M)
Funding Category Grants Percentage Obligated Percentage
Awarded of Total Amounts (in $M) of Total
Large Airports
Primary Large Hub Airports 150 6.7 % 897.7 274 %
Primary Medium Hub Airports 89 40 % 429.0 131 %
Large Airports Subtotal: 239 10.7 % $1,326.6 405 %

Small Airports

Primary Small Hub Airports 150 6.7 % 4075 124 %
Primary Nonhub Airports 323 145 % 563.3 172 %
Nonprimary Commercial Service Airports 69 31 % 55.1 17 %
Reliever Airports 207 93 % 180.1 55 %
Other General Aviation Airports 1,173 525 % 4995 153 %
State Block Grant Program 20 09 % 199.1 6.1 %
State Sponsored: Various Locations 11 05 % 23.7 0.7 %

Small Airports Subtotal: 1,953 87.4 % $1,928.3 58.9 %

Airport System Planning

Planning Agencies and Other 14 0.6 % 12.7 04 %
State Sponsored: Other Locations 28 13 % 6.5 02 %
System Planning Subtotal: 42 19 % $19.2 06 %
Total: 2,234 100.0 % $3,274.2 100.0 %
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Figure 3-1 AIP Funding Distribution for FY 2003

Grant Funds Awarded

0 :
Large Airports Displayed by Airport Size

(Large and
Medium Hubs)
40.5%

L Small Airports
58.9%

O Airport System
Planning
0.6%

O Large Airports (Large and Medium Hubs)
0 Small Airports
O Airport System Planning
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4  AIRPORT IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

Section 47104 of Title 49 USC authorizes the Secretary of Transportation to make project
grants for airport planning and development under the AIP to maintain a safe and
efficient nationwide system of public-use airports that meets both present and future
needs of civil aeronautics. AIR 21 isthe vehicle under which the AP was administered
in FY's 2001, 2002, and 2003. This legislation provides the authority to make the
financial commitments under the stipulated terms and conditions over the four-year
period beginning with FY 2000 and ending in FY 2003.

41 AIRPORT CATEGORIES

The United States Code defines an airport as any area of land or water used or
intended to be used for the landing or taking off of aircraft and includes, within the
five categories of airports listed below, special types of facilities like seaplane bases
and heliports.

The code further defines airports by categories that include commercial service,
primary, cargo service, reliever and genera aviation airports. They are defined as
follows:

» Commercia Service Airports are publicly-owned airports that have at |east
2,500 passenger boardings each year and receive scheduled passenger
service. Passenger boardings refer to revenue passenger boardings on an
aircraft in servicein air commerce. The definition also includes passengers
who continue on an aircraft in international flight that stops at an airport in
any of the 50 States for a nontraffic purpose (e.g. refueling stops).
Passenger boardings at airports that receive scheduled passenger service
are also referred to as enplanements.

* Nonprimary Commercial Service Airports are Commercial Service
Airports that have at least 2,500 and no more than 10,000 passenger
boardings each year.

* Primary Airports are Commercial Service Airports that have more than
10,000 passenger boardings each year. These airports are further
categorized as Hub Airports, based upon the level of passenger boardings.
Hub categories for Primary Airports are defined as a percentage of total
passenger boardings in the most current calendar year ending before the
start of the current fiscal year. For FY 2003, calendar year (CY) 2001 data
are used to apportion funds since the current fiscal year began 9 months
after the end of CY 2001 (October 2002). For FY 2002, CY 2000 data
were used and for FY 2001, CY 1999 datawere used. The following table
depicts the definition and formulae used for designating Primary Airports
by Hub Type:
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Airport Hub Type| Percentage of Annual Passenger Boar dings (Enplanements)

Large 1.0% or more.

Medium At least 0.25% but less than 1.0%.
Small At least 0.05% but less than 0.25%.
Nonhub More than 10,000, but |ess than 0.05%.

Table 4-1 Hubs Defined by Percentage of Annual Passenger Boardings

(Enplanements)

Cargo Service Airports are airports that, in addition to any other air
transportation services that may be available, are served by aircraft
providing air transportation of only cargo with atotal annual landed weight
of more than 100 million pounds. "Landed weight" means the weight of
aircraft transporting only cargo in intrastate, interstate, and foreign air
transportation. For FY 2003, calendar year 2001 data are used to apportion
funds since the current fiscal year began 9 months after the end of

CY 2001. Similarly, CY 2000 datawere used in FY 2002 and CY 1999
datawere used in FY 2001.

Reliever Airports are airports designated by the FAA to relieve congestion
at aCommercial Service Airport and to provide improved general aviation
access to the overall community.

The remaining airports, while not specifically defined in Title 49 USC, are
referred to as General Aviation Airports and comprise the largest single
group of airportsin the U.S. airport system.
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42 COLLECTION OF PASSENGER BOARDING AND CARGO
DATA

Each year, the FAA's Office of the Associate Administrator for Airports publishes a
document entitled Enplanement and All Cargo Activity, that contains annual
passenger boardings and revenue cargo data by all-cargo aircraft. (The complete
report is available from the Department of Commerce's National Technical
Information Service.) The datain the publication are obtained from the Air Carrier
Activity Information System (ACAIS) and are subsequently used to determine
formula distributions of annual AIP funds.

Passenger boarding data are derived from avariety of sources. U.S. scheduled and
nonscheduled large certificated air carriers submit passenger boarding data to the
Department of Transportation (DOT) on Form 41, Schedule T-100. Foreign flag air
carriers submit datato DOT on Form 41, Schedule T-100(F). Commuter and small
certificated air carriers submit datato DOT on Form 298-C, Schedule T1 and E1.

In addition, FAA conducts an annual survey of air taxi/commercial operators who
voluntarily report their nonscheduled activity on FAA Form 1899-31.

For purposes of calculating AlP apportionments to airports, passenger boardings
also include those passengers on board international flights that stop at airports
located in the 50 States for nontraffic purposes (typically refueling stops).

The passenger boarding data obtained from these sources for the appropriate
calendar year were merged into the ACAIS database, which was then reviewed by
FAA staff and individual airport operators. Erroneous or inconsistent datawere
coordinated with the air carriers. If warranted, appropriate revisions were made
before the data were finalized. These data were then used to determine formula
distributions of funds for the fiscal year.

Datafrom all-cargo carriers were compiled for airports with a minimum of

100 million pounds of cargo aircraft landed weight annually. The cargo carriers
report the landed cargo aircraft weight of all-cargo aircraft to the airport operator,
who completes FAA Form 5100-108 and submitsit to FAA.

The FAA compiled and merged the datainto the ACAIS database. Aswith
passenger boarding data, the data were then reviewed by FAA staff and individual
airport operators. Erroneous or inconsistent data were coordinated with the air
carriers. |f warranted, appropriate revisions were made before the data were
finalized. These datawere then used to determine formula distributions of cargo
funds for the fiscal year.
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5 ANNUAL AUTHORIZATION

Historical AlIP authorization and amounts available to AIP from FY 1982 through
FY 2003 are shown in the following figure:
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Figure5-1 Yearly AIP Authorizations and Available for AIP

The amounts authorized for the Grants-in-Aid for Airports appropriation rose from
$450 million in FY 1982 to $2.97 billion in FY 1994, declined to $2.16 hillion in

FY 1995, and then rose steadily once again to $2.47 billion in FY 2000. Under AIR 21,
AIP authorizations then jumped to $3.2 billion in FY 2001, $3.3 billion in FY 2002, and
$3.4 billion in FY 2003.

Prior to AIR 21, Congress generally limited annual obligations to less than the amount
authorized. For example, the amount authorized for FY 2000 was $2.47 billion. In that
year's appropriations bill, however, Congress placed an obligation limitation of

$1.95 billion against the authorized amount. Moreover, of the $1.95 billion obligation
limitation, only $1.85 billion was available to the AIP grant program. The remaining
$100 million was used to fund the administrative expenses of the FAA's Office of
Airports ($45 million) and the FAA's share of a government-wide budget rescission
($55 million).
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Since the enactment of AIR 21, the obligation limitation for each year has equaled the
authorized amount, thus providing significantly more funds for the AIP grant program.
However, not al of the amounts authorized have been available for AIP grants - the
Grants-in-Aid program continues to fund the Office of Airports administrative expenses
(approximately $60 million per year), aswell as the Small Community Air Service
program (approximately $20 million per year) beginning in FY 2002. In addition,
government-wide rescissions of 0.22 percent in FY 2001 and 0.65 percent in FY 2003
further reduced the amounts available. The actual amounts available for AIP grants were
therefore $3.14 billion in FY 2001, $3.22 billion in FY 2002 and $3.29 hillion in

FY 2003.

The amounts available for obligation fall into two basic categories: apportioned funds
and discretionary funds. Funds apportioned to airports may generally be used for any
eligible airport planning or development. Other funds are approved by the FAA for use
on projects after consideration of project priority and other selection criteria. Although
Sponsors receiving apportioned funds are given some latitude in determining how they
will be used, they are discouraged from using entitlement funds for lower priority
projects when seeking discretionary funding. Discretionary funds are limited and
consequently directed to only higher priority needs.

5.1 DISTRIBUTION OF APPORTIONED FUNDS

Statutory provisions require that AlP funds be apportioned by formula each year to
specific airports or types of airports. Such funds are available to airports in the year
they are first apportioned and they remain available for the two fiscal years
immediately following. In the case of nonhub primary airports, the funds remain
available for three fiscal years following apportionment.

Primary Airports.

For FY 2003, there were 419 primary airports. These airports boarded
659,422,828 passengersin CY 2001, the year used to determine FY 2003 primary
airport apportionments. Each primary airport apportionment is based upon the
number of passenger boardings at the airport. If full funding is made available for
obligation, the minimum amount apportioned to the sponsor of a primary airport is
$1,000,000 and the maximum is $26,000,000. For FY 2003, aprovision in the
Aviation and Transportation Security Act (ATSA) directed the FAA to use the
higher of CY 2000 or CY 2001 passenger boardings in calculating passenger
apportionments under this formula. Absent this provision the FAA would have
used the CY 2001 passenger boardings. These funds are calculated as follows:
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Apportionment Factors

$7.80 each for passenger boardings from 0 to 50,000

$5.20 each for passenger boardings from 50,001 to 100,000

$2.60 each for passenger boardings from 100,001 to 500,000

$0.65 each for passenger boardings from 500,001 to 1,000,000

$0.50 each for passenger boardings from 1,000,001 and up

Table 5-1 Primary Airport Apportionment Calculation Based on Passenger Boardings

PFC Participant Apportionment Reductions.

In 1990, Congress enacted legidlation that allows public agencies controlling
commercial service airports to charge enplaning passengers using the airport a $1,
$2, or $3 PFC. AIR 21 authorized PFC charges of $4 and $4.50. Public agencies
wishing to impose a PFC must apply to the FAA for such authority and meet certain
requirements.

Section 47114(f) of Title 49 USC requires that AlP funds apportioned to alarge or
medium hub airport be reduced by up to 50 percent if a PFC isimposed at that
airport under the law that wasin effect in FY 1999. AIR 21, however, required
reductions of up to 75 percent in apportioned AlP funds for a PFC level above $3.
Prior to AIR 21, the reduced apportionment took effect in the first fiscal year
following the approval of authority for PFC collections at that airport and continues
In each succeeding fiscal year in which a PFC isimposed. Under AIR 21, the
reduced apportionment takes effect in the first fiscal year following the year in
which the collection of the PFC level begins. The apportionment for an airport in
FY 2003 was reduced by 75 percent of the forecast PFC revenue in that fiscal year,
but not by more than 75 percent of the apportionments calculated for that fiscal
year.

In FY 2003, 57 of the 67 large and medium hub airports had a PFC in place; all of
which were subject to these reductions. Of the 57 airports, 31 airports were subject
to the 50 percent reduction in entitlements and 26 were subject to the 75 percent
reduction in entitlements.

In FY 2002, 53 of the 66 large and medium hub airports had a PFC in place; al of
which were subject to these reductions. Of the 53 airports, 41 airports were subject
to the 50 percent reduction in entitlements and 12 were subject to the 75 percent
reduction in entitlements.

In FY 2001, 52 of the 68 large and medium hub airports had a PFC in place; all of
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which were subject to these reductions. Of the 52 airports, al 52 airports were
subject to the 50 percent reduction in entitlements. The 75 percent reduction rule
was not in placein FY 2001.

The apportionments that are withheld as a result of PFC collections are redistributed
within the AIP program as 12.5 percent to the Al P discretionary fund and
87.5 percent to the Small Airport fund.

Of the 12.5 percent distributed to the discretionary fund, three-fourths is distributed
for capacity, safety, security and carrying out noise compatibility planning and
programs at primary and reliever airports (C/S/S/IN category). The remaining
one-quarter is classified as "undesignated discretionary” and may be used for any
eligible project at any airport in the NPIAS.

Of the 87.5 percent distributed to the Small Airport fund, one-seventh is distributed
to small hub airports. The remaining is split, two-thirds to nonhub primary and
nonprimary commercial service and one-third to general aviation/reliever airports.

Asaresult of apportionment reductions, $440.2 million of FY 2003 AIP funds that
otherwise would have been apportioned to large and medium hub primary airports
were distributed as follows: $55 million went to small hub airports; $220 million
went to nonhub primary and nonprimary commercial service airports; $110 million
went to the remaining noncommercial, reliever, and general aviation airports and
$55.2 million went to the remaining discretionary funding pot.

In each year, the funds contributed to the discretionary funding pot were distributed
based on the 75/25 percent split respectively between primary and reliever airports
eligible for the C/S/YS/N category and the undesignated discretionary fund available
to al airports.

In response to Section 47137(2)(f) of Title 49 USC, requiring that the Secretary set
aside an amount of $5 million in AIP funds for the testing and evaluation of
innovative aviation security systems, $5 million was set aside within the
"undesignated discretionary” fund, leaving the remainder of the funds to be
distributed in accordance with FAA's guidelines.

Cargo Service Airports.

The 3 percent of AlP apportionment made available to Cargo Service airportsis
apportioned to each cargo service airport in the same proportion as its proportion of
landed weight of cargo aircraft to the total landed weight of cargo aircraft at all
gualifying airports. For FY 2003, there were 112 airports that qualified as cargo
service airports, which shared the 3 percent funding. In both FY 2001 and FY 2002,
there were 111 qualifying airports that shared this funding.
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In FY 2003 $98.84 million was made available for obligation. In FY 2001 and
FY 2002, $94.2 million and $96.68 million, respectively, were made available for
obligation.

State/l nsular Areas.

Beginning in FY 2001, atotal of 20 percent of the annual amount made available
for obligation was apportioned for use at nonprimary commercial service, genera
aviation, and reliever airports within the States and insular areas. These airports are
collectively referred to as "Nonprimary” airports. Nonprimary airports are entitled
to an individual apportionment based on the lesser of 1/5 of the airport's five-year
capital needs asidentified in the FAA's NPIAS or $150,000. In accordance with
this new funding entitlement, $341 million was made available to Nonprimary
airports for obligation in FY 2003. In FY 2002 and FY 2001, $270.7 million and
$269.6 million, respectively, were made available to Nonprimary airports for
obligation.

Of the amounts remaining after allocation of individual nonprimary apportionments,
99.34 percent was apportioned to airports within the 50 States, the District of
Columbia, and Puerto Rico, while the remaining 0.66 percent is apportioned to
airportsin the insular areas (Guam, American Samoa, the Commonwealth of the
Northern Mariana Islands, and the U.S. Virgin Islands). The formulafor
distribution of funds to statesis based on the proportions of both the area of each
state to the total area of all states, and the population of each state to the population
of all states. Decisions on the use of funds in each state, other than those in the
State Block Grant Program, are made by the FAA in consultation with the states.
This exercise of discretion by the FAA assures that critical project needs are
identified and funded within the states. In FY 2003, $1.97 million was made
available for obligation for the insular areas and $315.96 million was available for
the states, the District of Columbia and Puerto Rico. Similarly, in FY 2002,

$2.3 million was made available for obligation for the insular areas and

$371.5 million was available for the states, the District of Columbia and Puerto
Rico. InFY 2001, $2.2 million was made available for obligation for the insular
areas and $356.1 million was available for the states, the District of Columbia and
Puerto Rico.

Alaska Supplemental Funds.

Funds are apportioned for certain Alaskan airports to ensure that Alaska receives at
least as much as these airports were apportioned in FY 1980 under previous
grant-in-aid legidation. This requirement provided an additional $21.057 million in
FY 2001, $21.345 million in FY 2002, and $21.35 million in FY 2003, for Alaskan
arports.
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5.2 DISTRIBUTION OF DISCRETIONARY FUNDS

The remaining funds are defined as discretionary, but a number of statutory
set-asides are established to assure specified funding levels are achieved. A
minimum amount of funding was directed to the following:

Noise: An amount equal to 34 percent of the discretionary fund ($276.7 million
in FY 2003, $270.5 million in FY 2002 and $315.3 million in FY 2001) was
reserved for noise compatibility planning and implementing noise compatibility
programs under Section 47501 et seq. of Title 49 USC. Apportionment funds
can be used to satisfy this set-aside so long astotal AIP funds awarded for noise
compatibility purposes equals the amount specified.

Military Airports Program (MAP): Four percent of the discretionary fund,
amounting to $32.5 million, was used for the MAP in FY 2003. Similarly,
$31.8 million and $37 million were designated for the MAP program in

FY 2002 and FY 2001 respectively.

Capacity/Safety/Security/Noise (C/S/S/N): Of the remaining discretionary
funds ($499.2 million in FY 2003), 75 percent or $374.4 million was reserved
for preserving and enhancing capacity, safety, security and carrying out noise
compatibility planning and programs at primary and reliever (C/S/SIN category)
airports. Out of the remaining 25 percent, $5.0 million was set-aside for the
Security Consortium and the rest, $119.8 million, was available for use for any
eligible project at any airport in the NPIAS.

In FY 2002, atotal of $488 million was computed to be the remaining
discretionary fund. Of that, and similar to FY 2003, 75 percent or $366 million
was reserved for preserving and enhancing capacity, safety, security and
carrying out noise compatibility planning and programs at primary and reliever
(CISISIN category) airports. Out of the remaining 25 percent, $6 million was
set-aside for the Security Consortium and the rest, $116 million, was available
for use for any eligible project at any airport in the NPIAS.

In FY 2001, the remaining discretionary fund amounted to $586 million. Of
that, 75 percent or $426.6 million was reserved for preserving and enhancing
capacity, safety, security and carrying out noise compatibility planning and
programs at primary and reliever (C/S/SIN category) airports. The remaining
25 percent or $142 million was available for use for any eligible project at any
airport inthe NPIAS. There was not a program to set aside funds for the
Security Consortium in FY 2001.

Reliever: An amount equal to two-thirds of one percent isto be made available

for grants to sponsors of reliever airports which have: 1) more than 75,000
annual operations, 2) a minimum usable runway length of 5,000, 3) a precision
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instrument landing procedure, and 4) a minimum number of based aircraft as
determined by the Secretary or has been designated by the Secretary asa
reliever airport. In FY 2003, there were 29 eligible airports that met these
criteria. Anamount of $5.4 million was made available and used for eligible
projects by these 29 airport sponsors. In FY 2002 and FY 2001, $5.3 million
and $6.1 million, respectively, were designated for this category of airport.

5.3 AIPFUNDING DISTRIBUTION PLAN

The following figure shows the AlP Funding Distribution Plan based on the funding
requirements described in section 5.2.
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Figure 5-2 AIP Funding Distribution Plan for FY 2003
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54 RATE OF PARTICIPATION

At primary airports that have at least 0.25 percent or more of the total number of
passenger boardings annually at all U.S. commercia service airports (medium and
large hubs), the Federal shareis 75 percent of the total allowable project cost,
except for project grants to implement noise compatibility projects as authorized by
Section 47501 et seq. of Title 49 USC, which are funded at 80 percent. At all other
airports, the Federal share is 90 percent of the total allowable project cost for al
projects including noise compatability projects. There are upward adjustments for
projects in States containing high percentages of public lands. Grantsfor airport
system planning are for 90 percent of allowable planning costs. However, as
regards Security projectsin FY 2002, please refer to Section 1.1 of thisreport for
the appropriate rate of participation for these projects.
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6 AIRPORT CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PLANNING

The FAA's policy in selecting projects for AP discretionary funding is intended to ensure
that the following objectives are met: 1) the national system of airportsis safe and

secure, 2) the existing infrastructure is preserved, 3) critical expansion needs are met, and
4) compatibility with neighboring communitiesis attained. AlP investments must be
directed toward these objectives to enable passengers, shippers and aircraft operators to
operate and use the system in a safe and reliable manner.

The NPIAS, as required by Section 47103 of Title 49 USC, isthe FAA's official
document that provides long and short range cost estimates of AlP-eligible projects. The
FAA, in concert with State Aviation agencies and Metropolitan Planning Organizations,
identifies airports for inclusion in the NPIAS that are significant to national air
transportation. The NPIAS identifies, for Congress and the public, the airports included
in the national system along with the airport development and associated costs required
over the ensuing 5 years to implement the plan. These devel opment costs will be
partially financed with AIP funds, and/or PFC funding where applicable, to expand and
improve the system to meet the present and future needs of civil aviation, to meet
requirements in support of national defense, and to meet the special needs of the U.S,
Postal Service.

All development projectsin the NPIAS are éligible for AIP funding. However, the cost
of planned devel opment outweighs the funding available from the AIP which typically
funds only 25 percent of al airport capital investment. Therefore, in alocating AIP
funds, the FAA must select projects that best advance statutory goals and objectives with
respect to the enhancement of the national airport system.

Investment decisions are made using a structured selection process that includes a variety
of factorsthat help delineate critical annual devel opment needs within associated AIP
funding levels. The factors are weighted more heavily in favor of the type of project than
the type of airport. In some cases, Title 49 USC directs the FAA to allocate funding to
specific airport types and categories. The FAA has more discretion as to what type of
development to fund within discretionary funding set-asides.

The project selection process occurs on a 6-month cycle that creates a funding plan
known as the ACIP, an internal product used by the FAA to select projects for AIP
funding. The ACIPisaby-product or sub-set of the NPIAS, which is used by the FAA to
identify, plan, fund and execute airport development while ensuring that the most critical
airport development needs are being funded nation-wide. Projectsincluded in the ACIP
are subject to further consideration prior to funding approval. For instance, a project
could be included in the ACIP initially, but may fall out and not be approved for funding
because an environmental action was not completed or the airport failed to secure local
matching funds.
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The ACIP allows FAA to determine and fund the most critical airport development needs
within the limited AIP funding made available by Congress through the appropriation
process.

The development of the ACIP is a bottom-up process that begins with input from
individual airport sponsors and state aviation officials. The primary emphasisis on the
effective use of AIP funds, but the concept applies to other funding sources aswell. New
funding sources and initiatives, such as PFC collections and innovative financing
mechanisms, have greatly expanded funding options for airport development.

In short, the ACIP is created using a process consisting of threefilters. Thefirst filter
occurs at the regiona and field office level of the FAA where project engineers and
planners develop adistrict or regional ACIP. During this process, airport devel opment
projectsin the NPIAS are evaluated based on many factors. They include cost for
Federal mandates, adequacy of sponsor maintenance of airport infrastructure, feasibility
of accomplishing the project, the benefit-cost relationship, eligibility of the proposed
development, and current condition of resources to meet needs. Thisfilter allowsfield
personnel to determine critical current year needs and to develop aredlistic field level
ACIP. One ACIP from each regional office isthen submitted to FAA headquarters for
evaluation.

The second filter occurs at the headquarters level where all nine regional ACIPs are
evaluated for development of a single national funding plan (or national ACIP). This
filter primarily takes into account a national priority system that includes current year
appropriation levels and calculated numerical priority ratings. Thisfilter servesto permit
creation of a quantified listing of airport projects rated by priority. Thislisting of projects
isreferred to asthe "candidate list". Projects included in the "candidate list" are
considered eligible for receiving discretionary funding. The numerical rating ensures that
the projects are consistent with agency goals and objectives and stays within the funding
limitations imposed by the AIP authorization. The accumulated costs of the "candidate
list" generally exceeds amounts available in each AIP funding category to allow
flexibility in selecting the most critical merit-based projects for funding.

To meet current funding levels, athird filter is applied to pare down the "candidate list".
Thisfilter isidentical to the first with the difference being that the list of projects has
been narrowed down in accordance with the priority ratings. From thisfilter, the FAA
creates a national funding plan within the specific funding level limits.

In addition, since 1994, in order to further enhance the agency's investment decisions,
FAA has required completion of a Benefit-Cost Analysis (BCA) for airports seeking
substantial AIP capacity discretionary funds to demonstrate that the project's aeronautical
benefits outweigh its costs. Currently the threshold for initiation of a BCA is $5 million
over the life of the project. This BCA requirement does not apply to reconstruction
projects that do not change the operating characteristics of the airport. Airports seeking a
Letter of Intent (LOI), amultiyear commitment of Federal AIP support for airfield
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projects, also must complete aBCA, and present afull financing strategy that shows
evidence of substantial non-Federal financial commitments to preserve airport
development investment or enhance airport capacity. Medium and large hub airports
must also demonstrate substantial system capacity benefits.

Thefinal funding allocations that result from the ACIP, including LOI approvals, are
reported each year in the Airports Annual Report of Accomplishments, which is posted
on the FAA'sweb site.
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/7 STATE BLOCK GRANT PROGRAM

The State Block Grant Program isimplemented by Federal Aviation Regulation (FAR)
Part 156. Under this regulation, states assume responsibility for administration of AIP
grants at airports classified as "other than primary”. This program became effective
October 1, 1989 with only three states. lllinois, Missouri, and North Carolina. Please
refer to the following diagram Figure 7-1 Sates Participating In The State Block Grant
Program. Theinitial three states are depicted in green.

By FY 1993, the list had been expanded to include seven states. the original three states
plus Michigan, New Jersey, Texas, and Wisconsin; these last four are depicted in bluein
the following diagram. Legidation allowed Pennsylvania (grey) to be another participant
starting in FY 1997. Tennessee (red) was selected to begin participation in FY 1998.

In FY 2000, AIR 21 authorized a 10th state to begin participation in the State Block
Grant program. FAA arranged a competition period shortly after the enactment of the
authority. However, FAA selected no states for the slots because of the absence of
qualified applicants and the withdrawl of other applications. Twenty-three different
states have applied at least once beginning in 1989. Although FAA selected nine states,
and nine states have participated in the program for the past few years, New Jersey
recently announced that it plans to end its participation in the program after 2006.
Several other State aviation agencies continue to express interest.

These block grant states administer funding of nonprimary commercia service, reliever
and general aviation airports. Each state is responsible for determining which locations
within itsjurisdiction will receive funds and for ongoing project administration. Each
state is also responsible for employing Federal priority for use of its funds.

For FY s 2001, 2002, and 2003, $152.9 million, $156.4 million and $143.9 million in
State Apportionment funding was granted under the State Block Grant program for each
of the fiscal years, respectively. Please refer to appendices E, D, and C for annual
program data for each of the FY's 2001, 2002, and 2003, respectively.
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Figure 7-1 States Participating in the State Block Grant Program
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8 MILITARY AIRPORT PROGRAM

The Military Airport Program (MAP) has been in existence since fiscal year 1991. The
MAP isafunding set aside of the discretionary portion of the AIP used for capacity
and/or conversion-related projects at current (joint-use) or former military airports. This
funding helps the airport with needed infrastructure changes to meet civil aviation
standards and the needs of the civil aviation users. For example, some surplus military
airfields have runways and runway lights, which are 300 feet wide. The lights need to be
placed at 150 feet apart to meet civil standards. Also, military lighting systems and signs
frequently need to be changed to meet 14 CFR Part 139 requirementsiif air carriers use
the airport. Many former bases had lighter fighter, attack and/or training aircraft with
lighter airfield pavements. Civil users however can have large passenger or cargo aircraft
with much higher landing weights. Airfield pavements at these places need to be
strengthened to accommodate those civil users. Military airfields usually have buildings
and hangars with their own parking for flying units. However, if aclosing military
airfield, such as Bergstrom AFB in Austin, Texas, becomes acommercial service airport,
the sponsor must build roads, parking lots and aterminal building to accommodate the
New use.

In addition, airportsin the MAP can also get discretionary funding for hangars, fuel
farms, surface parking, cargo buildings up to 50,000 sguare feet and utilities. These
projects are not normally eligible under the AIP. Many of these projects are needed to
upgrade aformer military airfield to accommodate the needs of civil tenants and to make
it economically viable. Examplesinclude: projects for upgrading hangars to meet local
code requirements such as fire, safety, handicapped access, and other building code
requirements; and projects to upgrade and separate utility systems including older central
above ground heating systems, rehab or construction of cargo buildings and fuel farmsto
meet civil needs.

Eligible airports are as follows:

» thosethat were realigned or declared surplus and scheduled for closure
under the Department of Defense (DOD) Base Realignment and Closure
(BRAC) programs or 10 USC 2687 (disposal of large surplus defense
installations that are normally reported to the General Services
Administration);

» current or former airports which would reduce delays at commerical
service airports that have 20,000 hours of annual delays in passenger
aircraft take-off and landing; or

» arportsthat would enhance air traffic control and airport system capacity
in ametropolitan area.
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Although the Secretary may designate one general aviation airport for inclusion in the
MAP program, all other eligible airports must be classified as reliever or commercial
service airports as designated in the NPIAS.

The Secretary of Transportation was authorized to designate, or redesignate, and fund
capital development projects for up to 15 eligible airports per year in the 2001, 2002, and
2003 MAPs. A singleyear's MAP may include certain airports that have been carried
forward from the previous year, airports that had been designated at one time and are now
being reconsidered and others that will be new entrants into the program. Designated
airports remain eligible to participate in the program for up to five fiscal yearsfollowing
their initial designation. Below isasummary of the MAP asit was developed for each of
thesefiscal years. Please refer to appendices E, D, and C for additional annual program
datafor each of the FY's 2001, 2002, and 2003, respectively.

In FY 2001, 8 of the 15 available slots were previously designated, allowing the
Secretary to redesignate or designate up to seven additional airports for that fiscal year.
Of those seven remaining slots, three airports, Robert Gray Army Airfield, Killeen,
Texas; Sacramento Mather Airport, Californiaand March Inland Port, Riverside,
California, were redesignated, and three other airports were new designations. These
airports were Oscoda-Wurtsmith Airport, Oscoda, Michigan; Tipton Airport, Odenton,
Maryland; and Okaloosa Regional Airport, Vaparaiso, Florida. The last slot remained
availablein FY 2001.

In FY 2002, 9 of the 15 available slots were previously designated, allowing the
Secretary to redesignate or designate up to six additional airports for that fiscal year. Of
those six remaining slots, one airport, Sawyer Airport in Gwinn, Michigan, was
redesignated, and four other airports were new designations. These airports were Guam
International Airport, Agana, Guam; San Bernardino International Airport,

San Bernardino, California; Mid America Airport, Belleville, Illinois, and Plattsburgh
International Airport, Plattsburg, New York. Similar to FY 2001, the last slot remained
avalablein FY 2002.

In FY 2003, 10 of the 15 available slots were previously designated, allowing the
Secretary to redesignate or designate up to five additional airports for that fiscal year. Of
those five remaining slots, one airport, Southern California Logistics Airport was
redesignated, and two other airports were new designations. These airports were Castle
Airport in Atwater, California, the one general aviation airport, and Kalaeloa Airport,
Oahu, Hawaii. The last two slots remained available in FY 2003.

There are also existing joint-use agreements at active military airfields that allow civil
operations, in addition to long-term leases executed by the DOD that allow civil airport
sponsors to operate at surplus military airfields converting to civil airports. Itis
estimated that about one-third of the converting BRAC airports have the potential to
become commercia service airports and one-third reliever airports. A number of the
remaining one-third could become general aviation airports.
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9 MAJOR CAPACITY, SAFETY, AND SECURITY
PROJECT GRANTS

One of the primary goals of the FAA isto preserve the capacity, safety, and security of
the Nation's airports. To that end, the FAA annually funds airport improvement projects
that arein direct support of thisgoal. These grants provide Federal funding for projects
to construct and improve runways, taxiways, air carrier aprons, and terminals at many
capacity-constrained airports.

At the beginning of each fiscal year, the amount available for AIP obligationsis
calculated from the amount authorized. The amount available for AIP obligationsis then
distributed among the many different funding set-asides and from this, planning levels
are set for each of the designated set-asides. These planning levels represent funding
minimums to be made available for each of the set-asides for that fiscal year. Please refer
to Figures 1-1, 1-2, and 1-3 AIP Funding Distribution Plan for FY's 2001, 2002, and
2003, respectively.

The amount available for obligationsin FY 2001 was $3.140 billion with funding for
Capacity, Safety, Security and Noise (C/S/S/N) related projects formulated to be a
minimum of $426.6 million, or 13 percent of the annual AIP. Similarly, in FY 2002, the
amount available for obligations was $3.223 billion and the corresponding amount to be
set aside for C/S/S/N related projects was formulated to be a minimum of $366 million or
11 percent. In FY 2003, the amount available for obligations was $3.295 billion and the
corresponding amount set aside for C/S/S/N related projects was formulated to be a
minimum of $374 million or 11 percent of the annual AlP.

Typically, final annual AIP alocations result in more funding being provided to these
types of projects than was planned at the beginning of the year. Thisis because they
represent the most important and significant contributions to the airport system
improvement. The extrafunds come from unused funds recovered from other projects
and from the conversion of entitlements unused in the specific year. During FY 2001,
$514 million in discretionary alone was awarded in grants for projects which will
enhance or preserve the capacity, safety and security of the Nation's airports, well above
the minimum set-aside. Similarly, in FY 2002, $756 million of discretionary was
awarded and in FY 2003, $858 million of discretionary was awarded in grants for these
projects. In addition to these amounts, other funding including PFC revenues, which are
collected at the Nation's commercial service airports, sponsor entitlements and state
apportionment funding may be allocated to these projects. In the case of PFCs, however,
aparticular project may aso enhance competition among air carriersin that system. A
short description of afew of these significant projects follows:

FY 2001: Alabama, Huntsville, Huntsville I nternational Airport: Construction of a
major runway extension of 18R-36L (4,600’ to 12,600"). This runway length will
effectively accommodate projected levels of non-stop wide body cargo activity to
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Europe, South Americaand Asia. Inbound cargo growth at the airport averaged

18 percent from 1995 to 1999. Thetotal cost of the project is estimated to be

$31.1 million. In FY 2001, the FAA issued a grant for $4,685,549. Approximately
$14 million in AIP grants was provided over FY's 2002 and 2003. The extension was
completed in 2003.

FY 2001: Arizona, Phoenix, Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport:
Reconstruction of the existing Runway 7L/25R (approximately 10,300' x 150'). The
project will enhance the safety of air carrier operations by improving the pavement
condition and extending the useful life of the pavement. In FY 2001, the FAA issued two
grants totaling $26,230,751 towards this project; total cost of the project is approximately
$70 million.,

FY 2001: Michigan, Detroit, Detroit M etr opolitan-Wayne County Airport: Mgor
redevelopment work at Detroit Metropolitan Wayne County Airport is being supported
under an AIP LOI. The redevelopment work includes the construction of two new
runways (9R-27L and 4L-22R), construction of apron and taxiways for a new midfield
terminal complex, improved highway access and related land acquisition for devel opment
and noise mitigation. All runway, taxiway, and apron pavement construction was
completed in December 2001. Overall, FAA financia support is $300 million of the total
$2.3 billion project. Additional funding is provided with PFC revenues (approximately
$840 million) and through state, local, other Federal and private sources. The

redevel opment project also includes construction of a new midfield terminal building,
which was completed in Spring 2002.

FY 2002: Illinois, Chicago, Chicago O'Hare I nternational Airport: The FAA issued
the City of Chicago a $4.5 million AIP grant in March 2002 for a Master Plan Study
(Phase I) and development of an Airport Layout Plan for the major reconfiguration of
O'Hare Airport, which is called the O'Hare Modernization Program (OMP). The total cost
for the OMP is presently estimated to be $6.6 billion. The City of Chicago estimates that
the reconfiguration will result in overall delay being reduced by 79 percent (an annual
savings of $370 million), capacity being increased from 1.0 to 1.6 million annual
operations and annual economic benefit increasing from $20 billion to $50 billion, which
includes the creation of 190,000 new jobs. As part of the reconfiguration, the City of
Chicago proposes to acquire 433 acres of adjacent property including 540 housing units
and 109 commercial properties.

FY 2002: Kentucky, Covington, Cincinnati-Northern Kentucky International
Airport: New 8,000' x 150' third parallel runway spaced 4,300" west of Runway
18R-36L. Thisnew runway will be thefirst to allow triple simultaneous instrument
approaches with less than 5,000" runway separation using Final Monitor Aid (FMA)
capability. The new runway will primarily be used for arrivals, but may also be used for
some departures. The FAA's Benchmark Capacity Study estimated the runway will
increase the airport's capacity by 26 percent in Visual Flight Rule (VFR) and Instrument
Flight Rule (IFR) conditions. The total cost of the project is estimated to be

$227 million. In FY 2002, the FAA issued aL Ol for $131,699,860 and issued afirst
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payment grant in the amount of $10,273,573. The project is estimated to be completed in
2005.

FY 2002: Ohio, Cleveland, Cleveland Hopkins International Airport: The phased
replacement of runway 5L/23R (6L/24R) at Cleveland Hopkins International is
underway. The runway isincluded in the FAA's Operational Evolution Plan (OEP).
Phase 1 (6,800") of the new runway opened on December 12, 2002. Phase 2 (9,000 is
scheduled to be completed by November 2004. The construction includes piping and
burying of Abrams Creek and the relocation of Brook Park Road. FAA financial support
is being provided under an AIP LOI for $148 million of the total $500 million project
cost. Additional funding is provided by PFC revenue (approximately $82 million) and
other local funds. The project will improve airfield safety and capacity by replacing the
closely spaced parallel runway 6L/24R (400 feet from runway 6R/24L) with anew
runway spaced at 1,241 feet. Thiswill provide the capability for simultaneous
arrival/departure operations during VFR conditions.

FY 2003: New Hampshire, Manchester, Manchester Airport: Reconstruct and Extend
Runway 17-35 (LOI, third payment) $12.5 million ($7.5 million discretionary). Runway
17-35 was reconstructed and extended from 7,000 to 9,250" and commissioned, with the
first flight on August 19, 2003. Manchester plays asignificant rolein alleviating delay at
the constrained Boston-L ogan International Airport, aswell as having a positive impact
on air traffic congestion in the northeast corridor. Asaresult of this
reconstruction/extension, this runway isthe third longest in the New England region. In
addition, the extended runway safety areas were substantially improved towards
conformance with current safety area standards. Financial completion under the letter of
intent is anticipated to conclude in FY 2008.

FY 2003: Colorado, Denver, Denver International Airport: This project consists of
constructing and commissioning of anew air carrier Runway 16R/34L. The 16,000' x
200" runway permits simultaneous dual independent arrival and departure streams and it
allowsfor direct international flights to Europe without carriers taking either a payload or
range penalty due to the high atitude of the airport. The sponsor had previously received
several discretionary grants for multiple phases of paving and had applied passenger
entitlement and cargo apportionment funds. Thetotal cost of the project is estimated to
be $167 million. FAA entered into a LOI with the sponsor to finance the remaining work
starting with 2003 funds. The total LOI is $26.5 million ($20 million discretionary) from
fiscal year 2003 to 2005. The runway was commissioned in September 2003.

FY 2003: Florida, Miami, Miami I nternational Airport: In September 2003, the
Miami-Dade Aviation Department completed and commissioned a new north parallel
runway and associated work including taxiways, lighting, service roadway, and
navigational aids. Therunway is 8,600" x 150'. The cost of construction is over

$200 million and the FAA approved a $101 million LOI in FY 2000 to support the
project. Thisnew runway isinthe FAA's Operational Evolution Plan. The runway will
reduce congestion and delays at the Miami International Airport by keeping aircraft
delays from escal ating and enhancing air service to and from south Florida.
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FY 2003: Georgia, Atlanta, Hartsfield-Jackson Atlanta I nternational Airport: Extend
the 5th parallel runway by 3,000' (6,000' to 9,000"). In FY 2003, the FAA issued the first
grant in the amount of $14 million of a $104 million LOI for the extension. The extended
runway will be 9,000" x 150" and spaced 4,200' south of existing Runway 9R-27L. This
new runway isin the FAA's Operational Evolution Plan and will allow triple
simultaneous instrument approaches using the Precision Runway Monitor (PRM) System.
The new runway will be used for arrivals and departuresin al weather conditions down
to Category II minimums. The FAA's Benchmark Capacity Study estimates that the new
runway will increase the airport's capacity by 31 percent in optimum weather conditions,
and by 27 percent in adverse weather conditions. Thetotal cost of the project is

$1.3 hillion. The runway is scheduled to be commissioned in 2006.

FY 2003: Guam, Agana, Guam International Airport: Project was to replace airfield
signage and lighting; procure and install 2 loading bridges; repair 14 loading bridges;
rehabilitate aircraft rescue and firefighting building; replace perimeter/security fencing.
The airport was damaged by super typhoon Pongsona. The project will preserve the
airport safety and capacity by repairing damaged facilities and bring them back to FAA
standards. Estimated project completion costs are $18.6 million; $16.9 million of AIP
has been provided to date.

FY 2003: Texas, Houston, Geor ge Bush I nter continental Airport: The new 9,000' x
150" Runway 8L-26R, commissioned on November 1, 2003 is one of the OEP runways
and will provide the capability to implement triple simultaneous instrument approach
procedures. This runway will increase the per hour arrival rate of the airport by

50 percent and increase total airfield capacity by 26 percent. Total cost of this project
was $300 million. A LOI in the amount of $193 million ($100 million discretionary)
from FY 2001 through 2010 was issued in December 2000.

Page 40



Airport Improvement Program (AlP) Report to Congress

10 LETTERSOFINTENT

The FAA isauthorized to issue a L Ol for certain airport development projects when
current obligating authority isnot timely or adequate to meet a sponsor's desired timing
for aproject. Under this provision, a sponsor may notify the FAA of an intention to carry
out a project without Federal funds and request that the FAA issuean LOI. The FAA
evaluates the proposal and, if approved, issues a letter stating that reimbursement will be
made according to a given schedule, as funds become available. A sponsor who has
received an LOI may proceed with a project without waiting for an AIP grant. The
sponsor is assured that all allowable costs related to the approved project remain eligible
for reimbursement.

The LOI indicates Federal approval to a sponsor of a proposed project's scope and the
timing for its accomplishment. It also indicates the Federal intent to fund the project in
subsequent years. Y early increments of funds are paid from grants that are subject to the
future availability of AIP funds.

Before a sponsor begins construction, the FAA must approve the scope of work and the
proposed funding plan. In addition to standard project criteria, FAA requires that a BCA
accompany any LOI request. FAA aso considers the sponsor's financial commitment to
the project. For large and medium hub airports, the law requires areview of the project's
effect on the capacity of the national air transportation system. Effective FY 2000,
however, the law governing LOIs was modified to permit the FAA toissue LOIsto
smaller airports without considering the effects on national system capacity.

Once the FAA and the sponsor have reached agreement on the scope of the project and
the proposed payment stream, the FAA prepares the LOI indicating the intent to provide
future funding for the agreed-upon project. This expression of intent on the part of FAA
is sufficient to reduce the risk associated with making improvements now and not
receiving reimbursement until future years. Subsequently, once an airport receives an
LOl, it may proceed with the project without waiting for future AIP grants and all
allowable costsin the LOI related to the airport development remain eligible for
reimbursement. However, an LOI is not an obligation of Federal funds and is subject to
availability of AIP funds. Most airports finance projects with revenue bonds and are
likely to receive favorable bond rates if the Government supports the project with an
indication of using an LOI. Below isabrief summary of the LOI program by fiscal year.
Please refer to appendices C, D, and E for additional information on these projects for the
applicable fiscal year, FY 2003, FY 2002, and FY 2001, respectively.

LOI paymentsin FY 2001 totaled $278.5 million in discretionary funds and $96.1 million
in airport sponsor entitlements. At the end of FY 2001, there were 29 L Ols with payment
schedulestotaling $1,425.4 million extending from 2002 through 2014. Five LOIs
received their last paymentsin FY 2001. They were Covington (Cincinnati-Northern
Kentucky Regional Airport), KY, Louisville, KY, Austin, TX, Midland, TX, and,
Washington, DC (Ronald Reagan Washington National). After the eight new LOIs (as
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listed below for FY 2001) were added to the 26 open LOIs at the beginning of the fiscal
year, and the five LOIls that received final payments were deleted, there were 29 LOIs
scheduled for FY 2002 funding.

LOI paymentsin FY 2002 totaled $182.4 million in discretionary funds and

$105.1 million in airport sponsor entitlements. At the end of FY 2002, there were

32 LOIs with payment schedules totaling $1,657.2 million extending from 2003 through
2014. Three LOIlsreceived their last paymentsin FY 2002. They were Belleville, IL,
Fayetteville, AR, and Las Vegas, NV (Henderson). After thesix new LOIs (aslisted
below for FY 2002) were added to the 29 open LOls at the beginning of the fiscal year,
and the three LOls receiving final payments were deleted, there were 32 LOI's scheduled
for FY 2003 funding.

LOI paymentsin FY 2003 totaled $221.2 million in discretionary funds and $94.3 million
in airport sponsor entitlements. At the end of FY 2003, there were 35 LOIs with payment
schedules totaling $1,540 million extending from 2004 through 2014. Three LOIs
recelved their last paymentsin FY 2003. They were: Sacramento, CA; Grand Rapids,
MI; and, Reno, NV. After the five new LOIs (as listed below for FY 2003) are added to
the 32 open LOls at the beginning of the fiscal year, and the three LOIs receiving final
payments are deleted, there are 34 L Ol's scheduled for FY 2004 funding.

A short description of the new LOIsfor the period FY 2001 through FY 2003 follows:

FY 2001: Maryland, Baltimore, Baltimor e Washington International Airport: totaling
$38.1 million, of which $25.7 million is discretionary funds, over the period of
FY s 2001-2005 to construct Pier A airfield ramp and associated taxiway improvements.

FY 2001: Michigan, Grand Rapids, Gerald R. Ford International Airport: totaling
$31.5 million, of which $15.9 million is discretionary funds, over the period
FY s 2001-2005 to reconstruct runway and taxiways.

FY 2001: Missouri, Springfield, Springfield-Branson Regional Airport: totaling
$30.2 million, of which $19.9 million is discretionary funds, over the period

FY's 2001-2005 to extend runway and taxiway, reconstruct runway, and construct
taxiway. (Thisreflectsan LOI amendment issued in FY 2003 to increase the entitlement
fundsin the LOI by $4.1 million).

FY 2001: Nebraska, Omaha, Eppley Airfield: totaling $33.1 million, of which
$20.2 million is discretionary funds, over the period of FY's 2001-2007 to upgrade
parallel runway and associated connecting taxiways.

FY 2001: New Hampshire, Manchester, Manchester Airport: totaling $56.7 million, of
which $41.7 million is discretionary funds, over the period of FY's 2001-2008 to
reconstruct and extend runway.

FY 2001: Ohio, Cleveland, Cleveland-Hopkins I nternational Airport: totaling
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$148.4 million, of which $100.0 million is discretionary funds, over the period of
FY s 2001-2014 to construct runway.

FY 2001: Tennessee, Memphis, Memphis I nternational Airport: totaling
$75.4 million in discretionary funds over the period of FY's 2001-2010 to rehabilitate
runway and taxiway and construct taxiways.

FY 2001: Texas, Houston, Geor ge Bush Intercontinental Airport: totaling
$193 million, of which $100 million is discretionary funds, over the period of
FY s 2001-2010 to construct a new runway.

FY 2002: California, Mammoth Lakes, Mammoth Y osemite Airport: totaling
$28.7 million, of which $27.2 million is discretionary funds, over the period of
FY s 2002-2004 to strengthen/widen/extend Runway 9/27 and associated taxiway
improvements, install airfield lighting and navigational aids, construct aprons, and
acquireland. Asaresult of litigation, the FAA suspended thisLOI in FY 2003.

FY 2002: Georgia, Atlanta, Hartsfield-Jackson Atlanta I nternational Airport:
totaling $104 million in discretionary funds, over the period of FY's 2003-2011 to extend
the fifth runway and construct associated taxiways.

FY 2002: lllinois, Bloomington/Normal, Central Illinois Regional Airport: totaling
$24.4 million in discretionary funds, over the period of FY's 2002-2006 to widen/extend
Runway 2/20, rehabilitate/extend/widen/strengthen taxiways, and to strengthen Runway
11/29.

FY 2002: Indiana, Indianapolis, I ndianapolis International Airport: totaling
$120.8 million, of which $70.5 million is discretionary funds, over the period of
FY s 2002-2011 for airside development of the midfield terminal program.

FY 2002: Kentucky, Covington, Cincinnati/Northern Kentucky Inter national
Airport: totaling $131.7 million, of which $100 million is discretionary funds, over the
period of FY's2002-2011 to construct Runway 17/35 and extend Runway 9/27.

FY 2002: North Carolina, Greensboro, Piedmont Triad International Airport: totaling
$108.6 million, of which $50 million is discretionary funds, over the period of

FY s 2002-2013 to construct Runway 5L /23R and associated taxiways, construct
connector Taxiway F, extend Taxiway K, and acquire land.

FY 2003: Alaska, Anchorage, Ted Stevens Anchorage International Airport: totaling
$51.264 million, of which $39.436 million is discretionary funds, over the period of

FY s 2003-2012 to construct taxiway Y including interlinks, and upgrade Runway 6R/24L
and taxiways (J, C, K).

FY 2003: Colorado, Denver, Denver International Airport: totaling $20.5 million, of
which $14 million is discretionary funds, over the period of FY's 2003-2005 to construct
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Runway 16R/34L complex (portion thereof), including shoulders, associated taxiway and
lighting systems, and construct aircraft rescue and fire fighting building.

FY 2003: Maryland, Hagerstown, Hager stown Regional-Richard A Henson Field:
totaling $47 million, of which $37 million is discretionary funds, over the period of
FY s 2003-2013 to extend Runway 9/27, reconstruct Runway 9/27, including
improvement of runway safety areas, and install an instrument landing system for
Runway 9.

FY 2003: Ohio, Columbus, Port Columbus International Airport: totaling

$48.6 million in discretionary funds over the period of FY's 2003-2010 to construct single
crossover taxiway, rehabilitate taxiway C, extend taxiway B, construct high-speed
runway exists, and install Runway 10R/28L centerline and touchdown zone lights.

FY 2003: Pennsylvania, Harrisburg, Harrisburg International Airport: totaling
$44.28 million in discretionary funds over the period of FY's 2004-2009 to construct new
passenger terminal apron and construct parallel taxiway for Runway 13-31, including
associated electrical work and electrical work for Category 111 Runway 13, including
surface movement guidance and control system.
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11 ENVIRONMENTAL RESPONSIBILITIES

FAA's Office of Airports assesses potential environmental impacts that may result from
airport development projects. The FAA must do so before it approves airport layout
plans or amendments, or finances airport development projects. This evaluation of
environmental impactsis based on requirements contained in the National Environmental
Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) and other Federa laws, regulations, and orders, which detail
specific criteriato be used for protecting the human and natural environment.

To define the scope of environmental evaluations based on these requirements, the FAA
developed FAA Order 5050.4A, Airport Environmental Handbook. Environmental
evaluations for airport devel opment projects done according to Order 5050.4A ensure
compliance with NEPA and other appropriate environmental directives. Specific
environmental resources the Order addresses include, but are not limited to, noise, air
quality, water quality, public recreation lands, wildlife refuges, prime or unique
farmlands, hazardous materias, historical and archeological sites, endangered species,
coastal zones, wetlands, and floodplains. This evaluation process provides FAA, other
Federal, State, and local agencies, and the public with a better understanding of a
proposed airport's potential environmental impacts and identifies measures to mitigate or
eliminate adverse impacts.

Although there is much commonality among airport projects, the FAA determines the
breadth of analysis for each project, based on each project's own merits. Asaresult, the
FAA's environmental processis one that can vary greatly in complexity and duration.
The FAA's procedures identify the types of airport actions requiring environmental
reviews. The review process will be one of the following:

» Limited based on a predefined category of excluded projects, known as
categorical exclusions;

e An environmenta assessment; and/or
* A detailed environmental impact statement.

The FAA first reviews the proposed project to determineif it is a categorical exclusion.
These actions normally do not significantly affect the quality of human environment or
specialy protected environmental resources, such as endangered or threatened species,
historical or archaeological properties, parklands, etc. If this determination can be made,
and there are no extraordinary circumstances, there is no further need to analyze the
project's effects on the environment.

If the project has the potential to adversely affect environmental resources, the airport
sponsor will normally prepare an environmental assessment (EA) based on the
requirements outlined in Order 5050.4A. If after reviewing the EA it is determined the
document meets the requirements of Order 5050.4A, and the project with defined
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mitigation would not significantly affect environmental resources, FAA will adopt the
EA and prepare a document known as a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI).

In contrast, if the project will significantly affect the environment, FAA must further
analyze the severity of the impacts and evaluate measures that could reduce or eliminate
degradation of ecological systems. Section 102(2)(C) of NEPA requires an
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) when a project would significantly affect the
guality of the environment. The EISis adetailed study of a proposed action's
environmental impacts. The FAA and an FAA-selected consultant speciaizing in
evaluating and assessing environmental impacts prepare the EIS. Asfitting, the FAA
may use an EA that an airport sponsor prepares as the basis for further analyses in the
EIS. Theresulting EIS:

» Defines aproposed project's purpose and need;
» Describes alternatives that will achieve that purpose and need;

* |dentifies the significant environmental impacts resulting from these
alternatives, including the alternative FAA identifies asits preferred action;

» Discusses the measures FAA will require to mitigate the preferred action's
environmental impacts; and

* Includes public comments on these topics and FAA's responses to those
comments.

After completing the EIS, the FAA will issue a Record of Decision (ROD). The ROD
provides the approving FAA Official's rationale for selecting a preferred airport
development aternative.

In addition to its published airport environmental procedures, the FAA provides updated
guidanceto itsfield offices as aresult of revisionsin law and regulations promulgated by
Congress, the President, the courts, and other Federal agencies.

Within the period covered by this report a number of noteworthy environmental
initiatives have been undertaken or completed by the FAA as outlined below.

In response to Congressional direction, the FAA issued a Report to Congressin May
2001, which reported on a study conducted by the FAA of the Federal environmental
requirements related to the planning and approval of airport improvement projects. The
report specifically addressed the FAA's assessment of the current level of coordination
among Federal and state agencies, the role of public involvement, staffing and other
resources, and the timeline for environmental reviews, together with any
recommendations for streamlining the environmental review process. Among the
recommendations were the following six initiatives for streamlining the airport
environmental review process.
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» Set up teamsto prepare EISsfor all mgor runway projects at large hub
primary airports. These are the top 31 airportsin the Nation that enplane
70 percent of U.S. air passengers.

* Redlocate staff to support environmental work. This also includes seeking
reimbursable agreements with airport sponsors to expedite reviews.

e  Maximize use of consultantsto assist FAA with more ElS-related tasks.

* Increase the use of categorical exclusions where appropriate and streamline
both the EA/FONSI and EIS processes.

* Improve interagency cooperation and coordination to achieve more timely
environmental reviews of airport projects.

» Compile aBest Practices guide to improve EIS management and
preparation.

All six initiatives have subsequently been undertaken by the FAA and have individualy
contributed to improved efficiencies in the preparation and coordination of environmental
analyses and EI'S documents for proposed airport development projects across the
country. Inaddition to the reallocation of the staff of the Office of Airports, Congress
authorized 31 new positions specifically to assist the field and headquarters offices to
expedite the preparation and processing of EISsfor airport improvement projects. Of the
31 positions authorized, 18 were allocated to the FAA for the hiring of additional
environmental specialists and 13 were allocated to the Office of the Chief Counsel for the
hiring of environmental attorneys. Except for a small number, most of these positions
have been filled.

With the issuance in September 2002 of Presidential Executive Order (E.O.) 13274,
Environmental Stewardship and Transportation Infrastructure Project Reviews, the
proposed airport expansion projects at the Los Angeles and Philadelphia International
Airports were subsequently selected as 2 of 13 high-priority transportation projects under
the E.O. The FAA has incorporated the goals of the E.O., to promote environmental
stewardship and expedite environmental reviews of high-priority transportation
infrastructure projects, into the FAA process for preparing and processing the EISs for
both projects. At Philadelphia, the FAA developed and signed an interagency
streamlining agreement with 14 Federal, state, and local agencies to improve the
coordination and concurrent reviews of environmental impacts associated with that
project. At Los Angeles, better coordination between FAA and other reviewing agencies
has improved the EIS preparation for the airport's planned devel opment.

The FAA is also updating its environmental handbook, Order 5050.4A. The FAA's
Office of Airportsisworking closely with FAA's Office of Environment and Energy
(AEE) to revise the agency's overall environmental guidance document, Order 1050.1D,
Policies and Procedures for Considering Environmental |mpacts.
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The Office of Airports worked with other FAA officesin the drafting of environmental
provisions for the Administration's proposed FAA Reauthorization Legislation.

The FAA continues to address wildlife and safety issues at airports. In 2003, the FAA
successfully completed the coordination of an interagency agreement with five other
Federal agenciesto facilitate conflict resolution and improve communication between
aviation safety agencies and wildlife interest groups. The effort should help these
agencies in coordinating planning and mitigation efforts and should reduce the amount of
habitat supporting wildlife hazardous to aviation (such as deer, geese, swans, and gulls)
near airports. The Department of Agriculture, the Department of Commerce, the
Department of Defense, the Department of the Interior, the Environmental Protection
Agency, and the FAA signed the agreement. The FAA completed this agreement in
response to a National Transportation Safety Board recommendation to help reduce
wildlife and aircraft accidents.

The FAA also drafted proposed new guidance for determining conformity of airport
actions with state air quality implementation plans and provided training of the FAA
environmental specialists and othersin air quality, conformity, and hands-on use of the
FAA's Emissions Dispersion Modeling System. FAA has also issued new guidance for
implementing a pilot program focusing on the reduction of air pollutants by providing
AIP funds for purchase of airport inherently low emission vehicles and construction of
associated infrastructure.
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12 NOISE COMPATIBILITY

The FAA's Part 150 program, established under the Aviation Safety and Noise
Abatement Act of 1979 (P.L. 96-193), continues to assist airport operators to develop
comprehensive programs to reduce noise and achieve compatible land usesin areas
surrounding the airport. Since an approved noise compatibility program (NCP) isa
precondition to receiving AlP funds for most noise mitigation actions, most operators of
airports where noise is a significant factor have engaged in some level of noise planning.
They view the opportunity to conduct planning and mitigation with Federal funds as a
means to foster better relations with bordering and nearby communities.

By the end of FY 2003, 256 different airports chose to take part in the study process, and
most have already submitted Noise Exposure Maps depicting the noise environment
surrounding the airport. Of these, 214 have approved NCPs, and the FAA approved

66 amendmentsto NCPs. In FY 2003, 11 grants were awarded for new or updated noise
studies, costing about $6.07 million, and 105 grants for $288.1 million were awarded for
noise compatibility planning and mitigation. In FY 2002, 13 grants were awarded for
new or updated noise studies, costing about $3.99 million, and 110 grants for

$283.1 million were awarded for noise compatibility planning and mitigation. In

FY 2001, 16 grants were awarded for new or updated noise studies, costing about

$4.77 million, and 114 grants for $300.7 million were awarded for noise compatibility
planning and mitigation.

Many airport sponsors also have applied for approval to collect PFCs, in part to provide
for more funding to improve airport-land use compatibility. In FY 2003, PFC authority
for noise planning and mitigation totaled more than $7.6 million. Likewisein FY's 2002
and 2001, the annual PFC authority for noise planning and mitigation totaled over

$2.5 million and $2.0 million respectively.

PFC eligibility for noise compatibility projects differs from AIP eligibility in one
significant way. Asnoted, to be AIP eligible, a noise mitigation measure must, with few
exceptions, be an approved noise compatibility measure in an FAA-approved NCP under
Part 150. To be dligible for a PFC approval, a noise compatibility measure needs only to
be shown that it would qualify for approval under Part 150 NCP, whether or not the
airport has undertaken the Part 150 study process. Even where an approved NCP isin
place at that airport, PFCs can be used to fund a measure not included in the approved
NCP, as long as the measure would qualify for inclusion.

In FY 1992, the FAA began managing the new FAR Part 161, which the FAA issued
September 25, 1991. Part 161 carries out terms of the Airport Noise and Capacity Act of
1990 (ANCA) by setting up anational program for reviewing airport noise and access
restrictions on Stage 2 and Stage 3 aircraft operations. Part 161 also advises airport
operators on how ANCA and Part 161 apply to the airport noise compatibility planning
conducted under FAR Part 150. The FAA has set up an interdisciplinary team to review
airport noise and access restrictions. This team works informally with many airports
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across the country. The team provides advice on how to comply with ANCA, Part 161,
and other pre-existing Federal laws governing airport access.
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13 DISADVANTAGED BUSINESSAND CIVIL RIGHTS
REQUIREMENTS

In FY 1999, the DOT issued arevision to its disadvantaged business enterprise (DBE)
regulations in light of the U.S. Supreme Court decision in Adarand Constructors v. Pena.
The ruling requires Federal affirmative action programs to be narrowly tailored to meet a
strict scrutiny standard. The goal of at least 10 percent participation, specified in sections
47113 and 47107(e) of Title 49, USC., for DBE participation in DOT-assisted contracts
and airport concessions continued as a national aspirational goal under the revised rule
(49 CFR Part 26). However, overall goals must be based on demonstrable evidence of
the relative availability of DBEs ready, willing and able to participate in DOT-assisted
contracts. In both the DOT-assisted contract and airport concessions programs, the FAA
approved recipients programs with goals lower or higher than 10 percent.

During the 2001 and 2002 fiscal years, DBE's received 16.09 percent and 16.32 percent
respectively, of contract dollars awarded under the AIP. DBE concessionaires earned

10 percent and 9.86 percent of the total gross receipts generated by all concessions at
primary airport locations in 2001 and 2002. During FY 2001, the FAA informally
resolved 14 complaints filed under the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) and The
Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (Rehabilitation Act). Nine complaintsfiled under Title VI of
the Civil Rights Act of 1964 were also informally resolved. During FY 2002, the FAA
resolved 55 complaints filed under Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and

3 complaints under the ADA and Rehabilitation Act. Datafor FY 2003 is not available at
this time but will be reported in the next edition of the Annual Report to Congress.
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14 PASSENGER FACILITY CHARGE PROGRAM

The PFC program was first authorized by the Aviation Safety and Capacity Expansion
Act of 1990. Other statutory changes to the program were authorized through the Federal
Aviation Administration Authorization Act of 1994 and the Federal Aviation
Reauthorization Act of 1996. AIR 21 further modified the program, principaly by
raising the maximum PFC limit to $4.50, as mentioned earlier in thisreport. The PFC
statutory language is codified under Section 40117 of Title 49 USC., and is implemented
through the PFC regulation under 14 CFR Part 158.

The PFC program provides an important additional source of capital for expansion and
repair of the Nation's airport infrastructure. The PFC program enables public agencies
controlling commercial service airports, after receiving approval from the FAA, to charge
enplaning passengers using the airport a $1, $2, $3, $4 or $4.50 PFC.

FAA headquarters and regional personnel administer the PFC program by ensuring that
the following conditions are met: projects proposed for PFC funding meet statutory
objectives and dligibility requirements; PFC projects are adequately justified; PFC
revenues do not exceed allowable project costs; the PFC collection processis reasonable
and nondiscriminatory; and the public agency conformsto other requirements and
assurances in the PFC regulation. PFC headquarters and regional personnel ensure that
PFC information is coordinated with other airport users as well asthe air carriers at
airports participating in the PFC program. Working together, the DOT Office of the
General Counsel and FAA act to ensure that PFC collections are correctly remitted to
public agencies.

PFC collections and AlP funds are complementary in the overall funding of airport
improvements. The majority of PFC-approved projects are a'so AlP eligible, although
there is broader eligibility under the PFC program for noise compatibility measures, and
terminal gates and related areas, and to cover costs associated with debt financing. One
major use of PFC isastheloca "match" funds for AIP grants, particularly at nonhub
primary airports.

Discussed below is a summary of the PFC program for FY 2003. Refer to appendices D
and E for asummary of the PFC program for FY 2002 and FY 2001, respectively.

In FY 2003, the FAA approved or partialy approved 108 applications for PFC
collections at 96 locations, of which nine were new locations. PFC collections enabled
by these and earlier approvals have made significant contributions to many of the major
capacity, safety, and security projects described earlier in thisreport. In FY 2003, the
following airports had PFC applications for major amounts of collections approved, most
of which werein excess of $100 million:
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» Cadlifornia, Burbank
e Cdlifornia, Oakland
* Forida, Fort Myers
e Florida, Miami

» Georgia, Atlanta

» lllinois, Chicago

* Indiana, Indianapolis

Minnesota, Minneapolis

As of September 30, 2003, atotal of 341 locations had been approved for PFCs since the
program'sinception in 1991. Authorized PFC collections for these 341 locations totaled
approximately $43 billion. Eighty-eight percent of large and medium hub airports were
collecting PFCs as of the end of the fiscal year, with 75 percent of small hub and nonhub
primary airports collecting PFCs. Participation in the PFC program falls off sharply at
the level of nonprimary commercial service airports, with only 11 percent of these
airports collecting PFCs as of the end of FY 2003.
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15 PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT

Performance measurement has taken on a mgjor role due to the Government Performance
Results Act (GPRA) of 1993. The GPRA requires Federal agenciesto set targets for
achievement, expressed in measurable terms. The performance measures focus on broad
outcomes like improved safety and lower noise exposure. The goals and measurements
are tracked through strategic plans, annual performance plans, and program performance
reports. Future reports of AlP accomplishments will increasingly emphasi ze the effect of
AlP on the condition and performance of the airport system.

In May of 1998 the FAA Administrator announced the 1998 Federal Aviation
Administration's Strategic Plan. This plan included outcome-based performance goals
with measures and targets for each of the three mission goals cited in FAA's legal charter;
these three mission goals being safety, security and system efficiency. This FAA
Strategic Plan was tightly aligned with the mission, vision, goals, and performance
measures as expressed in the FY 2000 Strategic Plan of its parent organization, DOT.
FAA adopted DOT's distinction between mission-based goals and an Organizational
Excellence goal (for FAA, supporting goals). FAA's Safety and Security goals support
DOT's Safety and National Security goals. FAA's System Efficiency goa supports
DOT's Mobility and Economic Growth goals, leaving the DOT as the primary lead on
economic growth. FAA's Environmental Responsibility supporting goal supports DOT's
Human and Natural Environment goal.

Annually, the FAA's Office of Airports, which manages the AlIP, drafts Performance
Goals. These Performance Goals mirror the FAA Strategic Plan and hence, the DOT's
strategic goals and objectives. Please refer to appendices C, D, and E for the annual
report on the Performance Goals for FY's 2003, 2002, and 2001, respectively. These
appendices contain the tables identifying DOT performance goals and activities
undertaken by FAA Airports organization in each fiscal year. Where AlIP grants were
issued in support of achieving performance goals, the total in grant funds for the fiscal
year are shown. AlP projects may include elements that contribute to many of the DOT
performance goals. However, currently many work elements specifically targeted to
meeting certain goals are not eligible under the AIP as stand alone projects. Therefore,
funding for these project elementsis not tracked. Described below are afew of the major
initiatives the FAA has undertaken as part of its annual Performance Goals.

A major concern in airport system planning is the adequacy of runways to handle
anticipated aircraft operations. If air traffic demand exceeds runway capacity, air traffic
Is delayed, causing expense to airlines, inconvenience to passengers, and increased
workload for the FAA air traffic control system. In FY 2003, new runways were
commissioned at Miami International (MIA), Cleveland-Hopkins International Airport
(CLE) and Denver International Airport (DIA).

The annual service volume (ASV) of an airport is the estimated total number of
operations occurring at the airport based on an acceptable level of delay per operation.

Page 55



Airport Improvement Program (AlP) Report to Congress

The addition of anew runway at an airport increasesits ASV. The FAA measures the
total increase of ASV dueto new runways at the 35 airports in the OEP as a means to
track improvements in the capacity of the national aviation system. The FAA usesasa
measure of system performance the increase in ASV among al OEP airports, measured
as afive-year moving average, with 1998 as the base year. The goal of this performance
measure is to increase the ASV five-year moving average by at least 1 percent ayear.
The new runways opened at PHX (FY 2001), and DTW (FY 2002) added 0.52 percent to
overall capacity totaled over those two years. The new runways opened in FY 2003 at
DEN, MIA, and CLE added an annual increase of 2.51 percent. Please refer to Section 9
Major Capacity, Safety, and Security Project Grants for additional information on these
five projects.

Safety related development receives the highest priority under the AIP, and this
contributes to the excellent level of safety at public airports. Among the many avenues
available to improve the level of safety at airports, two areas have been highlighted; these
include a program to improve Runway Safety Areas (RSA) and a program to decrease
incidents of Runway Incursions.

In September 2000, FAA completed an inventory of safety areas at each runway served
by air carriers at commercial service airports. Thisinventory identified all objects and
natural features that could create a hazard for aircraft that leave the runway surface, and
identified technically feasible improvements that should reduce the risk to aircraft. AIP
funds have also been focused on making improvements to the extent practicable to the
422 RSAsthat did not meet standards. The FAA'slong term goal isto initiate
improvements on each of these RSAs by the end of FY 2007. Significant progress has
been made on thisgoal. Between FY 2000 and the end of FY 2003, improvements have
been initiated on 245 of the 422 RSAs needing improvements and in FY 2003 alone,
approximately $177 million of AIP funds were provided for stand-alone projects to
improve runway safety areas. Similarly in FY 2002 and FY 2001 $111.2 million and
$153.2 million of AIP funds were provided for stand-alone projects to improve runway
safety areas.

AIP funds have been targeted to enhance airport safety and support the DOT/FAA goals
for reducing accidents and fatalities. One of the high priority objectivesisto reduce
runway incursions. Significant progress has been achieved in improving pilot situational
awareness by completing airport lighting and marking projects. Over $159 million has
been directed to these projects alone. This does not include the additional funding
provided to other projects of thistype if they are being done as part of an overall airport
improvement project. These improvements to airport infrastructure are partly responsible
for the reductionsin runway incursions. Runway incursions have decreased from 383 in
CY 2001 to 323 in FY 2003.

Aircraft noiseis amajor constraint on the operation and development of airports. Airport

development is often opposed by residential communities in the vicinity of airports, to a
large extent because of the impacts of aircraft noise on those communities. The industry
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Is addressing aircraft noise impacts through noise abatement programs conducted by
airports and surrounding communities, including compatible land use through zoning and
easements, changes to aircraft approach and departure procedures, and noise
compatibility programs supported with AlP funds.

AlP noise grants provide financial support to airports and to units of local government to
study and/or implement approved noise compatibility projects such as: residential and
public building sound insulation; land acquisition and associated noise sensitive
residential and public building relocation; acquisition of noise monitoring equipment;
installation of noise barriers; taxiway and runway construction primarily for the purpose
of noise relief; and noise compatibility planning. The FAA's Office of Airports (ARP)
has developed and utilized a performance measurement to eval uate the effectivenesss of
AIP noise set-aside grants. The target accomplishment for each fiscal year isfor "AlP
noise grants to benefit an expected 12,500 or more people in residential areasthat are
exposed to significant (measured as annual day night average sound level (DNL) of

65 dB(A) or greater) levelsof noise.” The residential population benefit resulting from
the AIP Noise program through out the last three fiscal yearsisasfollows: for FY 2001,
19,043 people have benefited, in FY 2002, the number of people benefiting from the
program totaled 16,068 and in FY 2003 13,287 people were expected to have benefited
providing a grand total of 48,398 people over the three year period.

Funding for AIP noise compatibility projectsis variable from year to year. Fluctuations
in actual AIP alocations occur due to several factors: 1) the total amount of AIP funds
avallable in afiscal year, 2) the type of projects (e.g. residential, school, noise barrier)
selected for funding, 3) the effect of prior year carryover fundsin the amount available
for current year discretionary funding for noise set-aside projects and 4) the amount of
AIP funds, other than noise set-aside, available for noise mitigation projects. Toillustrate
the annual variability in funding, the AIP noise set-aside funding for FY 2001 was

$315.2 million. However, an additiona $4.0 million was committed to noise set-aside
projects. For the purposes of this evaluation, the FAA measured the population benefit
associated with each fiscal year'stotal noise funding (set-aside plus additional funding).

Airfield pavement has an average useful life of 15 to 20 years, after which major
rehabilitation is necessary. The AIP has been very effective in helping airport operators
to conduct pavement rehabilitation in atimely manner. FAA has agoal to ensure that
93 percent of runways at airportsin the NPIAS are maintained in good or fair condition.
FAA dataindicate that over 95 percent of the runway pavement at NPIAS airportsisin
good or fair condition. The FAA continues to support research in the development of
construction and maintenance practices that would increase the durability and life of
airfield pavement. Financialy, the FAA via AlP has provided over $1.4 billion over the
last three years for the rehabilitation and maintenance of airfield pavements. Annually,
the $1.4 billion breaks down as follows; $547.2 millionin FY 2001, $405.8 millionin
FY 2002 and $453.7 million in FY 2003.
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The AIP has helped to make air transportation available on demand to most Americans.
The NPIAS contains 536 commercia service airports. These airports are convenient to
67 percent of the nation's population, particularly the residents of urban areas. Another
2,951 reliever and general aviation airports are contained in the NPIAS. These airports
provide additional coverage, particularly in rural areas. Collectively, 98 percent of all
Americans reside within 20 miles, or 30 minutes driving time, of an airport eligible to
receive AlP funds,

The AIP has been important to the financial operations of airports, accounting for about
25 percent of the public investment in airport improvements since the program was
initiated. AIP grants are essential for devel opment projects at thousands of lower activity
airports where revenues are needed for operations and maintenance. AlP grants are also
effective in expediting safety-related devel opment and capacity improvements at the
busiest airports.
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16 PILOT PROGRAMSAND SPECIAL FUNDING

16.1 ILEAV PILOT PROGRAM

Asdirected by the AIR 21, the FAA began implementation of the ILEAV Pilot
Program. The goal of the program isto demonstrate how airports can improve local
air quality by the use of low emission, alternative fuel vehicles (AFVs).

The FAA awarded each airport up to $2 million for its project on a 50-50
cost-sharing basis. Airports were encouraged to leverage additional support from
local industry and government. The result was a proposed financial commitment to
the program of approximately $46 million, comprising $17 millionin ILEAV
grants, $17 million in required airport matching funds, and $12 million of additional
investments by airlines and other local operators.

The proposed projects are expected to reduce ozone and carbon monoxide through
the conversion of existing gasoline and diesel vehiclesto lower emission AFVs.
The program is expected to eliminate 22,000 tons of ozone pollutants and

313,000 tons of carbon monoxide on a cost-effective basis over severa years.

During FY 2002, the FAA consulted with other Federal agencies, industry groups,
and associations to discuss program implementation. The largest part of this effort
was the development of a new empirical methodology for the program application
process and airport estimates of AFV emission reductions and cost-effectiveness.
Ten airports, as listed below, were then selected for ILEAV pilot program grants
under the AIP. All ten participating airports are located in areas that do not meet
health-based Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) air quality standards for
ozone. Three of the airports are also in non-attainment for carbon monoxide.

» Cdlifornia, Sacramento, Sacramento International Airport

e Cdlifornia, San Francisco, San Francisco International Airport

* Colorado, Denver, Denver International Airport

» Georgia, Atlanta, Hartsfield-Jackson Atlanta International Airport
 lllinais, Chicago, Chicago O'Hare International Airport

» Louisiana, Baton Rouge, Baton Rouge Metropolitan Airport

* Maryland, Batimore, Baltimore-Washington International Airport
* New York, New York, John F. Kennedy International Airport

* New York, New York, LaGuardia International Airport
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» Texas, Ddlas, Dallas/Forth Worth International Airport

The FAA successfully implemented the ILEAV pilot program in FY 2003 and
issued grantsto al 10 of the airports. ILEAV airportswill purchase 2,200 low
emission vehicles, of which 73 percent are aircraft ground support equipment and
27 percent are on-road, ground access vehicles. About two-thirds of al vehicles
will be electric and the other third compressed natural gas. FAA continues to
monitor implementation of the program and will evaluate its accomplishments when
it is more mature.

16.2 AIRPORT PRIVATIZATION PILOT PROGRAM

The Airport Privatization Pilot Program authorizes the FAA to exempt up to five
airports from certain Federal requirements pertaining to the use of airport revenue.
Airports participating in the program may be exempt from requirements to repay
Federal grants, to return property acquired with Federal assistance, and to use the
sale or lease proceeds for airport improvements only.

Of the five airports authorized in legisation, the following options and limitations
apply: genera aviation airports can be leased or sold; only one large hub airport
can be included in the program; and commercial service airports can only be leased.

DOT and FAA published application procedures in the Federal Register for the pilot
program in September 1997. The first application was approved and an exemption
was issued on March 30, 2000, to the New Y ork State Department of Transportation
and SWF Airport Acquisition, Incorporated for Stewart International Airport, a
primary airport in Newburgh, New Y ork.

Applications were received for the following four general aviation airports for the
four remaining slots in the program.

Cdlifornia, San Diego, City of San Diego, Brown Field Municipal Airport
* Louisiana, New Orleans, Orleans Levee District, New Orleans Lakefront Airport

* New York, Niagara Falls, Niagara Frontier Transportation Authority, Niagara
Falls International Airport

» Puerto Rico, Aguadilla, Puerto Rico Ports Authority, Rafael Hernandez Airport

In June 2001, after a change in management, the Puerto Rico Ports Authority
withdrew its application. San Diego withdrew its application in October 2001. In
November 2001, after a change in the business climate, Niagara Falls did not submit
anew or revised application. Thisleft the program with one active participant
having an exemption - Stewart International Airport, one active application -

New Orleans Lakefront, and three available slots for future applicants. FAA is
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continuing to work with the applicant for privatization of the New Orleans
Lakefront Airport to define an acceptable program. Updates on the program will be
included in future annual reports.

16.3 INNOVATIVE FINANCING PILOT PROGRAM

AIR 21 extended the innovative finance demonstration provisions (first enacted in
1996) for an additional 20 projects through fiscal year 2003 at airports smaller than
large and medium hubs.

Ten prior projects from the 1996 provision have shown airports and states benefited
from the innovative financing measures. AIR 21 adopted certain innovative finance
features previously tested during fiscal years 1997 and 1998.

The program provides atest and evaluation of innovative airport development
finance techniques not otherwise eligible using AIP funds. It includes paying
interest, commercia bond insurance, other credit enhancements associated with
airport bonds, flexible matching share, and use of passenger or cargo entitlements
for paying principal and interest of terminal development costs incurred before
April 2000.

The intent of innovative finance demonstration projectsis to identify financia
models that are suitable in the AIP. The FAA focused on carrying out worthy
projects quickly to save overal project costs. FAA encouraged candidates to
consider airport borrowing.

During FY's 2001 and 2002, the FAA approved the following ten projects for
inclusion in the innovative finance program. There were no new proposals
introduced in FY 2003.

* Forida, DaytonaBeach: hastaken advantage of a mechanism to use $6 million
of entitlement funds for principal and interest incurred on terminal building
development costs that were unpaid because of the loss of service.

* Florida, Valparaiso: used $774,000 on aterminal building, apron, road and
parking facilities, with AIP funds paying for bond insurance and issuance costs,
which the airport estimates saved $2.2 million over the life of the bonds.

e Indiana, Auburn: applied its $1,496,473 grant to alease-purchase agreement for
land acquisition supported by general obligation bonds, including immediate
possession of the property. AlIP funds were to reimburse the airport for the bond
issue at a 75 percent Federal share.

* Indiana, Seymour: applied its $1.17 million grant to aterminal apron project
using the flexible non-Federal matching share provision and reduced the Federal
share to 69 percent.
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e Indiana, Tell City: rebuilt the runway with its $1.5 million grant based on the
flexible non-Federal matching share provision and reduced the Federal share to
46 percent.

* Indiana, Valparaiso: used its $590,000 grant to enter into borrowing in the form
of aninstallment land contract for runway protection zone properties. This
allowed the property owner to continue farm activities over a 15-year period and
ensured compatible land use.

* lowa, Sioux City: isasecond location that took advantage of the new
mechanism to use $332,000 of entitlement funds for principal and interest
incurred on terminal building development costs that paid for the remaining life
of the bonds.

* Oklahoma: received $1,883,353 for various runway projects under the State
sponsorship of AIP airport projects provision using the State's money granted
the airports from abond issue. The airports do not qualify for borrowing and the
State reduced the Federal share to 60 percent.

* Wisconsin, Janesville: under the State Block Grant Program, received
$324,000, a 60 percent Federal Share, to buy land in the State's loan program,
build aroad, prepare an environmental assessment, and design arunway project.

16.4 DESIGN BUILD PILOT PROGRAM

Section 139 of AIR 21 established a pilot program to test the design-build method
of contracting in the AIP. Under this pilot, FAA may select up to seven projectsto
use in determining the acceptability of design methods.

Design-Build is amethod of contracting in which two distinct phases of project
accomplishment, the design phase and the construction phase, are combined into a
seamless process performed by one contractor who retains single-source
responsibility for that entire process. Due to time savings in the contracting process
as with earlier commencement of construction, design-build may provide
cost-savings.

During FY 2002, FAA received and approved two applications for this pilot
program and during FY 2003, FAA received and approved three applications. On
the following pageisalist of these applications including the airport sponsor and
the description of the project. None of these projects has been completed so the
program is not ready for evaluation.

» FY 2002: Florida, Orlando, Orlando I nternational Airport: Instalation of a
people mover for its new proposed midfield terminal.

* FY 2002: Georgia, Atlanta, Hartsfield-Jackson Atlanta I nter national
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Airport: Design and Construction of ataxiway bridge.
FY 2003: Arizona, Phoenix, Sky Harbor Airport: Taxiway rehabilitation.

FY 2003: Tennessee, Knoxville, McGhee-Tyson Airport: Construction of a
service road and access road.

FY 2003: Texas, Austin, Austin-Bergstrom International Airport: Termina
modifications to accommodate explosive detection systems.
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17 LAND USE COMPLIANCE

Section 722 of AIR 21 requires the compilation of the Land Use Compliance Report.
Thisreport isto provide a detailed statement listing airports that the Secretary believes
are not in compliance with Federal grant assurances or other Federal land use
requirements with respect to airport lands. The report is to include the circumstances of
such noncompliance, the timelines for corrective action, and the corrective action the
Secretary intends to take to bring the airport sponsor into compliance

Section 47131(b) makes clear that a final agency determination is not required to list an
airport. Accordingly, the Land Use Compliance Report (Appendix C) includes airports
where the FAA isinvestigating or working to resolve aland use compliance issue.
Inclusion on the list does not mean that an airport sponsor has been found to be in
noncompliance.

In monitoring airport sponsor compliance with land use requirements, the FAA reliesin
part on inspections of selected airports. FAA has developed and implemented guidance
related to the methodol ogy and procedures to be used when conducting land use
Inspections, including: (@) airport selection criteria, (b) data gathering, (C) pre-inspection
procedures, (d) onsite inspection procedures, and (€) corrective actions. The purpose of
land use inspectionsis to ascertain the airport sponsor's compliance with the terms of
applicable Federal obligationsincurred through grant agreements, surplus property, and
non-surplus property conveyances dealing specifically with the use of airport property.
This inspection program serves as a compliance oversight and surveillance tool
pertaining to airport land use subject to Federal obligations. Land use inspections serve
to promote standardized reporting formats and completeness of land use records, and to
provide supporting data for potential compliance determinations, both informal and
formal.

Congress authorized this program for FY 2000 on April 5, 2000. A regular program of
land use inspections of selected airportsin each region was implemented in FY 2001.
The information collected as aresult of land use inspectionsin FY's 2001, 2002 and 2003,
combined with additional information from other sources, was used in compiling the
Land Use Compliance Report required under 49 USC § 47131. TheLand Use
Compliance Report results are presented as alist of airports where apparent land use
violations have been identified by the FAA, and where corrective actions have been
requested but not fully resolved. The land use compliance issues are listed in

Appendix C.
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A PROGRAM HISTORY

The Federal Government initiated a grants-in-aid program shortly after the end of World
War 1l to promote the development of a system of civil airports to meet the Nation's
needs. This early program, the Federal-Aid Airport Program (FAAP), was established
with the passage of the Federal Airport Act of 1946 and funded from the general fund of
the Treasury. FAAP grants could be used for basic airport development, including
airfield construction, passenger terminals, entrance roads, and land needed for the airport.

The Airport and Airway Development Act of 1970 established a more comprehensive
program. This Act provided grant assistance for airport planning under the Planning
Grant Program (PGP) and for airport development under the Airport Development Aid
Program (ADAP). The source of funds was a newly established Airport and Airway
Trust Fund that derives its revenues from aviation user taxes on items such as airline
fares, air freight, and aviation fuels. The act was amended several times and was
extended 1 year before expiring on September 30, 1981.

The Airport and Airway Improvement Act of 1982 (Title V of the Tax Equity and Fiscal
Responsibility Act of 1982, P.L. 97-248, September 3, 1982) established the successor
grant program. The Airport Improvement Program (AIP) provides assistance under a
single program for airport planning and development with user taxes from the Airport
and Airway Trust Fund. The 1982 Act also provides funds to conduct noise
compatibility planning and to implement noise compatibility programs that are authorized
by the Aviation Safety and Noise Abatement Act of 1979 (P.L. 96-193).

The Airport and Airway Improvement Act has been amended several times. Thefirst,
enacted barely one month after the initial statute, was the Continuing Appropriations Act
(P.L. 97-276, October 2, 1982). It provided authority to convert unused apportioned
funds for usein the award of discretionary grants. The Surface Transportation Assistance
Act (P.L. 97-424, January 6, 1983) increased the annual authorizations for AIP for

FY 1983 through FY 1985.

The Airport and Airway Safety and Capacity Expansion Act of 1987 (P.L. 100-223,
December 30, 1987) extended the AlIP grant authority for 5 years. It authorized

$1.7 billion each fiscal year through 1990, $1.8 billion for FY 1991 and $1.9 billion for
FY 1992. This Act also authorized the FAA to use the LOI process to approve
high-priority capacity projects with funds that become available in future fiscal years.
Another provision of the 1987 amendment was authorization of a State Block Grant
Program in three States during FY 1990 and FY 1991. The amendment also established a
Disadvantaged Business Enterprise (DBE) Program to help small business concerns
owned and controlled by socially and economically disadvantaged individuals. Under the
statutory authority establishing the DBE Program, not less than 10 percent of the AIP
funds made available yearly for approved construction projects must be awarded to DBE
firms and individuals. However, subsequent Supreme Court decisions and the resultant
revisions to the Department's DBE regul ations require DBE goalsto be "narrowly
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tallored." Therefore, DBE goals must be based on demonstrable evidence of the relative
availability of DBEs ready, willing and able to participate in DOT-assisted contracts.

The Airport and Airway Safety, Capacity, Noise Improvement and | ntermodal
Transportation Act of 1992 (P.L. 102-581, October 31, 1992) authorized the extension of
AIP at afunding level of $2,025 million through FY 1993. This Act included a number
of changesin AIP. The primary changes include the expanded eligibility of development
under the MAP; eligibility for the relocation of air traffic control towers and navigational
aids (including radar) if they impede other projects funded under the AlP; the eligibility
of land, paving, drainage, aircraft deicing equipment, and structures for centralized
aircraft deicing areas; and projects to comply with the Americans with Disabilities Act of
1990, the Clean Air Act, and the Federal Water Pollution Control Act. The act also
Increases the number of States that may participate in the State Block Grant Program
from three to seven and extends that program through FY 1996.

Three statutes were enacted during FY 1994 that affected AIP. The AIP Temporary
Extension Act of 1994 (P.L. 103-260, May 26, 1994) extended the authorization of AIP
until June 30, 1994. This Act stipulated that the minimum amount, to be apportioned to a
primary airport based on passenger boardings, would be $500,000. The Act also
modified the percentage of AIP funds that must be set-aside for reliever airports (reduced
from 10 percent to 5 percent), for commercial service nonprimary airports (reduced from
2.5 percent to 1.5 percent) and for system planning projects (increased from 0.5 percent
to 0.75 percent). It also provided aminimum level of discretionary funds after

August 1, 1994. |f the discretionary funds remaining after all formulas and set-asides are
calculated are less than $325 million, all set-asides and apportionments (except Alaska
supplemental funds) must be reduced by equal percentages to provide this minimum level
of discretionary funds. Eligibility for terminal development was expanded to allow the
use of discretionary funds at reliever airports and primary airports enplaning less than
0.05 percent of annual national enplanements (nonhub primary.)

P.L. 103-272 (July 5, 1994), Codification of Certain U.S. Transportation Laws at 49
U.S.C., repealed the Airport and Airway Improvement Act of 1982, as amended, and the
Aviation Safety and Noise Abatement Act of 1979, as amended, and recodified them
without substantive change at Title 49, U.S.C. Several notable name changes were
contained in the recodification language. The term enplanements was replaced with the
term passenger boardings. The codification also refers to passenger facility fees instead
of Passenger Facility Charges. These terms, when used in a discussion of legislative
provisions and program objectives, are interchangeable.

The Federal Aviation Administration Authorization Act of 1994 (P.L. 103-305,

August 23, 1994) extended AIP until September 30, 1996. This Act increased the
number of airports that can be designated in the MAP from 12 to 15, but required that
FAA find that projects at newly designated airports will reduce delays at airports with
20,000 hours of delay or more. It also expanded AlIP eligibility to include universal
access control and explosives detection security devices. The Act also imposed a
requirement for a number of actions by FAA and airport sponsors regarding airport rates
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and charges and airport revenue diversion.

The Federal Aviation Reauthorization Act of 1996 (P.L. 104-264, October 9, 1996)
extended AIP until September 30, 1998. Various changes were made to the formula
computation of primary and cargo entitlements, State apportionment, and discretionary
set-asides. Specifically, under primary airport entitlements, the formula was adjusted by
changing the credit for number of enplaning passengers over 500,000 from $0.65 to:

(a) $0.65 for the passengers from 500,000 up to 1 million, and (b) $0.50 for each
passenger over 1 million. Cargo entitlements were decreased from 3.5 percent of AIPto
2.5 percent of AIP. The previous cap of 44 percent of AIP for primary and cargo
entitlements was removed.

State apportionments were increased from 12 percent of AlP to 18.5 percent, with the
previous set-asides for reliever and nonprimary commercial service airports removed.
The digibility for use of State apportionments was expanded to include nonprimary
commercial service airports. The system planning set-aside was also eliminated.

The noise and M AP set-aside computations were also changed from 12.5 percent and

2.5 percent of total AIP, respectively, to 31 percent and 4 percent of the discretionary
fund. In addition, previously there was a minimum level of $325 million for the
discretionary fund after subtraction of the various apportioned funds and set-asides. The
new Act changed the minimum level to $148 million plus the total amount required from
the discretionary fund to carry out in the fiscal year letters of intent issued before prior to
January 1, 1996.

Three new pilot programs for innovative financing techniques, pavement maintenance,
and privatization of airports were added to the program. Other changes included changes
to the MAP in the number of airports under the program, criteriafor selection, project
eligibility, and permission to extend MAP participants for an additional 5-year period.
The State Block Grant Program was formally adopted by removing the designation of
"pilot" and the number of participant States was increased first from three to seven States
in 1997, to nine Statesin 1998, and finally to 10 Statesin FY 2000 with the advent of the
Wendell H. Ford Aviation Investment and Reform Act of the 21st Century (AIR 21).
However, athough there are 10 slots now in the program, only nine states are
participating as of the close of FY 2003.

The Act also aligned PFC and Al P to permit both to be used for funding projectsto
comply with Federal mandates and to relocate navigational aids and air traffic control
towers. However, these relocations are eligible only when needed in conjunction with
approved airport development using AlP or PFC funding. Finaly, new provisions for
revenue diversion enforcement were added to FAA's authority.

During FY 1999, four separate public laws extended AIP through September 30, 1999:

* Initial Extension. P.L. 105-277, enacted October 21, 1998, extended AIP for a
6 month period ending March 31, 1999. The AIP contract authority was increased by
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$1.205 billion and the obligation limitation was established at $975 million. This
public law created new project eligibility, during FY 1999 only, for assessments of
Y ear 2000 processing capabilities for airport technology systems.

Second Extension. P.L. 106-6, enacted March 31, 1999, extended AIP for a2 month
period until May 31, 1999, increasing the contract authority by $402 million and the
obligation limitation to $1.3 billion, or an additional $325 million. In addition, the
public law relocated the Small Hub Fund from the Discretionary fund to the Small
Airport Fund. Further, the law removed a cap of $300 million that was placed on the
Discretionary Fund.

Third Extension. P.L. 106-31, enacted May 21, 1999, extended AlIP until

August 6, 1999. It increased the AIP contract authority by $443 million and increased
the obligation limitation for FY 1999 by $360 million to atotal of $1.660 hillion. The
law further restored discretionary set-aside for the MAP, which was inadvertently
permitted to expire.

Final Extension. On September 29, 1999, P.L. 106-59 was enacted extending the AIP
to September 30, 1999. This law increased the AIP contract authority to

$2.41 billion, an increase of $360 million. The obligation limitation was increased to
$1.95 hillion, an increase of $290 million.

In April of FY 2000 the AIR 21 was enacted reauthorizing the AIP through FY 2003.
AIR 21 instituted many changes to the program including changes to funding levels,
criteriafor program eligibility and expanded pilot programs. Some of these changes are
asfollows:

The authorized AP funding level significantly increased in FY 2001 to alevel of
$3.2 billion, growing to $3.4 billion in FY 2003.

AIR 21 included the following formula changes effective in FY 2000 without regard
to thetotal AIP level: (@) minimum passenger entitlement increased from $500,000 to
$650,000; (b) cargo entitlement increase from 2.5 percent of AlIP to 3 percent; and ()
set-aside for noise compatibility planning and projects increased from 31 percent of
discretionary funds to 34 percent.

If the amounts made available for AlP through the appropriations process equal or
exceed $3.2 billion in FY 2001 and beyond, the following changes are made to the
AlIPformula: (a) passenger entitlements determined by formula double; (b) minimum
passenger entitlement increases to $1 million; and (c) maximum passenger
entitlement increases from $22 million to $26 million.

State apportionment increased from 18.5 percent to 20 percent with each nonprimary
airport entitled to an individual apportionment based on the lesser of 1/5 of the
airport'sfive-year capital needs asidentified in the FAA's National Plan for Integrated
Airport System (NPIAS) or $150,000.
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* A new "super reliever" set-aside was established and funded at 2/3 of a percent of
AlP.

* AIR 21 established two new pilot programs: one for low emission vehicles and
supporting infrastructure and another for projects implemented through design-build
contracts. AIR 21 aso extended the innovative finance pilot program and made the
pavement maintenance pilot program permanent.

e AIR 21 increased the maximum allowable PFC from $3.00 to $4.00 or $4.50. A large
or medium hub that imposes a PFC at the $4.00 or $4.50 level will be obliged to
increase its passenger entitlement turnback from 50 percent to 75 percent.

* Inorder for alarge or medium hub airport to qualify for the higher PFC (above
$3.00), it must show that the projects proposed for funding make significant
contribution to: (1) improving safety or security; (2) increasing air carrier
competition; (3) reducing current or anticipated congestion; or (4) reducing aviation
noise impacts.

Additionally, in FY 2000, and within the overall mix of safety and security projects, the
FAA established a special emphasis program to fund projects to improve runway safety

areas that do not currently conform to FAA standards and fund projects that are intended
to reduce the incidence of runway incursions.

The Aviation and Transportation Security Act (ATSA), P.L. 107-71, amended title 49,
United States Code, to make eligible any additional security related activity required by
law or the Secretary. This new eligibility was broad and could include operational costs
that heretofore have not been eligible under AIP. The period of eligibility was for

FY 2002 only and could include only the additional costs from September 11, 2001, to
September 30, 2002.

Section 119(a)(1) of ATSA provided for use of FY's 2001 or 2002 entitlements on any
nonprimary airport activity, including operational activities, where the airfield had been
the subject of security restrictions defined by Notice to Airmen FDC 1/0618.

Section 119(a)(1) of the ATSA made eligible for AIP in FY 2002 payments for " debt
service on indebtedness incurred to carry out a project at an airport owned or controlled
by the sponsor or at a privately owned or operated airport passenger terminal financed
by indebtedness incurred by the sponsor if the Secretary determines that such payments
are necessary to prevent a default on the indebtedness.” This provision applied to both
publicly owned projects and privately-owned or operated passenger terminal buildings,
including those on the AlP-eligible airports that may be under private ownership. No
airport requested any AlP funding under this provision.

Finally, ATSA amended Section 47102(3) of title 49 USC, to include the replacement of
baggage conveyor systems, and reconfiguration of terminal baggage areas, that are
undertaken by an airport owner or operator and that the Secretary determines are
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necessary to install bulk explosive detection devices. The effect of this amendment made
this development AIP eligible (already PFC dligible). Unlike other provisions of ATSA,
eligibility for thisitem was not limited to FY 2002.

On March 8, 2002, the Secretary of Transportation announced the allocation of

$175 million in supplemental funds to 317 eligible airports for reimbursement of direct
costs to comply with new security requirements as aresult of the attacks on

September 11, 2001. The funds, provided to airports with funds appropriated to FAA by
P.L. 107-117, the Department of Defense's Supplemental 2002 Appropriations Act,
helped defray costs associated with additional law enforcement personnel, airport
surveillance and the revalidation of all airport-issued and approved identification.

Three hundred seventeen (317) airports applied for approximately $495 million in
security costs. The FAA considered approximately $445 million of these costs to be
direct costs and eligible under this program. These requests were categorized by hub size
in the following manner: large and medium hub airports (approximately $353 million),
small hub airports (approximately $57 million) and nonhub airports (approximately

$35 million). Congress directed DOT that such funding would fund a"portion™ of the
direct costs and that distribution be done in a"manner to assist those airports that are
facing the greatest financial challengesin complying" with new security directives.

In reviewing the 317 applications and airport financial data, the FAA found that nonhub
airports faced the greatest overall financial challenges as aresult of the events of
September 11, 2001, but also incurred lower direct costs of complying with new security
directives. Therefore, the FAA funded 100 percent of eligible project costs for these
airports. Small hub airports as a group incurred somewhat higher compliance costs, but
their overal financial health was better. Consequently, the FAA provided each small hub
airport with 50 percent of its project costs. Large and medium hub airports incurred
substantially higher compliance costs than the other categories of airports combined. In
addition, they serve a substantial majority of passenger traffic. Therefore, the FAA
allocated the mgjority of the $175 million to these airports. The funds were distributed
based on the number of enplanements, as a proxy for financial need. The specific
alocations were:

* Nonhub airports -- 184 airports received $35.6 million;
e Small hub airports -- 67 airports received $28.3 million; and

e Large and medium hub airports -- 66 airports received $111.1 million.
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B AIRPORT IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM TO DATE:
FIGURESAND TABLES

Appendix B contains the reports showing the cumulative performance of the Airport
Improvement Program (AIP) through fiscal year (FY) 2003. The Grant Funding
Authorizations, Obligation Limitations, and Obligations report shows those values since
AlP'sinception in 1982. Detailed footnotes are included with the report.

The Cumulative Total Grant Funds Awarded report shows the totals to date for
apportioned funds, discretionary funds and their sum by development/planning type and
funding type. The next three charts graphs these values in pie chart format.

The Cumulative Comparison of AlP to PFC shows the cumulative amounts awarded on
AIlP grants compared to the funds approved using Passenger Facility Charge (PFC)
revenues through the fiscal year.

The LOI Commitments by Fiscal Y ear report lists the amounts for the future fiscal years
committed in letters of intent (LOISs) to the listed airports. The report breaks down the
commitments by formula or "entitlement” funds that the airports will use from their
apportioned fundsin AlIP and the funds projected to be granted from the AIP
discretionary funds.
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Figure B-1 Grant Funding Authorizations, Obligation Limitations, and Obligations

(3M)
Fiscal Year Congressional Appropriations Act Gross Total $ Amount Total Number
Authorization Limitation on Obligations New Grants New Grants

Obligations Awarded Awarded
1982 450 450 413 413 651
1983 800 805 806 736 1,082
1984 994 800 812 739 1,104
1985 987 925 935 849 1,160
1986 1,017 885 906 782 1,083
1987 1,017 1,025 1,053 919 1,173
1988 1,700 1,269 1,290 1,278 1,251
1989 1,700 1,400 1,430 1,279 1,258
1990 1,700 1,425 1,453 1,285 1,152
1991 1,800 1,800 1,836 1,670 1,404
1992 1,900 1,900 1,955 1,765 1,507
1993 2,025 1,800 1,875 1,830 1,434
1994 2,970 1,690 1,731 1,702 1,318
1995 2,161 1,450 1,501 1,418 1,047
1996 2,214 1,450 1,506 1,380 941
1997 2,280 1,460 1,506 1,476 1,066
1998 2,347 1,700 1,654 1,504 1,040
1999 2,410 1,950 1,990 1,959 1,489
2000 2,475 1,851 1,862 1,958 1,149
2001 3,200 3,140 3,224 3,128 1,912
2002 3,300 3,223 3,302 3,152 2,033
2003 3,400 3,295 3,397 3,274 2,234
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1. The Surface Transportation Assistance Act of 1982 (STAA) increased authorizations by $200 millionin
FY 1983 and FY 1984 and another $75 millionin FY 1985. The projects approved under this authorization
were referred to as "Jobs Bill Projects” since they were appropriated by the Emergency Jobs Bill (Public Law
(P.L.) 98-8).

2. The FY 1983 appropriation includes $600 million of the $800 million authorized and $150 million of the
$200 million authorized by the STAA and appropriated under the Emergency Jobs Bill (P.L. 98-8), plus
another $54.5 million of unrequested entitlements carried over from prior years.

3. The FY 1984 appropriation includes $793.5 million of the $993.5 million authorized and $6.5 million of
the $200 million authorized by the STAA and appropriated under the Emergency Jobs Bill (P.L. 98-8).

4. The FY 1986 appropriation includes $885.2 million of the $925 million authorized and was reduced by
P.L. 99-177, Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act.

5. The FY 1987 appropriation includes the $1 billion authorized plus a $25 million supplemental
appropriation, P.L. 100-71, July 1987.

6. Gross Obligations = $ New Grants Awarded + $ from Recoveriesin Prior Y ear Grants used for Increases
in Existing Grants. Gross obligations include current year funds plus reobligations of funds recovered from
adjustmentsto prior year projects. The difference between yearly gross obligations and new grantsis
attributed to increases to existing grant agreements.

7. The FY 1982 Gross Obligations include ADAP entitlements that were authorized to be continued under
the Airport Improvement Program (AIP). FY 1982 datado not include a FY 1982 grant to Reno, Nevada
(Cannon International), for $5.1 million funded with FY 1982 funds authorized prior to approva of the AIP.

8. Not included in Gross Obligations are reobligated funds recovered from adjustments to obligations made
under the ADAP program authorized from FY 1970 through FY 1981. Legislation allowed use of recovered
ADAP funds for ADAP grant increases up to amaximum of 10 percent of the original grant amount. For
each FY from 1982 through 1993, the reobligations have been $7.1, $6.7, $7.1, $5.2, $4.0, $6.7, $2.7, $3.1,
$1.1, $0.4, $0.2, and $0.1 million, respectively.

9. According to the Office of Management and Budget, with concurrence by the Congressional Budget
Office, the total amount authorized in FY 1994 was $2.97 billion, even though it appeared that $2.161 billion
was the amount authorized. Thiswas due to the combination of the lapse of authority of AIP after FY 1993
and the amendments extending the program in May 1994 and August 1994.

10. Rescissionsin contract authority of $50 million per P.L. 104-208 (Omnibus Consolidated Appropriations

Act, 1997) and $750 million per P.L. 105-18 (1997 Emergency Supplemental Appropriations Act) were
imposed.
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Figure B-2 AIP Cumulative Total Grants Awarded

Development/Planning Type

Abbrev-

iation
PL
SS
CR
CT
CA
CN
CH
Cs
CcVv
NL
NO
LW
BT
BO
LD
RD
EN
EQ
oT
SB

Description

Planning
Safety and Security

Landing Area Construction, Runway
Landing Area Construction, Taxiway
Landing Area Construction, Apron
Landing Area Construction, New Airport
Landing Area Construction, Heliport
Landing Area Construction, Seaplane Base
Landing Area Construction, Vertiport

Noise Control, Land
Noise Control, Other

Lighting, Navaids, Weather, Obstructions, Signage

Building, Terminal

Building, Other

Land (Other than Noise)
Roadways

Environmental

Equipment

Other

State Block Grant Programs

Total

(3M)

Fiscal Years 1982 -2003

Apportioned Grant Funds

Total Awarded  Percentage
($M)

290.0 2.38%
381.3 3.13%
3,279.3 26.88%
2,109.4 17.29%
1,616.3 13.25%
166.3 1.37%
3.6 0.03%

7.0 0.06%

0.5 0.01%
88.6 0.73%
115.1 0.95%
269.3 2.21%
893.2 7.32%
249.7 2.05%
597.3 4.90%
409.8 3.36%
1447 1.19%
449.1 3.69%
204.4 1.68%
928.0 7.61%
12,203.0 100.00%
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(By Development/Planning type and Funding Type)

Discretionary Grant Funds

Total Awarded  Percentage
($M)
158.0 1.27%
8224 6.57%
4,087.4 32.65%
1,374.6 10.98%
1,074.8 8.59%
2220 1.78%
12 0.01%
0.0 0.00%
0.0 0.00%
1,039.9 8.31%
1,424.4 11.38%
220.5 1.77%
229.8 1.84%
167.6 1.34%
508.8 4.07%
226.0 1.81%
101.2 0.81%
185.7 1.49%
202.9 1.63%
4749 3.80%
12,521.8 100.00%

Combined Grant Funds

Total Awarded Per centage
($M)

448.0 1.82%
1,2037 4.87%
7,366.7 29.80%
3,484.0 14.10%
2,691.1 10.89%

3883 1.58%

4.7 0.02%
7.0 0.03%
0.5 0.01%
1,128.5 4.57%
1,539.4 6.23%

489.8 1.99%
1,123.0 4.55%

417.3 1.69%
1,106.1 4.48%

635.8 2.58%

2459 1.00%

634.8 2.57%

407.3 1.65%
1,402.9 5.68%

24,724.8 100.00%
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Figure B-3 AIP Cumulative Apportioned Grants Awarded
(By Development/Planning Type and Funding Type)

Cumulative Apportioned Grant Funds Awarded

FY 1982 - FY 2003

O cr

]
SS
3%
OpPL
2%
ose
8%
4% OEN OBo
1% URD oL 2%
3% 5%
OPL Planning Oss safety and Security

OCT Landing Area Construction, Taxiway
OCH Landing Area Construction, Heliport
ONL Noise Control, Land

OBT Building, Terminal

ORD Roadways

OOT Other

OcCA Landing Area Construction, Apron

OcCs Landing Area Construction, Seaplane Base
OONO Noise Control, Other

OBO Building, Other

OEN Environmental

O SB State Block Grant Programs
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OCR Landing Area Construction, Runway

OCN Landing Area Construction, New Airport

Ocv Landing Area Construction, Vertiport

OLW Lighting, Navaids, Weather, Obstructions, Signage
OLD Land (Other than Noise)

OEQ Equipment
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Figure B-4 AlIP Cumulative Discretionary Grants Awarded
(By Development/Planning Type and Funding Type)

FY 1982 - FY 2003

Cumulative Discretionary Grant Funds Awarded
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O CT Landing Area Construction, Taxiw ay
0O CH Landing Area Construction, Heliport
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O BT Building, Terminal

O RD Roadw ays

O OT Other

0O SS Safety and Security
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Figure B-5 AIP Cumulative Combined Discretionary and Apportioned
(By Development/Planning Type and Funding Type)

FY 1982 - FY 2003
Cumulative Discretionary and Apportioned Grant Funds Awarded
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Figure B-6 Cumulative Comparison of AIP to PFC

Cumulative Funds, FY 1992- FY 2003
™M
Airport Improvement Program Passenger Facility Charge Program
Development/Planning Grant Funds Awarded Development/Planning PFC Funds Authorized

Airside (Primarily RW, TW, Apron, & Other Safety Related Projects) 15,885.2 | Airside (Primarily RW, TW, & Apron) 7,186.6
Landside (Primarily Terminal) 3,246.4 | Landside (Primarily Terminal) 13,203.1
Noise 2,668.0 | Noise 2,562.7
Roads 635.8 | Access (Primarily Roads) 4,255.2
Unclassified (state Block Grants & Misc) 2.293.8 | New Denver 3,137.1
Total $ 24,729.1 | Interest (on Bonds) 12,616.0
Total $42,960.6
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Figure B-7 Letter of Intent (LOI) Commitments by Fiscal Year

Primary/Reliever
Airports 2004
(Sorted By State)

AK

2005

2006

Anchorage Ted Stevens Anchorage International

Entitlement

2,962
9,400

2,372
1,471

2,985

11,200

2,419
0

_ _ 2,933
Discretionary 8,500
CA
San Jose Norman Y. Mineta San Jose | nternational
Entitlement 2,325
Discretionary 6,000
CcO

Denver Denver International
Entitlement

_ _ 3,250
Discretionary 6,000
FL
Fort Myers Southwest Florida International
Entitlement 0
Discretionary 4,000

Miami Miami International

Entitlement 5524

5,000
Orlando Orlando International
Entitlement

Discretionary

5,100
Discretionary 5000

GA

Atlanta The William B Hartsfield Atlanta International

Entitlement

3,250
0

0

4,000

0
8,000

5,360
2,000

0

20,368

4,000

0
7,550

5,620
2,000

0

19,368

(3M)

2007

2,637
11,200

2,467

3,500

8,000

5,900

2,000

0
18,308

2008

2,519
10,636

1,902

3,500

4,000

6,200

2,000

0
14,308

Bloomington/Normal  Central IL Regional Airport at Bloomington-Normal

0

Discretionary 19.982
IL

Entitlement 0

Discretionary 4872

0
4,872

Chicago Chicago Midway International

Entitlement 0

Discretionary 12,000

0

12,000

0
4,872

0

12,000

0
0

12,000
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2009

1,000
5,000

10,110

4,780

0
16,708

2010 2011 Beyond
1,000 1,000 1,000
0 0 0
0
8,540
0 0
10,000 10,000

Tota

18,035
55,936

11,485
7,471

6,500
6,000

19,000

5,524
51,200

32,960
13,000

129,044

0
14,617

48,000
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Figure B-7 Letter of Intent (LOI) Commitments by Fiscal Year

($M)
Primary/Reliever
Airports 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
(Sorted By State)
IN
Indianapolis Indianapolis International
E’_“”'e'_“e”t 5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000
Discretionary 11,000 10,000 10,000 8,000 7,500
KY

Covington/Cincinnati, OH Cincinnati/Northern Kentucky International

Entitlement 7.791 5,153 0 0 0

Discretionary 13,000 14,000 14,000 13,000 9,000
MD

Glen Burnie Baltimore-Washington International

Entitlement 3,000 3,000 0 0

4,748 4,748 0 0
Hagerstown Hagerstown Regiona-Richard A Henson Field

Discretionary

Entitlement

1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000
Discretionary 7,000 7,000 5,000 5,000 5,000
MI
Detroit Detroit Metropolitan Wayne County
E’_“'“e'_“e”t 5,540 5,790 6,050 6,320 4,886
Discretionary 13,000 13,000 13,000 14,000 14,000
MN

Minneapolis Minneapolis-St Paul International/Wold-Chamberlain/
Entitlement

0 0 0 0 0
Discretionary 8,000 8,000 7,500 7,000 5,000
MO
Springfield Springfield-Branson Regional
Entitjement 2,600 2,600
Discretionary 4200 2,800
St. Louis Lambert-St Louis International
Entitlement 4,695 4,789 4,882 4,973 4,466
Discretionary 17,750 13,000 13,000 17,750 9,000
NC

Greensboro Piedmont Triad International

Entitlement 4,900 4,900 4,900 5,000 5,100

Discretionary 6,000 8,000 8,000 7,000 5,000

Page B-10

2009

5,000
5,000

4,000

1,000
3,000

5,000

9,000

5,200
4,000

2010

5,000
3,000

2,000

1,000

5,000

5,000

5,200

2011 Beyond
5,000
5,000
0
16,000
1,000 2,000
0 0
5,200 8,617
0 0

Tota

40,000
59,500

12,943
85,000

6,000

9,495

10,000

32,000

28,586
67,000

0
45,500

5,200

7,000

23,805

84,500

49,017
38,000
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Figure B-7 Letter of Intent (LOI) Commitments by Fiscal Year

Primary/Reliever
Airports 2004 2005

(Sorted By State)
NE

Omaha Eppley Airfield
Entitlement

_ _ 2,352 0
Discretionary 2,000 1,300
NH
Manchester Manchester
Entitlement 2,000 644
Discretionary 4,500 4500
OH

Cleveland Cleveland-Hopkins International

Entitlement 2012 3,011

7,900 7,200
Columbus Port Columbus International
Entitlement

Discretionary

0 0
Discretionary 4.000 4,000
PA

Harrisburg Harrisburg International

Entitlement 0 0

Discretionary 6,680 6,660
RI

Warwick Theodore Francis Green State

Entitlement 1,100 1,100

Discretionary 0 0
TN

Memphis Memphis International

Entitlement 0 0

Discretionary 6,483 6,149
X

Fort Worth Dallas/Fort Worth International

Entitlement 0 0

4,892 5,692

Houston George Bush Intercontinental
Entitlement

Discretionary

9,000 9,000

Discretionary 9400 8500

2006

1,255

4,500

3,116
7,460

7,000

8,340

643

5,878

5,692

9,000
8,250

(3M)

2007

152

4,500

3,216
8,320

8,000

9,130

2,752

9,000
8,000

2008

2,700

3,319
11,500

7,000

11,300

5,805

2,552

10,000
7,250
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2009

3,427
12,650

7,000

2,170

5,180

5,292

10,000
12,750

2010

3,540
7,170

7,600

4,823

6,000

10,024
13,050

2011

3,807

Beyond

o o

o

14,036

Tota

2,352
4,707

2,644
20,700

40,384
62,200

44,600

44,280

2,843

38,720

0

32,872

66,024
67,200



Primary/Reliever
Airports 2004 2005
(Sorted By State)
uT
Salt Lake City Sdlt Lake City International
Ehuﬂaﬁaﬂ 0 0
Discretionary 7.000 7.000
WA
Seattle Seattle-Tacoma | nternational
Entitlement 5,100 5,300
Discretionary 11,590 12,204
Entitlement 76,121 65,229
Discretionary 220,497 205,864
Total 296,618 271,094

Airport Improvement Program (AlP) Report to Congress

2006

5,400
12,204

51,015
192,070

243,084

2007

5,600
12,135

51,113
184,149

235,262

2008

5,498
12,135

49,890
149,186

199,076
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2009

5,213
13,700

35,620
120,560

156,180

2010

1,157
20,075

26,921
92,258

119,179

Figure B-7 Letter of Intent (LOI) Commitments by Fiscal Year
(3M)

2011

16,007
31,000

47,007

Beyond

25,653

25,653

Tota

14,000

33,268
94,043

397,570
1,195,585

1,593,154
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C FY 2003 SPECIFIC TABLESAND FIGURES

Appendix C contains the reports for the Airports Improvement Program (AIP) for fiscal
year (FY) 2003.

The Number of Grants Awarded and Total Amounts report displays the number and
amount of grants by state by service level or by grant type (various locations, state block
grant, state grant or other). The worksite is used to determine under which column the
grant will be aggregated. This report includes only those grants for the current FY with
obligations. This number may not necessarily match the number of grants released, due
to splits, combines, deletes and withdrawals. The report shows obligations for grants and
amendments excluding recoveries. Thefirst few columns of the report show the totals by
service level of the worksite associated with the grant -- Primary (P), Commercial (CS),
Reliever (R), and General Aviation (GA). The Reliever airports are those GA airports
that are designated as areliever for another airport. The next column isthe State
Sponsored grants. The next column contains the totals for the State Block Grants. The
final column contains all the "Other" grants. These are generally the planning system
grants. These grants are for worksites with no service level or LOCID assigned.

The State Block Grant Totals report shows the total apportionment amounts awarded by
state under the State Block Grant Program for the fiscal year.

Military Airport Program Selected L ocations and Funds Awarded lists the Military
Airport Program locations that were awarded AlP grants during the fiscal year and the
discretionary funds awarded on those grants. The report also includes the number of
airports with joint use agreements and long-term leases at the end of the fiscal year as
well as the number of Base Realignment and Closure Military Airfields transferred by
deed to civil airport sponsors.

The LOI Payment report shows locations awarded grants associated with letters of intent
(LOIs) during the fiscal year. The grant awards show the amounts awarded from formula
or entitlement funds and the amounts from discretionary funds. The amounts are those
awarded but not necessarily paid during the fiscal year.

The Comparison of AIP to PFC report and graphs show the funds awarded on AIP grants
compared to the funds approved using Passenger Facility Charges (PFC) revenues during
the fiscal year.

The Grants-In-Aid for Airports FAA Performance Goals report maps grant projects
awarded during during the fiscal year to the DOT performance goals supported by the
FAA and the AIP. The report contains a brief discussion of how AlP supports each
major DOT goal. The associated FAA goals are then provided for each major DOT goal
accompanied by the summary of the AIP grant projects and their award amounts.
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The Land Use Compliance report lists the airports with active land use compliance issues
at the end of the fiscal year. The report identifies the unauthorized land use or uses, the
required corrective action(s) and status.

The Non-AlIP Security Grants Awarded report provides alist of the grantsissued during
the fiscal year from the $175 million of supplemental funds allocated by the Secretary of
Transportation in March 2002 for reimbursement of direct costs to comply with new
security requirements as aresult of the terrorist attacks on September 11, 2001.

The Grants Awarded report lists all of the AIP grants awarded during the fiscal year

including the airports or entities to which the grants were awarded, the amount of federal
funds awarded and a brief description of the projects funded.
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State

AK
AL
AR
AS
AZ
CA
CO
CT
DC
DE
FL
GA
GU
HI
A
ID
IL
IN
KS
KY
LA
MA
MD
ME
MI
MN
MO
MP
MS
MT

Primary
NO.

$

96,566,057
27,512,401
13,958,614
4,349,997
24,421,590
194,074,007
48,178,974
2,253,114

0

0
146,486,951
106,265,225
23,270,182
41,750,495
15,730,727
10,314,189
101,571,510
24,451,763
12,457,799
77,529,642
44,259,182
30,625,122
16,750,062
17,919,225
55,146,864
35,678,102
71,562,276
13,213,531
16,408,824
22,085,289

myNO O ONMNMNOPRPRPOOORPMNOPRPORPPOPRPPOOOPMMPOREPDNPREN
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Figure C-1 Number of Grants Awarded and Total Amountsin FY 2003

Commercial
NO.

$

12,498,874
150,000
232,212

60,000
1,091,060
225,000
1,088,464

150,000
295,155

0

893,700
160,370

0
3,692,034
0
3,064,925
658,980

0

0

0

90,000

0
1,123,178
0

0

0
2,815,562

ONOPFP OORFP P MA~AWPAMPEPOOOOWNDNO

Reliever

0
4,632,865
1,000,278
0
7,111,325
29,110,890
8,527,990
1,193,739
0
0
14,207,334
9,280,270
0
6,800,000
4,335,513
0
0
2,673,160
1,040,419
1,285,742
2,104,101
391,440
3,344,410
220,513
600,930
1,509,270
450,000

0

711,333
0

General Aviation

NO.

16
40
47
0
29
90
26
4
0
4
42
37
0
2
38
10
1
43
31
39
31
20
4
15
1
50
0
0
61
26

$

40,872,251
21,141,454
16,665,498
0
11,214,635
42,487,775
15,953,936
4,554,671
0
4,793,778
15,279,697
11,358,290
0

643,500
12,896,451
6,481,500
2,500,000
13,919,228
8,852,912
19,742,138
12,651,106
7,028,188
3,325,562
4,184,399
1,430,889
14,237,120
0

0
21,468,992
10,788,755

Page C-3

State Sponsored

NO.

7
0
1
0
0
0
1
0
0
0
1
1
0
0
2
1
1
1
1
0
0
1
0
0
0
1
2
0
0
1

$

15,750,490
0
100,000

900,000
5,320,500
0

0

469,642
965,934
72,579
72,579
52,800

O O ON O WO O O OO OO Ul OO OO OO0 OO0 oo oooooo

State Block Grant
NO.

»

O O O O O O O O o o o o o o o o

36,474,756

o O O O O o o

31,233,953
0
24,788,731
0
0
0

NO.

O OO PFrPr OO0 FrPrR O0OPFr OO0 O0OO0OOO0OO0OO0OOo0OO0OPFr ook oo o o -

Other
$ NO.
8,796,703 60
0 53
0 60
0 3
0 52
1,400,000 177
0 58
0 8
376,200 1
0 4
0 97
0 60
0 5
0 23
0 56
0 15
0 48
0 58
0 50
350,000 55
0 47
0 40
441,090 16
0 29
0 25
0 69
45000 21
0 10
0 70
0 40

Total Grant

$

174,484,375
53,436,720
31,956,602
4,409,997
43,838,610
267,297,672
73,982,364
8,001,524
376,200
4,793,778

177,023,982

132,519,440
23,270,182
50,087,695
33,592,703
17,761,623

144,310,879
41,116,730
25,468,855
99,566,502
59,014,389
38,344,750
23,861,124
22,414,137
88,412,636
52,603,670
97,243,607
13,213,531
38,589,149
35,786,505



State
NO.

NC 13
ND 4
NE 5
NH 7
NJ 10
NM 7
NV 8
NY 60
OH 18
OK 6
OR 9
PA 33
PR 1
RI 3
SC 4
SD 5
TN 17
TX 30
uT 8
VA 13
VT 4
WA 16
WI 10
wv 10
wy 13
Totals712

Primary

$

58,268,481
12,457,007
12,506,722
16,447,938
21,907,432
15,764,702
31,979,212
139,496,941
50,215,514
20,991,730
23,588,523
88,175,794
11,173,811
6,281,800
11,696,822
9,754,440
53,237,412
181,075,877
28,552,896
43,454,928
2,279,214
89,909,721
37,364,989
18,999,250
17,039,527
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Figure C-1 Number of Grants Awarded and Total Amountsin FY 2003

Commercial

NO.

N N O FP NMNONOORFPOOONMNONOSNOWOOWOU P

2,297,412,397 69

1,886,791
1,566,958
6,814,325
0

0

992,273

0
6,924,005
0 13

342,615

0

825,615

0

0

0

418,500
0

0
1,052,660
0
1,596,398
799,177

0
1,426,765
2,119,330

N B OO FP N O O

N
N

O Fr O U1l ONDNMNDNMOONIPREOSM™DDLPRE

55,054,926 207

Reliever
$ NO.

0

0

291,333
739,828
8,390,000
846,893
6,460,798
9,461,676
12,413,982
431,440
4,293,839
6,522,000
0
1,031,894
1,227,847
0

0
7,711,744
3,350,000
10,779,215
0
4,701,827
0

940,000

0

180,125,838 *****

General Aviation

NO.

0
35
33

5

0
31
16
42
66
57
18

1

1

1
37
20

0

3
20
27

3
16

0
12
22

$

0
6,399,812
12,354,195
1,751,276
0
12,206,719
6,347,702
14,132,048
15,341,318
17,960,840
7,982,528
943,000
526,615
72,131
13,865,352
8,877,584
0
15,216,651
7,008,927
7,122,300
144,000
12,671,017
0
6,508,857
7,626,108

499,531,705
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39

State Sponsored
NO.

P OOOOFRr P OORFRPRPLPOOPFRPWMNEPRERLPEPLOORLNODO

55,953
46,800
0

0
200,000
350,000
154,800
248,653
3,027,481
135,000
0

0
424,060
418,300

120,000
200,000

o O O o

68,583

30,237,653 20

1
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
3
0
0
0
0
2
3
0
0
0
0
1
0
0

State Block Grant

$ NO. $ NO.

22,774,306

O O O O O O o o o o

11,785,811
0
0
0
0
15,185,108
42,248,828
0
0
0
0
14,637,459
0
0

199,128,952 14

O N OO OO O OO OO O0OO0ONOOORFr OWwOoOoOo oo

Other Total Grant
$ NO. $

0 15 82,929,578

0 44 20,423,777

0 45 32,022,528

0 14 18,985,842

0 16 30,297,432
170,000 45 29,980,587
0 27 44,987,712
155,521 133 170,520,191
0 98 78,125,614

0 68 39,975,278

0 34 38,892,371
550,000 46 108,937,220
0 2 11,700,426

0 5 7,385,825

0 44 27,214,081

0 27 19,468,824

0 19 68,422,520

0 38 246,253,100

0 33 40,084,483

0 48 61,556,443

0 9 4,019,612

0 38 108,081,742

0 11 52,002,448
399,500 27 28,274,372
0 38 26,853,548
12,684,014 2,234 3,274,175,485
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Figure C-2 State Block Grant Totalsfor FY 2003

State Block Grant Funds
(Apportionment Funds)

Illinois 18,473,802
Michigan 20,754,953
Missouri 8,429,357
North Carolina 16,075,306
Pennsylvania 11,263,851
Tennessee 14,368,127
Texas 39,948,828
Wisconsin 14,637,459

Total 143,951,683
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Figure C-3 MAP Selected Locations and Funds Awarded in FY 2003

Military Airport Program Funds Awarded in FY 2003

L ocation MAP Funds
(Discretionary Funds)

Cdlifornia, Atwater, Castle 3,000,000
Cdlifornia, Riverside, March ARB 500,000
Cdlifornia, Sacramento, Sacramento Mather 3,069,000
Cdlifornia, Victorville, Southern California Logistics 1,900,000
Florida, Jacksonville, Cecil Field 4,050,000
Florida, Valparaiso, Eglin AFB 3,076,192
Guam, Agana, Guam I nternational 18,455,152
Hawaii, Kapolei, Kalaeloa (John Rodgers Field) 1,800,000
Illinois, Belleville, Scott AFB/Midamerica 4,600,000
Maryland, Odenton, Tipton 967,174
Michigan, Gwinn, Sawyer International 6,033,567
New Y ork, Plattsburgh, Plattsburgh International 2,661,114
Texas, Killeen, Robert Gray AAF 10,700,000

Total 60,812,199

Military Airport Program Statisticsfor FY 2003

BRAC Military Airfields Transferred by Deed to Civil Airport Sponsors 13
Joint-use Agreements at Active Military Airfields 22
Long-Term Leases Executed by DOD 11
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Figure C-4 LOI Paymentsfor FY 2003

(3M)

Primary/Reliever Airports
(Sorted by State)
AK
Anchorage AK Ted Stevens Anchorage I nter national
CA
Sacramento CA Sacramento I nter national
San Jose CA Norman Y. Mineta San Jose | nter national
CO
Denver CO Denver International
FL
Fort MyersFL Southwest Florida I nternational
Miami FL Miami International
Orlando FL Orlando I nternational
GA
Atlanta GA TheWilliam B Hartsfield Atlanta I nter national
IL
Bloomington/Normal IL Central IL Regional Airport at Bloomington-Nor mal
ChicagoIL Chicago Midway International
IN
IndianapolisIN Indianapolis I nter national
KY
Covington/Cincinnati, OH KY Cincinnati/Northern Kentucky International
MD
Baltimore MD Baltimore-Washington I nternational
Hagerstown MD Hagerstown Regional-Richard A Henson Field
Ml
Detroit M1 Detroit Metropolitan Wayne County
Grand RapidsMI Gerald R. Ford International
MN
MinneapolisMN Minneapolis-St Paul Inter national/Wold-Chamberlain/
MO
Springfield MO Springfield-Branson Regional
St. LouisMO Lambert-St LouisInternational

NC
Greenshoro NC Piedmont Triad International

NE
Omaha NE Eppley Airfield

NH
Manchester NH Manchester

NV

Reno NV Reno/Tahoe International

Page C-7

Entitlement

2,906

281
2,279

7,000
4,600

5,781

8,483

5,687
3,044

2,751
4,601

4,745

5,293

4,984

624

Discretionary

3,500

9,000
8,000
4,000
4,000
7,000

20,708

4,872
12,000

10,073

15,000

4,748
5,000

11,713

11,000

4,200
20,000

6,000

7,500

Total

6,406

281
11,279

8,000
4,000
11,000
11,600

20,708

4,872
12,000

15,855

23,483

4,748
5,000

17,300
3,044

11,000

6,951
24,601

10,745

5,293

12,484

624
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Figure C-4 LOI Paymentsfor FY 2003

($M)
Primary/Reliever Airports Entitlement Discretionary Total
(Sorted by State)
OH
Cleveland OH Cleveland-Hopkins I nternational 2,680 7,800 10,480
Columbus OH Port Columbus I nter national 0 4,000 4,000
RI
Providence Rl Theodore Francis Green State 1,100 0 1,100
TN
Memphis TN MemphisInternational 13,072 7,740 20,812
TX
Dallas-Fort Worth Regional Airport TX Dallas/Fort Worth International 0 4,892 4,892
Houston TX George Bush Intercontinental 9,000 9,400 18,400
uT
Salt Lake City UT Salt Lake City International 0 7,000 7,000
WA
Seattle WA Seattle-Tacoma I nternational 5,484 12,050 17,534
Fiscal Year 2003 National Totals 221,197 94,295 315,492
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Figure C-5 Comparison of AlP to PFC for FY 2003

Approved Funds, FY 2003
™
Airport Improvement Program Passenger Facility Charge Program
Development/Planning Grant Funds Awarded Development/Planning PFC Funds Authorized

Airside (Primarily RW, TW, Apron, & Other Safety Related Projects) 2.218.3 | Airside (Primarily RW, TW, & Apron) 1,229.6
Landside (Primarily Terminal) 401.9 | Landside (Primarily Terminal) 2,998.9
Noise 275.4 | Noise 371.6
Roads 61.2 | Access (Primarily Roads) 307.9
Unclassified (state Block Grants & Misc) 317.4 | New Denver 0.0
Total $3,274.2 | Interest (on Bonds) 2,667.7
Total $7,575.6
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Figure C-6 Grants-In-Aid for Airports FAA Performance Goals for FY 2003
(3M)

Human/Natural The AIP provides funding to assist in abating the impacts of aircraft noise generated at airports in the

Environment surrounding neighborhoods. After identification of the impacted areas, often through AIP funded studies,
funding may help to purchase the areas, relocate persons and businesses, soundproof buildings, and
purchase and install noise barriers and noise monitors.

Associated FAA Goals

Aircraft Noise Reduce number of peoplein the U.S. (in thousands) who are exposed to significant
Exposure aircraft noise levels (65 decibels or more).
Acquire property 81.1
Conduct noise studies 6.1
Construct runways, taxiways and aprons 44
Install noise monitoring equipment 20
Relocate residences, businesses and public facilities 0.0
Soundproof residences and public facilities 184.1
Total: 277.7
DOT Facility Increase percentage of DOT facilities categorized as No Further Remedial Action
Cleanup. Planned (NFRAP) under the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA).
Pollution prevention activities 38.3
Total: 38.3
Environmental Reduce percent of EJ cases that remain unresolved after one year.
Justice
Environmental Justice 20.3
Total: 20.3
M obile Sour ce Reduce tons (in millions) of mobile source emissions from on-road motor vehicles.
Emissions
Inherently Low Emission Airport Vehicles 17.0
Total: 17.0
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Figure C-6 Grants-In-Aid for Airports FAA Performance Goals for FY 2003
(3M)

The AIP's primary role in improving the nation's airport system is funding projects to enhance mobility at
airports. This involves helping the airports to have facilities that are not only operationally safe, but meet
standard designs that will be uniform at all other similar sized airports. The airports should also be able to
handle existing and forecasted demands of activity with appropriate facilities in the operations areas and in

bad weather conditions, when justified.
Associated FAA Goals

Airport Capacity  Increase throughput during peak periods at certain major airports and increase direct

and En Route routings for en route flight phase.
Efficiency
Improvements
Capacity planning 56.3
Construct new runways, taxiways and aprons 276.7
Construct/acquire new airport 30.0
Construct/improve termina buildings 198.1
Construct/improve user access 63.5
Extend runways, taxiways and aprons 79.6
Snow removal equipment 68.2
Total: 772.4
All Weather Increase number of runways that are accessible in low visibility conditions.
Accessto
Airports
Instrument landing systems 7.0
Visual approach aids 9.6
Total: 16.6
Runway Maintain in good or fair condition 95 percent of runways at commercial service,
Pavement reliever, and selected general aviation airports.
Condition
Bring pavement and other facilities up to design standards. 566.9
Rehabilitate/overlay existing runways, taxiways and aprons. 467.6
Total: 1,034.5
Transportation Increase availability of transporation that is ADA-compliant.
Accessibility
ADA compliance 2.6
Total: 2.6
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Figure C-6 Grants-In-Aid for Airports FAA Performance Goals for FY 2003
(3M)

On Octaber 1, 1999 the FAA implemented Order 5200.8, Runway Safety Area Program. The purpose of
the order is to ensure that all safety areas conform to standards as required by Part 139. They are
maintained in order to protect aircraft, passengers and cargo from landing area mishaps. These safety
enhancements are mandated by statutes or regulations and receive highest priority consideration for
funding. In the Fall of FY 2000 a study was initiated to document existing conditions. The results of the
study provided a basis for afinancial plan which was developed to address the conditions. Grooving and
other pavement friction treatment minimizes hydroplaning in wet conditions. Signs, marking, and lighting
are used to deter inadvertent incursions on active runways. Although proper pavement markings play an
important role in airport/runway safety, and are therefore fully reimbursable under the AIP to the
maximum extent allowable, the FAA generally does not provide separate grants specificaly for runway
marking. A project of this type is incorporated as part of an overall runway rehabilitation project.
Therefore, it isnot possible to document the sum total dollars attributed to this area of safety.

Associated FAA Goals

Air Carrier Fatal  Reduce fatal aviation accidents (U.S. commercia air carriers).
Accident Rate

Aircraft rescue and fire fighting (ARFF) equipment 717

Light/mark/remove hazards, etc. 137

Limit the number of general aviation fatal accidentsto 379 232.3

in FY 2000.

Runway grooving 0.1
Total: 317.8

General Aviation ~ Reduce number of fatal general aviation accidents.
Fatal Accidents

General aviation air strips 194.8
Westher reporting equipment 31
Total: 197.9
Runway Reduce number and rate of runway incursions.
Incursions
Guidance signs 137
Runway and taxiway lighting 73.0
Total: 86.7
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Figure C-6 Grants-In-Aid for Airports FAA Performance Goals for FY 2003
(3M)

Security The AIP provides funding for equipment and facilities that have been identified in agency approved
security plans that control access to the critical operations areas at airports. The principal elements are
fencing and equipment at entry points such as doors and gates.

Associated FAA Goals

Increasethe Increase detection rate for explosives and weapons that may be brought aboard aircraft.
detection of

explosive devices

and weapons that

may be brought

aboard air craft.

Install access control equipment 446.2
Install fencing 46.3
Total: 492.5
Total: 3,274.3
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Airport
Moton Field Municipal
Tuskegee, AL

(06A )

Chandler Field
Alexandria, MN

(AXN)

Blythe
Blythe, CA

(BLH)

Brunswick Golden Isles

Brunswick, GA

(BQK)

Unauthorized L and Use(s)

a Airport property was donated to the National
Park Service (NPS) without obtaining arelease
from the FAA and without compensation to the
airport account.

b. Federally-improved aeronautical facilities
(apron and taxiway) were donated to the NPS
without the required FAA release and without
updating the Airport Layout Plan (ALP).

c. Access road donated to the NPS.

a Several on-airport leases for non-
aeronautical use are not consistent with FAA
land use criteria.

b. Exhibit A must be updated to show several
rights-of way, new road and avigation
easements.

a. Sponsor allowed long-term leases of airport
property for non-aeronautical use without FAA
approval.

a. Sponsor allowed unauthorized non-airport
use of airport property.
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Figure C-7 Land Use Compliance Report for FY 2003

Required Corrective Action and Timeline

alb/c. Sponsor must present a plan to credit airport
account for lost aeronautical, access and non-
aeronautical assets. City has committed to negotiate
for surrendering possession of the land deeded to the
NPS, replace access road to the Airport with other-
than FAA funds prior to itsloss of its current road to
the NPS, replace airport apron lost to the NPS within
oneyear of the date that the airport must abandon it,
reimburse the FAA the Fair Market VValue of the
land deeded to the NPS prior to the end of fiscal year
2004.

Status: In Process

Estimated Completion: 09/30/2004

Remarks. On going discussions. FAA anticipates
corrective action implementation in
FY04.

a Request FAA concurrence for interim uses, amend
leases and compensate airport account accordingly
(FMV).

b. Submit new Exhibit A.

Status: In Process

Estimated Completion: 09/30/2004

Remarks: Sponsor has accepted FAA corrective
action and is cooperating with FAA.
Corrective action will be completed in
FYo04.

a. Terminate leases or seek FAA release of land from
aeronautical use.

Status: Non-Compliant

Remarks. Airport has not implemented the
corrective action required by the FAA.
Theairport is not to receive further
discretionary grants until theissueis
resolved to the Secretary's satisfaction.

a. Sponsor must request arelease of the property in
question and compensate the airport account
accordingly.

Status: In Process

Estimated Completion: 09/30/2004

Remarks. Ongoing discussions. FAA anticipates
corrective action implementation in
FY04.



Airport
Plymouth Municipal
Plymouth, IN

(Ce5 )

Fresno Y osemite
International
Fresno, CA

(FAT)

Lansing Municipal
Chicago, IL

(16Q)

Rialto Municipa /Miro
Field/
Riato, CA

(L67)

Unauthorized L and Use(s)

a Without FAA approval, sponsor alowed a
third party to pave road on airport property for
which only an easement had been granted. The
sponsor permitted the surrounding non-
sponsoring public entity to remove al
restrictions on the easement without FAA
approval.

a Airport disposed of airport property without
FAA approval (release)and below FMV.

a Unauthorized non-aeronautical uses of
airport property were allowed. Some of these
uses do not provide compensation to the
airport.

b. Taxiway clearances compromised

a. Sponsor permitted long-term leases at the
airport and without compensation to the airport
account.

b. A taxiway was improperly converted to
permit drag racing.

c. Several facilities are used for non-
aeronautical purposes withoyt FAA approval.
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Figure C-7 Land Use Compliance Report for FY 2003

Required Corrective Action and Timeline

a. Remove the easement and the road.

Status: In Process

Estimated Completion: 09/30/2004

Remarks: On going discussions. Sponsor has
accepted FAA corrective action and is
cooperating with FAA. Temporary
corrective has been implemented until
land in question is acquired.

a Sponsor must submit and FAA must approve the
release and current use of land. Sponsor must
compensate airport account at FMV after an
appraisal. A new Airport Layout Plan and Exhibit A
must be submitted to FAA.

Status: In Process

Estimated Completion: 05/31/2004

Remarks. Sponsor has accepted FAA corrective
action and is cooperating with FAA.
FAA anticipates corrective action
implementation in FY 04.

a. Sponsor must update the Airport Layout Plan,
provide supporting documentation that the uses of
airport property are consistent with applicable
requirements, and provide evidence that appropriate
leases, agreements or easemenst were executed to
correct the situation.

b. Remove obstructions.

Status: In Process

Estimated Completion: 09/30/2004

Remarks. Sponsor has accepted FAA corrective
action and has cooperated with FAA.
Several items were corrective in FY 03,
other will be completed in FY 04.

a. Obtain Fair Market Value for all non-aeronautical
uses.

b. End of drag racing, re-establish aeronautical
function for the taxiway.

c. Seek FAA approval and provide justification for
any non-aeronautical use.

Status: Non-Compliant

Remarks: Airport has not implemented the
corrective action required by the FAA.
The airport is not to receive further
discretionary grants until theissueis
resolved to the Secretary's satisfaction.



Airport
Lawrence Municipal
Lawrence, MA

LwWm)

Pinal Airpark
Marana, AZ

(MZ3)

Rio Vista Municipal
Rio Vista, CA

(088)

Ottumwa Industrial
Ottumwa, 1A

(OTM)

Dekalb-Peachtree
Atlanta, GA

(PDK)

Unauthorized L and Use(s)

a. Severa non-aeronautical businesses are
shown on the Airport Layout Plan (ALP)
without appropriate FAA approval.

a The entire airport was leased to a private
company in violation of the applicable Surplus
Property Agreement.

a An aviation hangar isleased to anon-
aeronautical entity without FAA approval.

a. Airport property was leased below Fair
Market Value to a non-aeronautical entity
without FAA approval.

a Various units of County government are
using airport property for non-aeronautical
purposes without appropriately compensating
the airport.

b. Several non-aeronautical uses of airport
property were not approved by FAA.
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Figure C-7 Land Use Compliance Report for FY 2003

Required Corrective Action and Timeline

a. Sponsor must update the Airport Layout Plan and
request FAA release of the parcelsin question.
Sponsor must also provide leasing and Fair Market
Value information and evidence that revenues are
credited to the airport account.

Status: In Process

Estimated Completion: 05/31/2004

Remarks: Sponsor has accepted FAA corrective
action and isin the process of
implementing the required corrective
action, to be compelted in FY 04.

a. Sponsor must re-negotiate lease with operator and
address all outstanding compliance violations.

Status: Non-Compliant

Estimated Completion: 09/30/2004

Remarks: FAA has requested corrective action.
FAA anticipates corrective action
implementation in FY 04. In the
meantime, the airport is not receiving
Airport Improvement Program (AIP)
grants until theissueisresolved to the
Secretary's satisfaction.

a. Sponsor must return the hangar to aeronautical
use.

Status: Non-Compliant

Remarks: Airport has not implemented the
corrective action required by the FAA.
Theairport is not receiving further
discretionary grants until theissueis
resolved to the Secretary's satisfaction.

a. Sponsor must renegotiate the lease and collect Fair
Market Value for the use of the property.

Status: Closed, In Compliance

Compliance Achieved: 09/30/2003

Remarks: Sponsor has accepted the required
corrective action. Corrective action was
completed in FY03.

aand b: Sponsor must seek FAA release and
compensate the airport account accordingly.

Status: In Process

Estimated Completion: 09/30/2004

Remarks. FAA has requested corrective action.
FAA anticipates corrective action
implementation in FY 04.



Airport
Watertown Municipal
Watertown, WI

(RYV)

Gillespie Field
San Diego/El Cgjon, CA

(SEE )

Malcolm McKinnon
Brunswick, GA

(ss)

Richard | Bong
Superior, WI

(SUw)

Venice Municipal
Venice, FL

(VNC)

Unauthorized L and Use(s)

a Part of arunway protection zone (RPZ) was
used for a non-aeronautical use (road).

a Residential development was permitted on
airport property.

b. Non-aeronautical use of aviation hangars.

c. 70 acres of airport property are used for non-
aeronautical use and below Fair Market Value.

a. Sponsor allowed unauthorized use of airport
property for non-aeronautical activity without
FAA approval.

a. Sponsor allowed a school to be built on
airport property without FAA authorization.

a Airport has not received adequate lease
payments for several non-aviation parcels.
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Figure C-7 Land Use Compliance Report for FY 2003

Required Corrective Action and Timeline
a. Close the road in the RPZ.

Status: Non-Compliant

Remarks: Airport has not implemented the
corrective action required by the FAA.
The airport is not receiving futher
Discretionary grants until the issueis
resolved to the Secretary's satisfaction.

a. Prevent new residential development and correct
any existing uses as leases come up for renewal .

b. Dedicate aviation infrastructure for aviation uses.
c. Dedicate the 70 acres of land to aeronautical use.

Status: In Process

Estimated Completion: 05/31/2004

Remarks: FAA has requested corrective action.
FAA anticipates corrective action
implementation in FY 04.

a. Request arelease of the property in question and
compensate the airport account accordingly.

Status: In Process

Estimated Completion: 05/31/2004

Remarks: On going discussions. FAA anticipates
corrective action implementation in
FY04.

a. Sponsor must request FAA for the release of the
parcel, and include information regarding appraisal
and Fair Market Vaue. Sponsor must also correct
any incompatible land use problems with the

devel opment.

Status: In Process

Estimated Completion: 09/30/2004

Remarks. On going discussions. FAA anticipates
corrective action implementation in
FY04.

a Sponsor must establish an acceptable property
management control system, establish Fair Market
Valkue for non-aviation parcels and adjust rental
amounts.

Status: In Process

Estimated Completion: 09/30/2004

Remarks: FAA issued aNotice of Investigation
(NOI) in 2002 because sponsor had not
taken required corrective action.
Airport has since agreed to the
corrective action required by the FAA.
Discretionary grant applications will be
accepted when the action is
implemented.



Airport
Vakaria
Valkaria, FL

(X59 )

Mandan Municipal
Mandan, ND

(Y19)

Airport Improvement Program (AlP) Report to Congress

Figure C-7 Land Use Compliance Report for FY 2003

Unauthorized L and Use(s)
a Airport property was disposed of without

FAA approval and below Fair Market Value.

a Airport property was used for agricultural
purposes without FAA concurrence.

b. Sponsor permitted the storage of non-
aeronautical material adjacent to an aircraft
parking area.

c. Outdated Exhibit A.
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Required Corrective Action and Timeline

a. Sponsor must seek FAA release and compensate
the airport account accordingly.

Status: In Process

Estimated Completion: 05/31/2004

Remarks. FAA has requested corrective action.
FAA anticipates corrective action
implementation in FY 04.

a Sponsor must submit arequest for concurrent use
at Fair Market Value.

b. Remove the materials.
¢. Submit new Exhibit A.

Status: In Process

Estimated Completion: 09/30/2004

Remarks: Sponsor has accepted FAA corrective
action and is cooperating with FAA.
Corrective action for items (a) and (b)
completed, and item (c) will be
completed in FY04.
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Figure C-8 Non-AlP Security Grants Awarded in FY 2003

Project Location
Airport Name / Planning Area
(Airport/Plan Type)

Maine
Rockland Knox County Regional
Subtotal FY 2003 Funds

New Hampshire

Lebanon Lebanon Municipal

Subtotal FY 2003 Funds
Grand Total F 2003 Funds

(Primary)

(Primary)

Grant
Number

014

024
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Federal Funds

$20,693

$20,693

$4,600

$4,600
$25,293

Brief Description of Work

Security Enhancements; direct costs
reimbursement under DOD guidance

Security Enhancements; Direct costs
reimbursement under special appropriation in
FY 2002 DOD hill
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Figure C-9 AIP Grants Awarded in FY 2003

Airport Name / Planning Area

(Airport/Plan Type)

Alabama

Alabaster

Alexander City

Aliceville

Andalusia/Opp

Anniston

Atmore

Auburn

Bessemer

Birmingham

Birmingham
Birmingham

Brewton

Centreville

Clanton

Courtland

Demopolis

Shelby County
Thomas C Russell Field

George Downer

Andalusia-Opp

Anniston Metropolitan

Atmore Municipal

Auburn-Opelika Robert G. Pitts
Bessemer

Birmingham International

Birmingham International
Birmingham International

Brewton Municipal

Bibb County

Gragg-Wade Field

Lawrence County

Demopolis Municipal

(Reliever)

(Genera Aviation)

(General Aviation)

(General Aviation)

(Genera Aviation)

(Genera Aviation)

(Genera Aviation)

(Reliever)

(Primary)

(Primary)
(Primary)

(Genera Aviation)

(General Aviation)

(General Aviation)

(General Aviation)

(Genera Aviation)
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Grant
Number

010

007

001

007

020

001

015

007

053

054

055

002

001

001

003

004

Federal Funds

$2,000,000

$477,000

$259,542

$331,200

$650,000

$29,223

$287,000

$435,009

$4,985,195

$3,000,000
$1,974,950

$214,858

$71,663

$485,595

$1,436,113

$265,227

Brief Description of Work

Extend Runway; Extend Runway 15/33
(589)

Rehabilitate Runway, Rehabilitate Taxiway,
Install Perimeter Fencing

Acquire Easement For Approaches; Acquire
Land for Runway Protection Zone and Object
Free Area

Install Runway Lighting; Install lighting vault
equipment., Strengthen Apron; Improve
apron strength and drainage., Construct
Apron; Construct PCC fueling apron

Improve Runway Safety Area

Construct Runway Safety Area; Construct
north safety area- PLANS & SPECS only.,
Light Obstructions, Remove obstructions.

Install Perimeter Fencing, Update Airport
Master Plan Study

Extend Runway Safety Area; 700' x 400'
runway safety area extension.

Remove Obstructions, Construct Building;
Construct electrical vault building., Security
Enhancements, Construct Apron

Acquire Land for Noise Compatibility within
65 - 69 DNL

Remove Obstructions

Rehabilitate Taxiway; Overlay taxiway
connecting aircraft parking apron to Runway
30., Rehabilitate Apron; Overlay aircraft
parking apron.

Rehabilitate Runway; Overlay Runway,
Taxiway, Taxiway Connectors, and Apron
(Design)

Acquire Land For Approaches; Acquire Land
for Approaches (Tracts #1, 4, 5, and 23),
Light Obstructions; Install Obstruction
Lighting (Design)

Rehabilitate Runway; Rehabilitate
(Pavement/Joint/Mark - 5,000' x 100")
Runway 13/31., Remove Obstructions;
OBSTRUCTION REMOVAL (TREES),
Install Perimeter Fencing; INSTALL
PERIMETER FENCING (9,000 LF),
Conduct Miscellaneous Study; VARIOUS
PLANNING STUDIES (PREPARATION OF
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PLAN,
AIRPORT LAYOUT DRAWING PLAN)

Acquire Land For Approaches; Acquire Land
for RW 4/22 RPZ's (12 acres), Rehabilitate
Apron; Rehabilitate Apron/Taxiway
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Figure C-9 AIP Grants Awarded in FY 2003

Airport Name / Planning Area

(Airport/Plan Type)

Alabama

Dothan

Enterprise

Eufaula

Evergreen

Fairhope

Fayette

Foley

Fort Payne

Gadsden

Greenville

Guntersville

Hartselle

Dothan Regional

Enterprise Municipal

Weedon Field

Middleton Field

H. L. (Sonny) Cdlahan

Richard Arthur Field

Foley Municipal

Isbell Field

Gadsden Municipal
MacCrenshaw Memorial
Guntersville Municipal - Joe

Starnes Field
Rountree Field

(Primary)

(Genera Aviation)

(General Aviation)

(Genera Aviation)

(Genera Aviation)

(Genera Aviation)

(Genera Aviation)

(Genera Aviation)

(Genera Aviation)

(Genera Aviation)

(General Aviation)

(Genera Aviation)
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Grant

Number

023

012

011

002

005

002

005

010

005

004

006

003

Federal Funds

$694,992

$310,542

$414,379

$450,000

$2,330,662

$150,000

$457,535

$150,000

$150,000

$98,432

$105,260

$250,000

Brief Description of Work

Modify Building; (Demolish old terminal
building.), Expand Apron; (Expansion to fill
gap left by demolition of old terminal
building.), Install Apron Lighting, Extend
Runway Safety Area; (Prepare plans and
specifications to extend Runway 14 safety
areato meet standards. Conduct an
environmental assessment for shifting
Runway 18/36 500 feet south to provide
standard safety area on the north end.)

Rehabilitate Runway; Seal coat and remark
runway 5/23., Rehabilitate Taxiway; Sedl
coat parallel and connecting taxiways.,
Improve Runway Safety Area; Grading for
Runway 5 safety area., Acquire Land For
Approaches; Acquire four acres for Runway
23 protection zone.

Construct Taxiway, Install Runway
Vertical/Visual Guidance System; PAPI,
Install Perimeter Fencing, Conduct
Miscellaneous Study, Update Airport Master
Plan Study

Rehabilitate Apron, Acquire Land For
Approaches; Acquire runway protection zone
land for Runway 1/19. (Phase 1), Rehabilitate
Taxiway; Rehabilitate taxiway parallel to
Runway 1/19.

Construct Runway; Relocate Runway 1/19
(Phase 2 - grading, drainage and base
construction for new runway.)

Extend Taxiway; Construct Taxiway
Connector, Acquire Easement For
Approaches; Acquire Land for RW 18
approach., Install Miscellaneous NAVAIDS,;
Rotating Beacon

Rehabilitate Apron; Seal coat apron,
Rehabilitate Runway; Seal coat runway.,
Rehabilitate Taxiway; Seal coat taxiways.,
Update Airport Master Plan Study; Update
Airport Layout Plan

Install Weather Reporting Equipment,
Conduct Miscellaneous Study, Install
Perimeter Fencing

Rehabilitate Apron; Rehabilitate general
aviation apron (phase 2)

Install Perimeter Fencing; Install perimeter
fence (14,500 If +/-)

Environmental Mitigation, Acquire Land For
Approaches

Expand Apron; Expand Apron Areas: 350' x
200" (south portion); 235' x 160" (north
portion)
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Figure C-9 AIP Grants Awarded in FY 2003

Airport Name / Planning Area

(Airport/Plan Type)

Alabama

Headland

Huntsville

Huntsville

Huntsville

Jackson

Lanett

Mobile

Mobile

Monroeville

Montgomery

Mooresville

Muscle Shoals

Headland Municipal

Grant
Number

(Genera Aviation) 004

Huntsville International-Carl T (Primary) 042
Jones Field

Huntsville International-Carl T (Primary) 043
Jones Field

Madison County Executive (General Aviation) 016
Jackson Municipal (General Aviation) 001
Chambers Municipal (Genera Aviation) 001
Mobile Downtown (Reliever) 014
Mobile Regional (Primary) 033
Monroe County (Genera Aviation) 003
Montgomery Regional (Primary) 033
(Dannelly Field)

Pryor Field Regiona (General Aviation) 011
Northwest AlabamaRegional  (Commercial 019

Service)
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Federal Funds

$442,899

$4,106,848

$7,300,000

$1,500,000

$135,862

$450,000

$2,047,856

$2,804,256

$200,606

$2,646,160

$30,150

$150,000

Brief Description of Work

Acquire Land For Approaches; Acquire
runway protection zone land for runway
9/27., Extend Runway; Extend runway 800
feet to the west.

Rehabilitate Apron; Rehab apron joints,
Rehabilitate Runway, Expand Terminal
Building, Improve Access Road, Security
Enhancements, Install Runway Incursion
Caution Bars, Acquire Land for Noise
Compatibility within 65 - 69 DNL

Extend Runway

Environmental Mitigation, Improve Airport
Drainage, Construct Taxiway, Install
Perimeter Fencing, Expand Apron

Extend Runway Safety Area; Construct fill
and grade to meet safety area standards.,
Update Airport Master Plan Study; Update
airport property map., Rehabilitate Runway;
Improve runway and runway access markings
and signs.

Improve Runway Safety Area, Acquire Land
For Approaches, Remove Obstructions

Construct Aircraft Rescue & Fire Fighting
Building; New, expanded aircraft rescue and
fire fighting building to replace old building.,
Rehabilitate Runway; Rehabilitate south
3,500 feet x 150 feet.

Rehabilitate Terminal Building; Restrooms,
escalator replacement and 2nd floor
rehabilitation work., Expand Terminal
Building; Add Jet Bridge No. 7., Construct
Service Road; Phase 1 of construct infield
service road.

Acquire Land For Approaches; Phase 2 of 3
acquiring Runway 3/21 runway protection
zone land.

Expand Terminal Building; Terminal
Expansion - Phase 2A - Zone 2 - (Lounge
Atrium); Zone 7 - (Ticket Counters and
Existing Lobby); Zone 8 - (New Two-Story
Atrium Addition); and Passenger Boarding
Bridge., Security Enhancements; Terminal
Modifications to Accommodate Bulk EDS
Equipment

Modify Access Road; Road Relocation
(Design)

Construct Taxiway; Construct Partial Parallel
Taxiway "E" - Phases 2 and 3 (Design);
Construct Terminal Area lmprovements -
(Design), Rehabilitate Terminal Building;
Construct Terminal Area lmprovements -
(Design)
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Figure C-9 AIP Grants Awarded in FY 2003

Airport Name / Planning Area

(Airport/Plan Type)

Alabama

Ozark

Pell City

Piedmont

Prattville

Russellville

Scottsboro

Selma

Sylacauga

Talladega

Troy

Tuscaloosa

Tuskegee

Wetumpka

Blackwell Field

St Clair County

New

Autauga County

Russellville Municipal

Scottsboro Municipal-Word
Field

Craig Field

Merkel Field Sylacauga
Municipal

Talladega Municipal

Troy Municipal

Tusca oosa Municipal

Moton Field Municipal

Wetumpka Municipal

Subtotal FY 2003 Funds

(Genera Aviation)

(Reliever)

(Genera Aviation)

(Genera Aviation)

(General Aviation)

(Genera Aviation)

(Genera Aviation)

(General Aviation)

(Genera Aviation)

(Genera Aviation)

(Genera Aviation)

(General Aviation)

(Genera Aviation)

Page C-23

Grant
Number

004

004

001

007

004

007

005

010

010

008

016

006

007

Federal Funds

$2,598,782

$150,000

$2,000,000

$300,000

$1,383,776

$266,945

$942,503

$158,794

$473,426

$252,095

$181,385

$100,000

$350,000

$53,436,720

Brief Description of Work

Acquire Land for Development; Acquire land
for development and Runway 12 extension.

Acqui