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— ~ 42 24538 (Airport System Planning )

(—) #HEp(HA%) * Geoffrey D. Gosling (Aviation System Planning
Consultant)
(=) E 4 : Institute of Transportation Studies, U.C. Berkeley,
California
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1 R RLBARMBEBRAEYE
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(4) 2BMEEERAEAK > 128 911 A8 FH4 -
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(1) BRAERAL
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(6) BMEHFEZER
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(1) EZRMIRE

(2) BHRAERY¥E

(3) FkhzER

(4) AL BEREZELAAME R
a~ HARMFKRE
b~ BIFEESR
cr RGHAAE
d~MENNBEMAEE
e~ HiA] 5 H A

(5) #iTm2EE

TREEXETERA
(1) ARSHRES
(2) %885
(3) BEHEEZRHKXZER

St EF K2 oMER
(1) &FEZRE
(2) &F R
(3) ZBHFEXHER
(4) oW FHEZER

9. HFX M EHFEZR
(1) EXREEEHHERBEREZT > REFEZIRANE
BEEA S UEAEEE -
(2) HHEETHEMAR -
(3) REBEB S TR LUK  UAEFFA -
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Z -~ ZBEFTRFER (Air Traffic Demand Forecasting )
(—) #EP(EAE)  Geoffrey D. Gosling (Aviation System Planning

Consultant)
(=) EAx : Institute of Transportation Studies, U.C. Berkeley,
California

(=) oF#: 1.5 8
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(2) AREZXEREA
(3) MMM GFRIEZ RS

2B Z AR T ik
(1) &304 5] #4357 EAT TR
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HEZ/AR - BNEEF)
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(3) ARIREA/BI ) FZEEE
a~ REEE
b MmEREE
c AUMtAL EHE R

1-8



(4) #AT4AB 2 FER]

a~ # R4k
b~ R R NEFZ R E R
c AL

(5) BAIF R S ERZEA
a~ FEAXRARTHERTRERZIETHYE
b EXERGRZIRFELLEREMRGREN
WA E R BB 1-7)
cr MR ARMBBTRREUY

3B F %
(1) &5k R+ By
(2) BREAFH (B4 LEETEERM A7 RRE
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G BRI EER (B4 LEEE2ERABEKF0E
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(1) #EETZARE
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b FhE &G EETHERFRLRBHS
B3 E— B
(2) #HETEERA
a~ FHELSBRIFZEEFHATHEARE R
b FRMSETEIRUOERIRBE
(3) RAMEMS
a~ Jb BUBRFS T 35 A S ek Ao LA TR
b K —HERAXETETHERGESREAH
Az AREXR
c~ AMAERR
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(1) TAEATTRRZ R4
a~ RREFBEZHE
b #EAFRT A

(2) EHAHERARBBEXATZRA
a~ B[ E
b~ A3t
c~ BRHMZIARA
d- BFREERRSLHAR

(3) REARBEMBZARY %
a~ /K
b~ AR
c~ RBaH#

(4) BB ERBBRRFETFBAZRE

6.4 35 48 B E BB 4EH X
(1) REREALEZERR
a~ MIFE BT RN
" N BEIRAT B R
= HExHEER
b~ &G EEHM
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(3) #¥REBEHEZHR

(4) MFERIBEIBTIHRBER
a~ $BBEFHENX
b~ BATHR & AR E G R H M)A

Bay Area Airport Traffic Shares
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—Linear Model

— Exponential Model
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= - #1258 (Airport Master Planning )

(—) #ER(AE) * Burr Stewart (Strategic Planning Manager)
(=) E 4 : Port of Seattle & Seattle-Tacoma Int'l Airport
(=) B8 1.5 /8%

(m) REAF

BIFEHES ALY E — ARG RRFEFR LR
ER > Stewart A RRANBGERZTHR AN 87
EbPEUASARBAIZ AR R ARG EFTERE
B0 EMNRERTO TR R DRA -

LEFZ2AAMGERLE 1-10)

2.— X R B F
(1) I BERBH
(2) #RBAABIREGEHK
(3) ustEHFE
(4) s EF £
(5) #EREF K EHAT
(6) EPITERAELBEZER
(7) EHREEA

3EMAARAZ R
(1) RAEZZAAENR (ASREH)
(2) REBMELRRE (MRHZBREH)
(3) Hhom KRz EANE(RHRKE)

4. TRIMSHRHEZAL
(1) RALABEBAMIGZ A ETM
a~ f£—#H P
b~ &K T
cr EEERT
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d-fE£&HF

e~ EHUERF

f~ 2ok ¥
(2) THREFRBGHELFAA?
(3) THRBRSELHFAAZITREAM?
(4) TRERGEELXTEAM?
(5) THRoiTARR BB RER?
(6) THRATARREAMTE?

5.7 mfTH R
(1) 2EFERELELE
(2) ALz 8] @B B RA 45
(3) E-FHH A
(4) 242 %RRLEX
(5) BBEAETRSEBARLR%
(6) TRZER=ZHEHK
(7) HERBRRRBE
(8) MBERAASHEMZER
(9) mad - TERABHA

6.REMFEELEZBY
(1) TRsE
(2) TRTRELZS %
(3) TRATEBRE FH
(4) ToaeRtE?
(5) T ERAB N RGERBBMLE?
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8. w98 ) B B E X F R AT
(1) sFehFix (FH#)
(2) ¥FeyiR R (FRHMAT)
(3) ey (£8)
(4) 47ehi78 (—EH)

9FAA £t &Rz 2z £AF (FE 1-11)

10. X465 A2 ik
(1) FIRAMRRSLHRRFE
(2) EFXfa#
(3) &%%3tE
(4) H¥xtERFE
(5) HBEATHIE
(6) EHFBETHZEXER

1138, 8] 28 3B 2 i A
(1) BEARKLHES
(2) 1EABRMH £ el
(3) BB RSB LEZ R A
(4) ME KRB B Z R4

12. 8B — BHRB S THRY

13.43%
(1) 2HENMHAHRE AT RRIZ M
(2) RIERABMSRBEZARABRSFELRUEZER
(3) E2ARzaBREMGW > EFTLRSRARFIE
(4) #EARBR ~ FE A B ARAE TR E R
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Internal pressures

Mission and Policy

External pressures

[

Problems

Strategic
Planning

Opportunities

[

Master Plans

Business Plans

Service Agreements

Projects

Facilities

1-10

Is new
airport
needed?

Is study
needed? >

1-11

Budgets Contracts
Operations Services
EEtEZUREE
Options
for
existing
Airport Plan for
existing — FAA
airport Approva
What
to
do?
Plan for
Options for / new A F p;gva
new airport PP
airport(s)
FAA EEERIEZERF
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~ MIERER 2 3 BIE3ERET (Airport Layout Planning and Design )

(—) #tn (B&#%) : Jasenka Rakas (Postdoctoral Researcher)

(=) B4 : Institute of Transportation Studies, U.C. Berkeley

(=) 853 1.5/ eF

(m) RENE:

ABERENBHG ERAER DR B R B

7% » Rakas /245 64 £ #4042 FAA ~ ICAO S Mg #35 %
A B M fR] 3R A 3R 3T A9 AR B R THRRH I ERBEREE -

L EHEZREAFS (&)

PEFR— T HMIFE R

a~ BAHBRBZKA

b~ A&

cr RRARBEEFRER
RS EoI ¥ 2
MERZ  MpEIE

a~ MIGHRE

b~ LiiEH

c~ I EHRETE

d~ HHH o E %
MrEx g | R AE AR E)

2. BIGELE
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"REALE
b FTEASK
AT FATHEE Y 0 FTE
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T~ i EIR N E (Airspace and Airport Capacity )

(—) #¢6m (B4%) : Bill Dunlay (Principal)
(=) ®E4x : Leigh Fisher Associates

(=) o3 15 8%

(m) RERE

MEREZ B AHEHRETS ROEZBBEZMZ
FE AMEFX - EARBEZIRE > HHEERAER
2EEARE  MEEHEBRIM BB EOMETEET AL
B B THEERDEBAEMNZIZE -

HERG AR EREFZRE
(1) FRRFEZARE
(2) AR
(3) ZEMEMRL
(4) Asssas
(5) spiE AKXl v iFATHE
(6) #ipEEgEs 2 25
(7) ZRAZLEH

2. FRREZAE

(D) tTEFAEBERE?
a~OAG 32 & VS A&MR
b ERAEER

(2) BARE VS AR RE
a~ E P ooz EH
b ZEZHE
C ~ )1 IE o) fE iR A

3. RAEAKR
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REKRAGERG - Ak - TERARLEE Bt
BFE A ZRITHAE D MERTHRT KT
Az RMEMMHELERME > v VFR & VMC (visual
meteorological condition ) ~ IFR 3z IMC ( instrument
meteorological condition ) 48 Bl ¥ ¥ 5448 42 & #3806 L3
ZRAT » BTEARMEE -

4. EEMERZ

(1) IFR $t VFR 473t %

(2) # 4 %% (Towers) $1 TRACONs -~ ARTCCs

(3) A E4E4 4 # (Central Flow Control Facility °
CF2)

(4) IFR 4% » STARS #t SIDS

(5) EEHARE %

(6) 3% 4B FAA Order 7110.65N > Air Traffic Control, Aug.
8, 2002

5. MBS BAREE D)
(1) A #-> <=41,000 5 (eg. SF-340 52 ATR-42)
(2) RA#> >41,000 2 {2 <=255,000 5
(3) Boeing 757> MGTOW (Maximum Gross Take
Off Weight ) =255,000 &%
(4) ERMH> >255,000 &

6. Ak s
ARG EFTZRE AR BT EEREE
(separation) * 2R B Atk €& ~ ik ~ BT F2F A%
BYEREAERE  EHRABRKAELRZIBENRARR -
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—EmET BV EAR3EEZAKFRRERME > 1,000 3R
ZHEHBEEREE > ARATHET XK AAEXREER
FEN K e

7. ER K

mENKXAF Bl - PERE IXEBE - =
% Bshit - BAMEE A ZBEAR  HEPEER
Z X8 W BATH LR T EERXBAMERESR | PRM
( Precision Runway Monitor system )  CRDA ( Converging
Runway Display Aid) * FAST (Final Approach Spacing
Tool ) % » %k & Bl £ & DGPS ( Differential Global
Positioning System) ~ WAAS (Wide Area Augmentation
System ) ~ ADS-B  ( Automatic = Dependent

Surveillance-Broadcast mode ) ©

8. EHMMMIFTEETZEEEA
(1) Meik s $k 5% (Fast-Time simulations ) > 4o : ADSIM -~
RDSIM - SIMMOD -~ Airport Machine - FLAPS -
AIRNET ~ NASPAC ~ TAAM » RAMS R E 888 -

(2) Bpeiidst # 8% (Real-Time simulations)

9. WIFEEIGZ 2N

(1) FIeFSg SR Eik5

(2) FATHRERG

(3) Flef& P35 (SCIAS)
(4) Fles# d &35 (CRDA)

10. 2N Z 5%
HRSHEHRY > R— BRAGFERE R LR
B REBRARZEERA MEe R EERERZEE -
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7N~ #IRE#5 4T (Airport Finance )

(—) #¥6F (B4 ) Warren Adams (Principal Associate) and
Amanda Thomas
(=) ¥/ ' Leigh Fisher Associates

(=) sf# @ 1.5 /8%
(m) BERE

RKERGY» N OBGFHFRMIFERTHEHRNERT
WGBS B ARG T AR R AN TE
NE > BEmMFEFEBERGTEER LS Ew
'F .

L kR e ReE

(1) 2BRFSIMGRBLAZFEFTH
(2) WASHLARGEEZHE

(3) #GhFLLBIERELER

2. B EXETLRR

(1) %47 %M ¥ 1E % (Tax-exempt bonds) » # 45 539

(2) B 47 B AT 2 4% Bh 2 (Airport Improvement Program
grants, AIP grants ) » #4& 209

(3) W% ZEBRF & (Passenger Facility Charges, PFCs) » #4%
16%

(4) #4745 %% M2 1E % (Special facility bonds) » #45 6
%

(5) M Ar =48 8h# (State grants) > £45 49

(6) #FEE X (Airport revenue) @ 45 2%

3. RAZEEF QBRGHEFEHRA
(1) B%E - 445 24%
(2) Rz faeln » 845 33%
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(3) MARFHHLEE 845 11%

(4) ABEFHEEN » 415 8%

(5) #BEFEN > 415 17%

(6) Eibi@miEH A TN 44 1%
(7) ReefnZFEURAN " 846 2%

(8) H£4b > #4445 4%

4. R EEFSMIGH T RN
(1) %% > #4915 18%

(2) fEAraAEERAN #4146 28%
(3) MEARBFHFLEE  4167%
(4) AEBIEUN » 415 13%
(5) #BEFE A 415 20%

(6) HibAnZFEUA » 445 4%
(7) £4b > #15 10%

5. MG mRA T ORI
(1) 22 H5HERF
a~ fsb KA (IR RAEBRERE)
b KA (G4 FTHE)
c~ BT
d~ 2E5REER L LT
e~ B ARt @A EE - EFE
AR RERER
fo BT EHRST
(2) RBREFEAAL
a~ fTH 4K
b~ RGER
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d- B¥#gRARL

e~ AR BB H By b
f~ Bimiis

g~ AEEE

6. RAZTB/F ik
(1) #1%7# (Compensatory)
a> RERATDSETII
b EAHNE
¢~ BIGRE A MR
d- #GEELFHIFEMENABN B
(2) #4&7% (Residual)
a~ doMRIEAME NG TR B RL IR E RABIL
b~ M RREIFELEHE NS
¢~ 4% (Hybrids)
d~ ZEARATREEFD
e~ #HEELERA

7. BHEERHEEBNE
(1) s REMELER HEERAMEESAE
(2) BEE - BEERBREEAE

8. MgGHIFEEEHI
(1) &eH
a~ KRB
b BB
c BHHIEMAR S
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d~ Eove
e~ HHhE E S
£~ Eib
(2) Pt
a~ TR
b~ & 5B
c-HBHLER
(3) BE%H®
(4) 12 &35
(5) k&%
(6) €3
(7) £4

9. MIEHHFBEELHY

(1) BRES
a~ tb1g
bt EZ
c~ W3k

(2) &#4%5
a~ EBESHARY
b HEZHFEEQXIRH
cC-REEBMRHY

10. #4358 X ¥ EZMAY
(1) #H¥FEHB BHEK
(2) EEXHFMF AN
(3) E#AEER— TR
(4) & %644
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(5) MEAIBENANT ERF
(6) ERABEZEP CHMGRAAEGKMEEEERIECR

1.8 82 & A &%

(1) ## %R

(2) EHEA

(3) mEBMKE

(4) BHEZELGw ' REFSZIZ2HFH R IR
(5) ZR/3birid
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+ ~ #EISEE 413338 (Airport Access )
(—) 3#Ep(34%5)  Geoffrey D. Gosling (Aviation System Planning

Consultant)

(=) ¥4 : Institute of Transportation Studies, U.C. Berkeley,

California

(Z) s5g 1.5 /8
(m) RENE

Gosling 244205 #3358 MR B 2 FM 0 5 AN KI5

g :

1.5 %% 8

(1) #3%m

(2) BFHALHE
(3) WEH

GBS A RAEIZ B Y

(1) HEABRBGZHM - A REFEHE

(2) RO BBFRRAFRZIXBERRER

(3) BRAAKBZRL  BEETROH XL

(4) HoEHRZER
MRS R LiiwE B s FREET

7| A RAR ¢

(1) BAERRAFRBI A B BB

(2) ZRFEFA

(3) BB -BEFRBEEFERNIRAEE

(4) ~EBEHZRH

(5) #:Exk

(6) Funding Facilities and services

(7) #H3BHETRESL

(8) M#AKZER
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(9) XBEREZEE

3.l RABIRR M

TR Z AR AP o SR IF TSN A2 R ) 2 A

BE oG EBHEATAS ISR ERBHRRR FEANE
AERSBEEBRES ENAAZLRTER > #BtE
& 1EABH ST RS MIFH S 245 B E » BIEMIGEE

-]

o gboh 0 FLRRREHESN 0 B EHERZIIKEK

BBEAHERR > SaFERARAEL 0 e —ARHRR A
BEBEEEARFERL - EHRAZEALALAERLFEFEZ
FEREAMN  KRBRFHMAZATESR  BETHARAZ
BREM -

430 X BB A%

(1)

(2)

@ RBBAEZ AL A B G4F R G  UAR
GEWIFT - HHRAEER - REREERHRE -
MEBBEEUREEREEBFEELZHESH 15
EEMREMN  TTRERIKERLEAGZY
b WA AAAAMIFERRZERE  BITHEZIAR

HEBE SR

(3) EBEETH/ZTHE BEELTERAKEKIE

FRMIHMRER LEHTHREAA L U
hass e 2 -

(4) LA zB% %t & ZBRXMKA L% EL

TR hBGRE TR ZHR T4
BhBE R Z WA B EREAE R 2N B £ R
F 3 - P& MR EZ R -
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SR AREAEZEH
REXREEIAASZIEHRAEX L —H&MT
BFHARBRIMEZEZEHRE  RRBEBRELSH
BT REHMERE - EAERAYE AREFILHEHVAR
WEERAKZEBEHE -

6.5% 4h 35 1% 1 B8 3% (mode choice)
Gosling ## 2B AZALRE I @ s ATEFTH
FREE2EAEBRALMERENG FUEAMSAE
THEKXBTELEF I oM AR -

7. B R EEAERAEEE K

(1) sk

(2) »#Ek
a~ 3EBEHAREAETH
b~ A&

(3) REHER

8.5 14 AT E X34

(4) THEHPME

(5) #ipeHEARERITAZER
(6) HERFEAZ MK

(7) @#%+E§
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N~ BiERUERBIEREYET (Passenger Terminal Planning and Design )
(—) #Ep(8&#%) : Edward G. Blankenship(Vice President),
Joe K. Barden (Sr. Consultant)
James D. Wilson ( Consultant)
(=) E4: AIA
(=) o$ 1.5 0%
(m) RERF
ARBEIZANBHAGAE X L4 HREGREREZ
WHESERRAEOAEER > BRESARGTOER ~F
R BARRBB R A - EENELTF ©

143
P REARGARERERBFZREZRE £
TREREZERFEMELBENGL ZEHTK  RA
BEREBREZEREME BRI > ETHES SR
REEXEHET CHEFLEAMNBEZIHEF -

2438 KA AR EH
(1) &+

a~ BRI
b~ H &% : Kansas City International Airport
¢~ #E K E # K : Washington National Airport
d ~ 1 2 X @ Tampa International Airport
e~ Wi T
f~ ;&4 ! Seattle-Tacoma International Airport
(2) FEFK: AESEREHESEKX > &4% Chicago
O’Hare International Airport, Los Angeles International
Airport, Dallas/Fort Worth International Airport, and JF

Kennedy International Airport.
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(1) BB REBGOMEXNVREBERRE D> TIRD
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(2) AN THOERER (AKRKE) DERTHED
ARBATE DB B &%

4. B & K

(1) B EHRMEMON T BE- TER -

(2) REE :

a- BMIZRBRIE M- FREREMRS - B
B A o

b ZRE

cr BMIFIREE

d~ BHPIRAFRT

e~ RAEMTER ATTHBY - FRERERSY - TF
BABMANE ~ BABRAE -

f~ AR ESS B B2RER -KRAARASR
wE

(3) 6 Y RERZE BRAE - BART -MEL
EE -SRBEE - 2 EER -

(4) REEEERBEERZANG: GIEEH AR TAE
BEbREEH A% THM - T EHEBEHA
o

(5) FEAEERAEE: AIEMAENT) - BIFELEM ~ 3
REMEZW|AT - TEREE - BHERKS -

(6) A% AFTH - B  BHUARBERASL

'
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SHUER R R EERIRA
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ZELEEBRMEEMRAFEHHREAHRAK
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A8 B SR AE &Y — BRME o

DRI AREREELSTR > ol - NBRE -

G RRIRICH RN -

B RN -
DRBRFIMR — A RIEKE BRI EE -

B AR IR B MG FE SRR R AT

LA E 4 & R BT ALSE KL B9 IR, -
BgENSERESE -

(10) A6 TEARI e &R D Z o »

6HREFERLE

(D)

rE@mME AR IATA R FMEELERERE
GoELfs] ~ RERFZEF - TRHEEZE - THREXAR
B o

(2) #HABERERTAL -
(3) aiehFTHRIEREY -
TRRAES
(1) MASEEmMGT & HRYERFIRERTHR

(2)

3 o
HEEmBEERG TS PEREE -

(3) MENNBZHEH  BRKZERRIKRE > L

(4)

(5)

MEREHRERE -
PEERR AR ARG EZBINER A G T EHUE
BeyBRbeBER -
T & 3k B AR A B BOK BB IE P o e 3R B RAS A R A
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HAEY o
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U ~ BEERIE#EI%HT (Landside Simulation and Modeling Techniques )

(— ) #5% : Belinda G. Hargrove
(=) ¥4 : TransSolutions
(=) B3 1 15/ 8%

(m) {ELAE:

HRARZREFR B EARMBRE - BEMG M
EFXNER URBRAEHOME  EARGTEMRE
BHBFOERERREEE o6& K > Bt Hargrove
sINHE A EL O ) P RR B 2 AR R AR B do T AT B R
By R EIRE

L& BARB R HATOES L&
(1) RERIFRE
a~ EEk
" BLBER -
" fgE -
b~ &%
* FERARHELRS -
" FEMGE LRS-
(2) #ABE>H
a~ 42
" BHFEEXR -
- fgE -
b~ &%k
= E R SRS RS
" BEAARBETHRR-
. ﬁ%iﬁﬁﬁi&)‘”\#ﬁ °
" % HRGEEHAL -
" NERAAMOHEEL .
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(3) AL #
a~ 135
" RO ERARNTE -
» BEEMAETHARE T BTSN
" HEBEFRNEHRARGATRAFENE
R IR -
= ZRNER o
» BROMEFRELFEHERE LR -
s TUEEBEBESFEBZSHER -
» BB ERRFBIBATEGR— TR -
b~ #REE
" RAK LAHEREGHMRBERLS -
» TEiBSRAR BRHEEZETHARE -
" BRSOV ARETRABE
" BERBREAFLBARERETANER

2.B & EER SN Z LR
(1) Btk
a~ BE%E P ¥ &%k Uniform [.1,4.1] %8 FHEE
2.1 4% -
b~ BEARFEFR A 2 54 -
(2) B&a#
a~ EBEASM P BEEFLBAERLHMERZ
b N EHBERS 2.1 o4 MEARETRAEH
BlA2 54 Rt R E&EERER -
(3) H#EEHH
a~ TUREREEE S ERBBETRRIL -
b-@EBARGYAREL  FHERRKOEBREKES 15
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BRE%E > P EERENS L1EBRE -

(4) &%
a~ Fao il T RRA 5 BE R AR T SRR
EFHER
b~ #HEESM A AT REE & say 1L -
BB AT RS

(1) MEeft

(2) 3£ B4

(3) REFH

(4) #¥ E3hmiiss
(5) #aEAEX

(6) #AZX5

(7) &iE

(8) E#H o

(9) BT ASEERIT£ER
(10) 2F F /AR

(11) &t AR

4BBESWEERE

(1) BHEA—HRAEHNTHTE -

(2) BLEEHE B RYBIEFLBEL -

(3) ERBITSREB - BHBEREHEE —THE
R BsEARE— 2 -

(4) BEHEME —F2HRNEERMA AR ARG ECHPIAE-

5ARBR S HT 0 1 B
(1) e ATRAMSHREEE -



(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6) #
(7

REEATRUR B 247 ©

FERRR S A TS -
REBRBRERERENTLERELARHEESTE -
R TAT B R B EZ I o BwEE o
BE 3RS M e HiT

ARG EREFTE -

6.l &9 /&

(1)
(2)

(3) ®wBE

(4)
(5)
(6) 4
(7)
(8)

B A
éﬁﬁ&\ﬁ%%
3R 35 18 28 B AU -4 Ak R R Y
i A % #.(People-Mover Systems)

7. & A5 5

(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)

. % SR A2 — #a#k Schonefeld # 3%
WE B ARRBERLE — ¥4 LM
FERE - FHEERMG
BIGE B R AUE B %8 A — & 3 Logan #35
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+ ~ IRIEEZE 7 (Environmental Planning & Management )
(—) 367 : David J. Full
(=) ¥4 : Environmental Science Associates
(2) B4 1548
(W) RENE

ARG AW £ B AT R R AL
KB FRARA 3 H B TR B RIS WA BRI
BEF - REGBLRORE > RN EKBTHEERE
PTRZ TREDEFEE > RAREVERS - AR
EENFLT

LAGREEMEL EHRERE
(1) AR RA
a> RERERE -
b SIRFRARG LHERAREAE -
cr ARG EERASEFHEE -
d #2000 - #HBE - EREAELEKRCE T -
e~ HB S H8 - FHURCT R B -
£ 870 B RERARKAIE 89 K A8 FGHE % -
g~ HAEMRBAETEELRGHE -
(2) BARR
a~ BAMGREBFL L/ -
b~ £ 4 REIE 3 (ecosystems) By A -

2 EMZIAR
(1) BEHWEGBEEI W
a~ HEBABALEN  FRE - LER TR
Bk e
b REGHERLEH -FLERE?



REMARPEBEGYENET T
FEHELREREINRAEBRY

e~ REFHAMRKR?
(2) £2BMAMEZEEFHEY

a> RECHHUMBRAEEALBTHHERATE -

b AR EMEBAT ERATHARRREEMVES -
(3) BEASMRENNERES

a > B35 3r4E 3 84 (Environmental Assessment)

b~

SERA
tEBAR
HEAELET R
HHARAREBERR
FWMEBREFTFROAR
BERER LG A REER
FHEITHABHELEFRER
Pl B H T EM
3% 31 % ¥ 3R % (Environmental Impact Statement)
itE AR
BE TS 2
WM ARABREYERR
TR BRETEHRR
FE R ok R o) A MR
FIHTHEABNEFREWR
7| ki B ey R EA
L AE ERRERIEAML > KR T A
BRGEFRA R -
PR RAHBRERBLDOBE -
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+— - #IRREETE (Airport Noise Management )

(—) 6% : Sanford Fidell

(=) E4x : Fidell Associates, Inc.
(=) o3 158

(m) RERNE

WIFRE AR LR BRN R AR AR B
#Z ¥ > Mr. Fidell § #3525 ABE O F EMLE BT
N AT R 2~ o BBl 2 0 i MR R ARG AT KT
PR BPZ F3 KA A E > AEMFRBETRERLE

LR T I RREHER
(1) BES e #5
a~ MGREHBALE -
b AHASRENELE LLHRA -
C AN BB EE -
d~ s %EHH S
e~ HIFIH|E o
(2) ##5
a~ BREWALBERE -
b KAERETHELE -

2w TR D R EHRE
(1) HiBEER S EEH
a~ RBEMAGHE  —REEMTHMEEER &
HAKE - EHE -BERSE AERE BB
MEAR -1FE% R T URAZHENE
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b HEMGER  REFLEB RN EEEETE SN
—RIGREMES 4 o
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(2) F#34%%E SEL
(3) #e& 2 Leq
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(4) BRAFHEGRERR

(5) BBk EHE

(6) @E#HAFIT

SREFRAERFN
(1) wEFmERRES > KR -
(2) BEG-RETRILESETTRRAHK -
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+= A B SSERLEENM (Airline Operations and Economics )

(—) #%6F (B48 ) Scott D. Nason (Chief Information Officer &
Vice President )
(=) ¥4 : Information Technology Services American Airlines

(=) o3 1.5 /8%
(m) FEAE

Nason %4 % £ B#t 7% 2 & (American Airlines)#) 3] 42
| ARFRE T 0 Nason b4 Atbfe 2 BALE 2 3] ) 25
WHAE N B ESN B EDEAEE - LR ol TH#ST
MEBYIEARUBEEREDNRRAFANE - EZNE 5 0
T

LALZE 2 8] 69 2 & 451t

(1) BEX -BAEEHEX -
(2) AHIEFRBEREFHM®E
(3) Ef—THEBERL -
(4) REZEGETREHEL -
(5) BREABETWHAX -

(6) £REXEMBEKX -

2407 N 5] MEEHYRIR

(1) #35
a~ BHPIey4E A R AR K
b~ BIFEASKT N
c~ FHEHRH
d~ REema

(2) % B FRAL = 48 F & IR
a~ BRI
b EREEE
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(1) #H\
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RS RIEAERKBNEE -
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(3) BRHESEMET  BLBXEMERE MK E
RRBEKRA - BFEEFHBERRE -

5.% g % 72 (Yield Management)

(1) M o fTHBRAEMAR RERELE ST A
URARRFRA -

(2) R gHp— A ZTHRELEFEEEMLET
BB ZROMEMES > A TURHw— @ E
BIITAL WA — BB IT T E AN RE
B 0 R ST LA o — R ABBRSTAL ©

(3) BABMAGE OB EE - AL - EEFAENEF
FERME ~ 3TALAT B~ BROH ITALAT A ~ & 4 ZL(No Show)
ATHUBIRERBRG R BMFHITE -
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+= -~ #I5AE  FRETREBE 22 E R (Emerging Issues in Airport
Planning * Design & Construction )

(—) #%& : William A.Fife.PE.
(=) B4 : Frederic R.Harris,Inc.
(=) o520 : 1.5/ 8%

(W) BERE

B 1996 = ASCE % E# 3t € (International Air
Transportation Conference ) #&2 » 3 % TR X /66 ~ T4265 -
3BT ER R RES T EMA L mER H—
AR o Fife LA B AR ARRZ EEHEAEY
I BN EGHRERL EHRBIZEP T HHER -
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3-HARACHE RGN RERSEFXER -
4~ REFERK REKBIEEERLE -
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ZRERE S

L
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2ABA R 2 B 1L
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EXERNGBE - 38 Fife 4 F422) > 3 NLA 2%

1-49



B BATD A MRA S — kR AEN REH PR Z R
REZHZERERRE NLANBELETRLELAS &
B—RALREE  BRARRTREHLRMEY > ME
¥R RE A RRMCEM - R B3R IRATE EHE -
NLA # Rk R Z R H R R AT REERREN

EE -

3EBEAFE

S5 MBZRMAMAESHRAE TR, MAL
{Bif £ RMIFRIZFIME > FORFHRRAEEZASE - R
B EE5FEHERBAL REFRMEYHEITEN
%64 B ENMHBREFIRAES T RFE - BATHE
BT B 2 A RH ~ MM AR @ F3 5 A
HASBERAERT > THAERZEE -

4.5 B K

FHEBERERNBRR > ARMEEH L aENOKSE
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HEHNER AL (TS) REKEMmA 4% (GPS) ¥ &R
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— ~ HRIBREN
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€

2 5 # B B #% 37 ( Vancouver International Airport ,f§#% YVR)
MBEMAEMNMEATGE LT E T2 hy  ERTEF
PO I3 NAEQRE) 24 2B EE AERBEE - KK
FHUMRFERE 2-1) - AR AE BREHREFTZURHER
TEMRZ IR ESURRL - KA EES LB IR
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TARANEMZILEMBRERT LB FERGRBEEEL
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RIZ 229 &8 REILEMNMGE 00 > A EXMFE 22
[ ACI 2001 North American Airports Traffic Statistics]) °
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R B —4ikiE 12-30 B A1 & %18 (Crosswind Runway) » 3838
& 7300 #R (MFERRAEMALAE PHABRELE 22 &
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(Z) B
LEZEME

WIGIRE s B — EAE I BAN 0 EHMAE S AHBRRR
NHE =25 Kstiaid BRABRANMEAESE —~=8 %
—RBREREZ BB o BE-HH -REFPO-BEHE
B~ BAHE... % B B3¢k (Arivals Level) » £ =R
% 3% /& (Departure Level) (#4035 408 B & B 3 LB 24 #3558
BREAAUE RS EEHERLE 2-5); dms RN E# K
R A OB A RTRBEZEEEF SN 1999
iz (B EEFLE 2-6)-

248355 9 E W
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¥ fdk > BALIE 12 B A #5 e+ (The YVR/Pacific
Coastal Shuttle) F# H MR FER  BBAHHE - AMFEATIE
KRB MIG R B ER AR -

3HBGFLRIFEY

ABGEE T B BT ERGBEEFE AR EMHF
—~ZRIMUBGTHAE - B EBEEL  AREL-FH
¥MHEmERELE - TE NEERFTRENTELGE - RF
WEBIFEZ BHEAE 2T -

1% 2359 A & # A 4% £ 35 (Economy Parking Lot)$2 & & R 4%
# 35 (Long-Term Parking Lot) & #& > 2 H A% £ 353% BN £ Hdb b
BB (BHEIEEIGRERK AR LI 2 A EH
RE 2-8) Pl B ¥/ oA E(t & P2~P3 B A& 5 & A8 ~
A -BAFXHE RFMFEGHAMBERESRF (g
RBEMEREMGF) s HUF - R - BRAWFES X E -
U EHRBRBAFZIRFS > H 5 s Z X MBI T £ R R4
1% £ 353508

PO~ HIREE
BTERABRIGARESEEL A=A IAE Y -
MEFNATS o REERINRARIL:
L E 54

2001 P ERARMFFFEER ISBEAKR LT B
RRBEEE R 787 HARIF > #45 51%  BRAREEE S 361
BARIE > #4945 23% 5 BAOREARS 400 B AR/F 0 245 26
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% P HELILEMMIFE R L BEF & BETHNT.6% 2R
EEKE 2001 £ HEFEH 2290 BN 2EMBGHLF 30
£ o

2EEHE  ALE

BETHERARARRL 4T EART A £ S5SENER
W 24 B ERRTTHE I8 EEMLBAEET -

AR 8

CBATRAMISBEZHENHA BIRTTRALEEEL
R SARAEEEEER A3 UPS R FedEx £ EME
é] o

&S

»

4. 83 F5 K DL

BT EMGERB I EABRZT  EHMEHZEEEL B
LER RAMAMEEIETHEE  BSEESTHARKER
JE BP0 T0% 4T 5t #R BT 0 30% R 483 BUR R B BUR - 2001
EMIFHUASD 28 BET ¥ 0 7,260 EE T BAHIEHFE
ES- 2 N

B~ ERSHER

BETEMIGREABABAZELAE  RGFHIEBERS
99 3= N8 ~ 91 32\ B H14%5 % 3% (Bridgeport Road ) » #3578 48
B BB 29 B FEMIBEHEN 199 £FF 4B ER
S ES o Ry A48EE 99 AR —RNE - MEE
NGz AR SEREHRELE -
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N BIREEE

HEREMIGE BEEZRE B ETHRINLELLHES
BMEBENBERRAMS EHE > B8 REHIMN 1996 £
AME RBT

1.

FEJeapid  JbRE R 1996 £k AT TEME
2015 2 FAMEALIE 22k -

¥ % 2K E F M 4 4 (Global Positioning System

Navigation) °

BB C B HRELAIIABRESE2E -8
BEZH BHEEZETHE 2200 FEAXK -

FYMERR LU FARRBEEZTEMSZIAM
(2015 F#35 L ik A 3+ £ 3% BB 2-10) -

R bmmE b 23k MEARR QEHE ERE S E %
£ -

PRGBGSR SZILIF LM FAFLHMREER -

4% 9 Arthur Laing $#2 Moray Z B Z %5 * A K R&E
ey (LA KRFES) #A -

REREREFH  HBMAREARBERTA > KD
ERAMAZER  BRAZARFRAHRA LWmERE -

RYREZHE -
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B 22 HihBeefal % BE 2 o 578

(& # Bwww.ae.ca)
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23 BISZERIEEARGEEER

4 8 11.22

T 4+ €30-52°

@ Domestic Armials ‘n *%%EUEE

- R

4 Ds50-77

G . AN
4:-_8 -z g Lome S oa@
* 4 € 3052, . | Y S @

@l . Domestic Dapartures *g

- @
@ ) [

I owsaamiat
4 E63-36

internalional Deparlures

4 D507

Lo 24 WEHEREE

HIsEHE $¥ Ao

2-7



MAIN TERMINAL
f ARTHUR L AING
HRIDGE
PARKING
GRAHT HCONACHIE waY

BRIDGEFORT ROAD

MORAY

HRIWSE
SOUTH TERMINAL HUSS
BAKFR HIGHWAY 84

Way
Mo JROARD

MHNSHMORE ERIDGE
No 2 RD BRIDGE
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___Terminal

Parking

& 2-9 #IBmIERS

e PR Vancouver International Airport
{ Nt DrtorE T RS ST \ ) " 2015 Land Use Plan

.C" -\x\c”' OF VaNCOUVER
N

CITY OF Richuonp | N = reeos

[ 2-10 2015 FHISTERETE
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[RESZE BRI R

o<t

2« BitEE

— > RSN

% 7 B 25 T 35 B & #% 3% ( Seattle — Tacoma International
Airport, fj#% SEA-TAC - sMNRERE 3-1) it # B EMN BHRE
Tz dh EEERT PO 12 #H0E  XTHF b 20 3£ E - 24
IR BEE AERE-EITHEHECEE—REFERLRS
ZHG - REBENEREWLEGI  TAZBREMNRERAAL
H2EEZEFC -

i B E AR 1962 £ 0 FEEEHA 200 EARIE > R
CAHLBRBAFERZAMFRBEF S (2,704 EAR/E - &
BB 274 ) BRNELHRBARREG (6102 FAR/E  23KF
340) BREALEEMS (3463 BAR/IE  2FE 154) &
EMIZHES B % 16 41 [2001 %4 Airports Council International ] ;
REFEFAH 40 ENM > 2EM58LF 18 o [BHRERYS
Activity Report 2001] »

-~ RigiEE

T B 3 T IB M Z A ARG H I A Bk B % (Port of
Seattle) > #IFEEHIRA BT 6,000 2 A - #HIFHEMIEABRY
15,000 A - 35 R 34]% T 78,000 $ B8 L XM K& -

= BRES

1944 £ 7l —hBERBENE S HRXEMSERA S
1949 &R H MR AUBEERY  HPREBARFE
BAFE » ZRERAMAE  RAKKXBRTHR  BRALE
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1950~1960 # X148 72 4 B4R EMERE > L0 Mo FERE
EI1972~1973 £ x B — A X B M AM > X EREEZAM
BAREMER > ERBEEFRAZER A4 1972~1990 £ 7
REZBEEHFEABRGUEESNEL BRETEREZLALR
BT EB GRS 5 1992 Fiu K ZAE8EMEE  EAFE5 T
M HRBERZERM -

/O ~ $Einhas
(—Z21{
7 F B 35 7T SB35 A 4R -T-AT 808 0 16R-34L 338 & 2,873
AR K45 AR 5 16L-34R #i8 & 3,627 AR » K 45 2 R(#33%5
ERIAEMAGEREBRHERLE 3-2)c daNKRBEARMELELER
o SN E iRl BRHBEFEEIMAE -

(ZOBER
1. & EHUE
BB R EHIE A XM 4 B35 K2 A R B (Concourse
ABCD)E 2 B~ b EERBRRBMRSMAREIEFALE

33) A HAEABRELBLMEEEEFRM  BRIGTH
EEABRAHFEZESEFHFELE 34 -

2835 N Em

Efsbfd LR BRRBRBRAERTRERIZRE R $HE
# % % (Passenger Transit System, PTS ) #i& » 1969 £ ELA -
HERRZAGATLARTRRE - TEEEEFFH LBBE
BRI BT REBR - REERAKE A RERE T @ ZIEE
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A% BAGEERE S BEESGIAE33) HE2 54 &
HREEH 100 A BRETHGERF AL ERAE GERLE
3-5)-

3RGEIFERGEY

BIFRGTERRFFERAFZEGAR 3O TR E L HA
AFER o {5845 B b2 56% - HEFE R XA SR B (B
P E 150 £ARBEEE 20 £50)  MFHHERLKIM > A&
EHXAS #rE - mEipEe L - 2Re L EEERE
WIEREEE S TFTE -

BT EIGEN EHEREATERSNE 0 BT ARIRE - TR
9,000 1845 £ -t AATRAGEA EH106 —HGERE 3-7) > &
ERRAEE  HARAHE (ERBELAZ 12% ) SN
(b Etbx 13% » KM NF6 £ AFHCIRE
2 NEENE 2 A7) RS S5 B HBRHS 370 K58

;)‘( o
H -~ BISEE
1E 547
7 5 B 25 7T 5435 2001 £ REE A 2,704 BAR/IE L P
PRFEEEH 2,468 B ARIF > #4946 91.3% > Tro Rz &
EURANRRL T BRREESS 235 8 AR/E 445 87%

WIGREEELRFLE 2T 2ERGHL AT 16 (S
BEFHRARNZESHRAAEFALE 3-8) -

RE @ 200l FREZAHIEH/E L ABREE
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B4 78 BNE/E 415 187% R U BAREMARRE
YEARTEEZ 488% ; BN EEES 219 B0/ 45 0 #45
54.6% > To#Fz RERFUARNALE  HHTEEA 107 F
R B #4945 26.8% R EMGHEL B IS MGG E FRRLER
NEEFHRMYFALEII -

2. X BALEE ~ ALES

MIFTHELBRBER 68 EWMT > LEFERET AN
B =3 —% 4L ~ B % #§(Oakland) ~ % 47 &(San Jose) » £ #4
Bl P4k R # 10.3% 0 H ok B B3 B 2 % 4% 3 (Portland) © #45
B deskRe 10% ; BRFEAGKTAERE 17 ERT » 128
Lz RESUMERE S » #4145 83.8% (A F > AREBTERK
R#4E S17% R4 S A TRKR G 123% ) HRAB K
#46 5.3% o

BATAERISEEZMENNERHA S E 36 XABER
EE R 0 DA B B A i %2 (Alaska Airlines) ~ B 4 At % (United
Airlines) $2 ¥, F- & £ 7 (Horizon Airlines) % X » £ N 3 4 EF
i BEE 2 292% ~13.1% £ 12.6% - #HA % Bk E 737~
Dash 8 2 MD-80: fi4b Z & 4t % %1 % 28.4% ~21.8% $2 11.9% ;
Her 59 RAHESREEF > 604 FedEx ~ MM MmAER T
RS ng o £ FedEx Al bl & @ £45 37.6% -

78~ BRIMERIRR
BB ARGREUERARAELES X ASEB P REIRRZ
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51% » RRABBMAEE el B 19% > 2E - HEEFBEL
gReLEEER S A 15% R ERZE MBS
(limo) &y kb5 B & 8% -

MG ER E A H S18 AR (JbitrikiEek )~ 99 3%
ANE% - 182 447 ~ 160 #4782 170 47 > £ F » 2 S18 SR A2 K@
EHA BPHEARBES 6575Tpcu > MG I EBRTEE
A%BE¥ A8 3-10-

+ ~ IR EETE

MG EFE TR 1995 F - AR RMGE - FEEZIRK
WFERESCHELARNFEER  EHBRITUATHE

1.

B E = BMFREGERANFEZIRE R
% =3 M SE(2,500 3#R)E K4 FAA M (=il
FISEZ ) 4300 HR) > MEkRgeR  BEEFTR
BEH M RE 0 MG ERRE S =501 0 RERTH
spl 2 A E R E 0 TR 2003 £RA -

H MG IRAE ©
BB IR AR

W EHR S  FAA 3£ 7 2,000 8 £ B 265 %
RBZEHEBEMEZTEHKE -

Hib : @450 - e R FE/L - RBERYD RS
TREE RV REFHELEEREEB 0 BATEHEH
INHEZBERSH -
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le-Tacoma Internationd

Fington

i,
e T 3

3-1 FaTEEE T IEEIPRRIS M

(& #} & B www.parsons.com)

02220
AIRPORT DIAGRAM R e r i 2
ANS 118.0

T
SEATTLE TOWER 122°19'W

122°18°W
119.9 2393 ELEY
GNDCON 426
121.7
CLNC DEL 4

\ . |
AN

JANUARY 1995
ANNUAL RATE OF CHANGE
0.1°W

T s N g

RWY 16L-34R
5100, 200, ST175,
357, DOT88S
RWY 16R-34L
5100, T200, STI75,
TT350, DDTBOO

—I—L—Jr 47°26N ——1L

- ELEV
343

CAUTION: BE ALERT TO RUNWAY CROSSING CLEARANCES.
READBACK OF All RUNWAY HOLDING INSTRUCTIONS IS REQUIRED.

AIRPORT DIAGRAM SEATTIETACOMAINTL (RFIA)

3-2 BRI R ERRGECE
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South Sateliite Terminal

3-4 IS EIBE K B PO B AR HR & E BT
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HISTORIC AIR PASSENGER LEVELS

DOMESTIC INTERNATIONAL

YEAR DEPLANED ENPLANED DOMESTIC DEPLANED ENPLANED INTERNATIONAL TOTAL CHANGE
1962 899,725 897,739 1,797,464 101,440 101,395 202,835 2,000299 23.5%
1963 801,799 802,396 1,604,195 92,108 84,230 176,338 1,780,533 -11.0%
1964 911,529 877,705  1,789.234 95,790 115,907 211,697 2,000,931 12.4%
1965 1,060,865 1,024,971 2,085.836 109,092 142,773 251,865 2,337,701 16.8%
1966 1,293,050 1,246,532 2,539,582 134,330 148,095 282,425 2,822,007 20.7%
1967 1,748,307 1,766,523 3,514,830 165,173 173,604 338,777 3,853,607 36.6%
1968 2,032,180 2,038,018 4,070,198 178,606 185974 364,580 4,434,778 15.1%
1969 2,209,692 2,213,308 4,423,000 189,446 192,482 381,928 4,804,928 8.4%
1970 2,108,752 2,161,505 4,270,257 192,879 190,307 383,186 4,653443 -32%
1971 2,123,492 2,195,844 4,319,336 203,753  174.516 378,269 4,697,605 1.0%
1972 2,173,572 2,208,289 4,381,861 220,149  186.952 407,101 4,788,962 1.9%
1973 2,324,909 2,319,144 4,644,053 291,225  269.815 561,040 5,205,093 8.7%
1974 2,590,436 2,547,298 5,137,734 318,890 315,592 634,482 5,772,216  10.9%
1975 2,763,880 2,733,298 5,497,178 309,544 305,701 615,245 6,112,423 5.9%
1976 3,093,460 3,064,585 6,158,045 331,424 317,279 648,703 6,806,748 11.4%
1977 3,350,766 3,295,647 6,646,413 355,712 330318 686,030 7,332,443 7.7%
1978 3,851,444 3,814,539 7,665,983 366,095  335.899 701,994 8,367,977 14.1%
1979 4,520,879 4,496,726 9,017,605 420,255 382,559 802,814 9,820,419 17.4%
1980 4,129,401 4,117,825 8,247,226 486,802 460,622 947,424 9,194.650 -64%
1981 4,080,647 4,069,976 8,150,623 500,511 466,496 967,007 9,117,630 -0.8%
1982 4,274,979 4,243,387 8,518,366 395,125 365,246 760,371 9,278,737 1.8%
1983 4,663,125 4,592,911 9,256,036 469,738 415,963 885,701 10,141,737 9.3%
1984 4,759,120 4,709,324 9,468,444 550,325  457.861 1,008,186 10,476,630 3.3%
1985 5,232,001 5,204,160 10,436,161 551,317 479,277 1,030,594 11,466,755 9.5%
1986 6,222,502 6,242,841 12,465,343 609,579 567,744 1,177,323 13,642,666 19.0%
1987 6,551,463 6,629,119 13,180,582 645484  619.416 1,264,900 14,445,482 5.9%
1988 6,455,644 6,639,843 13,095,487 725,989 674,043 1,400,032 14,495,519 0.4%
1989 6,739,574 6,970,881 13,710,455 769,438 761,365 1,530,803 15,241,258 5.1%
1990 7,058,429 7,341,100 14,399,529 955,960 884,820 1,840,780 16,240,309 6.6%
1991 7.232,741 7,526,440 14,759,181 786,455 767,653 1,554,108 16,313,289 0.5%
1982 8,208,312 8,254,203 16,462,515 775165 724,537 1,499,702 17,962,217 10.1%
1993 8,693,210 8,700,317 17,393,527 722,743 684,248 1,406,997 18,800,524 4.7%
1994 9,747,373 9,735,598 19,482,971 754,296 735,552 1,489,848 20,972,819 11.6%
1995 10,537,274 10,570,672 21,107,946 846,191 819,849 1,666,040 22,773,986 8.6%
1996 11,337,675 11.301,540 22,639,215 853,934 831,447 1,685,381 24,324,596 6.8%
1997 11,460,325 11,427,015 22,887,340 928,397  914.376 1,842,773 24,730,113 1.7%
1998 11,900,047 11,810,210 23,710,257 1,095,432 1,057,777 2,153,209 25,863.466 4.6%
1999 12,664,025 12,606,377 25,270,402 1,239,327 1,195,759 2,435,086 27,705,488 7.1%
2000 12,999,473 12,962,578 25,962,051 1,235.328 1,211,174 2,446,502 28,408,553 2.5%
2001 12,339,268 12,344,569 24,683,837 1.190.825 1,161,411 2,352,236 27,036,073 -4.8%
@ [30,000,000
<
= { 25,000,000 = =
I3 o
[ | 20,000,000 -
-1 =
4 | 15,000,000 —
B4 | 10,000,000 ‘ et
"]
[ [5.000,000 —
< T Rl Y L T T T T T T T T T T
& f° 1962 | 1964 | 1967 | 1970 | 1973 | 1976 | 1979 | 1982 | 1985 | 1988 | 1991 | 1993 | 1995 | 1997 | 1999 | 2001

Domestic - International - Total

Source: As reported to Port of Seattle by the airiines.
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HISTORIC AIR CARGO LEVELS (metric tons)

DOMESTIC  INTERNATIONAL PERCENT
YEAR AIR FREIGHT AIR FREIGHT AIR MAIL TOTAL CHANGE
1962 26,183 937 15,159 42,279 21.8%
1963 25,548 308 13.944 39,800 -5.9%
1964 33,231 271 15,158 48,660 22.3%
1965 39,590 294 19,871 59,755 22.8%
1966 47,190 490 25,888 73.568 23.1%
1967 58,949 427 37,061 96,437 31.1%
1968 68,649 793 54,135 123,577 28.1%
1969 77,908 859 60.411 139,178 12.6%
1970 74,031 1.047 55,093 130,171 -6.5%
1971 82,988 1,495 48,074 132,557 1.8%
1972 92,555 1.977 42,738 137,270 3.6%
1973 108,151 4,172 38,369 150,692 9.8%
1974 127,077 3,792 37.141 168,010 11.5%
1975 141,680 11,434 37.126 190.240 13.2%
1976 148,359 14,184 37.699 200,242 5.3%
1977 161,075 12,543 41,746 215,364 7.6%
1978 153,797 15,266 43477 212,540 -1.3%
1979 150,042 21,395 42,759 214,196 0.8%
1980 141,461 19,949 49,767 211,177 -1.4%
1981 142,535 18,899 49,195 210,629 -0.3%
1982 129,873 18,077 50,697 198,647 -5.7%
1983 137,073 21,844 54,618 213,535 '7.5%
1984 139,685 28,019 59,859 227,563 6.6%
1985 118,871 27,271 64,050 210,192 -7.6%
1986 121,193 35,834 65,975 223,002 6.1%
1987 146,701 46,608 65,680 258,989 16.1%
1988 161,630 49,602 65,845 277,077 7.0%
1989 173,998 52,241 65,196 291,435 5.2%
1990 186,114 59,022 68,324 313,460 7.6%
1991 :208,810 59,411 79,445 347,666 10.9%
1992 225,736 58,506 77.366 361,608 4.0%
1993 246,280 51,046 84,216 381,542 5.5%
1994 265,065 54,962 90,109 410,136 7.5%
1995 248,797 60,882 98,519 408,198 -0.5%
1996 222,017 63,960 102,241 388,218 -4.9%
1997 208,828 72,319 112,639 393,786 1.4%
1998 221,132 73,033 134,162 428,327 8.8%
1999 225,898 74,603 143,723 444,224 3.7%
2000 236,527 74.854 145,539 456,920 2.9%
2001 218,513 74,737 107,249 400,499 -12.4%
: | 450,000 » L ~—
: | 400,000 N
. | 350,000 %
™ [300,000 d
¢ f» <
" | 250,000 - N -
pq | 200,000 I L~
- . ]

—t -
o [ 150,000 ] SR S N
pd | 100,000 e
: 150,000 y 3 —T_ —
= fo 1970 | 1972 1974 | 1976 | 1978 | 1980 | 1982 | 1984 | 1986 | 1988 | 1990 | 1992 | 1994 | 1996 | 1998 | 2001
. Domestic Freight D International Freight . Air Mail - Total

Source: As reported to Port of Seattle by the airiines.
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- B ER RIS R E

— > BISREN

¥ £ LB E#35 (San Francisco International Airport, ff#%
SFO» #MENEXAMSEFREFHABHALE 4-1 RE 4-2) 3
HMENCEITEI T 5 BEID2ER2 5 AR ELLER
B ESLTXREF EXELLTF 2 2E(1432),
f % 4L 2E R %8B #3%5 (Metro Oakland International
Airport, #fi# OAK) ¥ > &£ A %47 BB E4#35 (San Jose
International Airport, f§#% SIC) -

<

IS EARL 1928 £ REFTEESL 38 BAR/E B
EAHLBEEFEL - AMHRGEF O (3463 FAR/E 2
KE IS 4L)  ERNEHLEBEEHRE (6,102 % AR/F > 2HKE
3 S EBGHLAE 10 FEF BMEDHKS 24 11(63.5
BN/ PIEMIGA 119 B 0/5F > 23E 1641) 244
R HEL % 12 42 [2001 %4 Airports Council International ) -

= BRI EIEE

WEHEERRAABT 1391 ALAL  RLEREE&  AH#S
RAARRE ZMEEARLH S¥LLTRESG - LT
A EH®EE A K (Director) » ¥ —BRHITEH > BEAEE®Z
AREARTEH > R aS B -

MGEEHRBELLTIERZT > A AR /A LER
TRAFELIRE AV EEEGHMEL 15% B4 ELE8T
B > AN FAA BB - €8 -l SBRAER  HaH
FEM -~ TEAER  GRFEEHEAETLFH EATE2EHN
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ERwBEZED - B4 MFETEAGTEBHLHKS 16 BF
FZ I kfif#pEsE I ¢XERUNBELRIFS TAH—
BEERA -

= BB WER
BOE A4 ML 5,171 Bk R 2,788 i AKX L
RPHHrO i ARER > RAMRGAIE BHEL 2,383 3w -
(—)ZEl
EH5LBISRARHII 2 EF4750E 0 it wikimg
28R-10L #3% & 11,870 3£ 9% >28L-10R 344 & 10,600 3R » 1R-191
338 & 9,500 3R > 1L-19R #138 & 7,000 35 R (#3552 ] & PR
AHEERERE 43) N BEARER MR XEEE LWL
M MR RTRZBRBFRTRE RBIEFEZEBFTES
AEE -

BATHE AL E NN E & LEHHRAHE T < (Hub) £46
M, 129 Bk £ 4b0 300 B P HoRBMAR B R 12 1B R s
WAk BERSLBFZIREZMENE °
()RR
1.2 EAE
HMIBEESEN A I ARNMEL | B EEASE (BT

S EMELE 4-4) TRHEE 34 2RBER  ALMAA R
T 47 il -

B A AU —~% = #uf(Terminal 1~3) 23 KM% - @R HE
5262 B FFRR > EHARERBMPICGRE 708 > ¥ F 50~
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% 59 3% B4 P E AR B )3 4K B 38 & (Departure Level) » 47 &
1% 48 & (Baggage Claim)t A& 25 & ° L A 35 & (Arrivals Level) »
MEBRZ PR ERF IS - F—F/E (Terminal 1) &

HiA 85 B HHR W& A AB,C = 5# & (Boarding Area);
% —#ii (Terminal 2) @#3t % 61 H-FHHR - BATHE - £
EMERET 0 A 2003 15T 5 B =AE (Terminal 3) &3t
K 116 ¥ FH %R » §F EF —&#E (Boarding Area) °

BEAES S BILEHNRRZBEARAE  EAEEHRELEHR
10 EFFHHR WA 12 BATERAAE > 168 BEEER 237
HEHE > B BT B4 5000 £ B ERE - BERAURERA AG =
EHRERHRKE A BREEHA 35 EFHHR > BH#M 12
8GCEREDRA I EFHIR > B#F] 1248 H KESER
BARMES 225 BR - BEHA ARG ZFEN > BRLE 217
EPHER EYH 9 B HFHRMEMES BART Ess 248
Fi > Airtrain 7R {2 $b336 © TR P80 2002 FRAG AL A - MR
EBARAMEZRESERHERLB 45

2.8 E b

REHSHA 11 & BHL4 100 -FF HROREHMEH
HRBERYZEM) MEFSREEOHA2S EFFHER
HEGHREICDKACIETFFTRAR - AP LEF — FiEs
(North Field Cargo Building 1,NFCB1) & & & % — 1§ & 35 (West
Field Cargo Building 1,WFCB1) 2 #7if % & 2 fi 36 > Ao 46 2 3E 05 [
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Mr. Chairman, [ appreciate the opportusity to testify today before the House
Committee on Government Reform concerning the Transportation Security
Administration’s (TSA) progress in implementing provisions of the Aviation and
Transportation Security Act (Act).

We all recognize that the mission of ensuring that our transportation systems are
secure is a tremendous task. Although TSA is charged with securing all modes of
transportation, the Agency’s efforts so far have mostly focused on addressing
aviation security and meeting deadlines established in the Act. The task is one
that has pever been undertaken before on a scale of this magnitude, and TSA has
very little empirical experience to draw on. It should be noted that TSA could not
be working any faster or harder than it already is.

TSA has made progress in implementing the requirements of the Act, but the
heavy lifiing still lies ahead. To date, TSA has had several notable

accomplishments including:

~ Completed the deployment of Federal passenger screeners at nine airports
including Baltimore/Washingtor International (BWT) Airport~the first location
to have a federalized passenger screener workforce.

— Let three major contracts—two to Lockheed Martin for training all passenger
screeners and modifying airport checkpoints, and one to Boeing Services
Company to do site assessments, modify airports, instal] equipment, and train
personnel for screening checked baggage. The three contracts have &
combined total dollar value of about $1 billion, not including contract options.

— Addressed several cost concemns that we identified, among them TSA has
agreed to use part-time positions which will help match staffing to traffic
patterns at many airports.

— Entered into an agreement with the Office of Special Counsel to handle
whistleblower complaints from TSA screeners.

Since the Act was passed, it has also become apparent that the price of good
security is substantial, For fiscal year (FY) 2002, TSA has been appropriated over
$6.2 billion and has requested $4.8 billion for FY 2003. TSA anticipates that in
FY 2003 the agency’'s workforce will have grown to about 67,000. However,
revenues from the new passenger security fee will pay for only a fraciion of these
costs. Current estimates are that the fee will generate about $900 million this year,
and $1.7 biliion next year, It is evident TSA will require a large infusion of cash
from the General Fund at a time when the General Fund is already strained to pay
for vastly increased fiscal needs throughout the Federal Government.



Today, the deadline to have a federalized screener workforce in place is just over
3 months away, and the deadline to begin screening all checked baggage is Jess
than 5 months away, While there has been much debate as to whether these dates
are achievable, we can attest that TSA is working diligently to mest these

deadlines.

Today, I would like to discuss two areas—meeting the deadlines in the Act, and
building cost controls into the Agency's infrastructure.

o Meeting the Deadlines in the Act. As we get closer to the deadlines with only
a fraction of the airports completed, the task ehead becomes more formidable.
In the next 30 days it should become clearer as to what exactly must be
done~airport by airport—to mest the deadlines of the Act. As TSA and the
contractors begin rolling out plans for deploying Federal screeners and
installing explosives detection equipment, it will be extremely important to
communicate information to all parties (Congress, the Administration, airports,
and airlines) if corrections are needed. Because airport assessments for the
deployment of explosives detzction equipment are scheduled to be completed
at the largest airports by the end of Angust, and because of the current ramp-up
in hiring passenger screeners, we will be in & much better position at the end of
this month to judge what is or is not feasible to accomplish by the deadlines.

» Building in Cost Controls. The overriding goal for TSA must be to provide
tight and effective security in a manner that avoids waste and ensures cost-
effective use of taxpayer dollars. TSA faces significant challenges in
overseeing the large number and dollar volume of new contracts it is letting.
Contracts associated with deploying a new Federal screener workforce and
screening all checked baggage total over $2 billion, including all contract
options; while contracts with the current screening companies are expected to
cost about $1.6 billion, Because the agency is new, it does not have an
established infrastructure that provides an effective span of control to monitor
contractor costs and performance.

The President’s proposal to create a Department of Homeland Security (which
should offer economies of scale) could have significant implications for TSA.
The implications extend to activities TSA anticipates performing and staffing
up, such as intelligence gathering end apalysis, performing criminal
investigations, establishing an administrative support structurs, and office
space requirements at airports. With the tremendous tasks facing TSA, it is
important that the Agency avoid extending itself beyond the basic tenets of the
Act.



Meeting the Deadlines in the Act

The two most critical deadlines in the Act are federalizing the screening workforce

and the screening of all checked baggage. First, TSA is required to have enough

Federal screemers in place to conduct the screening of passengers and their

carry-on property at all commercial airports by November 19", Second, TSA

must have a sufficient number of explosives detection systems in place to screen
11 checked bags by December 31,

Hiring and Training TSA’s Passenger Screener Workforce

The deadline for hiring and training all passenger screeners is now just over
3 month away. TSA is estimating it will need up to 33,000 screeners and screener
supervisors to meet this requircment. As of July 31,2002, TSA had about
4,400 passenger screeners onboard with another approximately 6,800 having
accepted offers for employment. TSA has also hired over 600 other staff,
including Federal Security Directors, attorneys, criminal investigators, program
analysts, computer and informstion technology specialists, and administrative
staff. These figures do not include 1,034 former employees of the Federal
Aviation Administration (FAA), which brings TSA's total to over
6,100 employees, exclusive of Federal Air Marshals,

Hiring_Passenger Screeners. The next 30 days will be crucial in determining if
TSA will meet the deadline for a federalized workforce. With just over 3 months
Jeft, TSA needs to hire and train more than 8,000 passenger screeners a month to
mest the November 19" deadline. This is to hire the estimated 33,000 passenger
screeners needed and does not include an estimated 21,600 checked baggage

screeners that will be needed.

TSA contracted with Lockheed Martin to convert airport checkpoints to a new
Federal model and coordinate the conversion of passenger screeners to a Federal
workforce. This conversion includes both a physical reconfiguration of screening
checkpoints and deployment of Federal screeners. Lockheed Martin had over 160
teams conducting assessments at over 200 airports during the month of July
determine how each checkpoint needs to be reconfigured. In addition, Lockheed
Martin subcontracted with a consulting firm to develop a computerized model to
determine the number of pessenger screeners needed at each airport. A
vreakdown of passenger screeners per airport from the new computerized model
should be available within the next coupie of weeks. By the end of this month.

! The actual number of Federal Air Marshals is classified information.



TSA should have a better idea of the number of passenger screeners needed at
each airport.

TSA contracted with NCS Pearson for recruiting and hiring. As of July 31, 2002,
NCS Pearson was accepting applications for about 415 airports, and had opened
53 centers to assess applicants and hire screeners for 119 airports.

As of July 31, 2002, TSA had completed the hiring, training and deployment of
passenger screeners for nine eirports. (Baltimore, MD, Louisville, KY, Mobile,
AL, Kalamazoo, MI, Bedford, MA, Hartford CT, Chicopee, MA, Columbus, OH,
and Athens, GA) In addition to these nine airports, a Federal workforce has taken
over passenger screening at three terminals at John F. Kennedy International
Airport (JFK) in New York and two terminals at Orlando International Airport in

Florida.

There is no doubt that over the last month the pace of hiring has increased. TSA
has more than tripled the number of screeners hired (from 1,248 to about 4,400)
and increased the pumber of airports currently in the assessment process from
3, during the week of Jume 17,2002, to 119 as of July 31. In addition to the
screeners hired, as of July 31, about 6,800 individuals have accepted offers for
employment as screeners. These employees will be adaed to T5A's payroll and
considered hired, upon reporting for training.

However, TSA is still having difficulties in hiring enough screeners in major
metropolitan areas such as New York, Boston and Chicago. For example, TSA
estimated it will need about 2,300 passenger screeners in total for the three largest
airports in the New York area: JFK, La Guardia, and Newark. The assessment
center. for these threc airports has been opened since June 24,2002. As of
August 1, 2002, TSA had 774 job offers accepted, 33 percent of the targeted
amount,

The delays in hiring are largely due to the high percent of “no shows” and the
number of applicants failing the aptitude test portion of the assessment process.

» Based on experience, TSA now expects one third of the scheduled candidates
not to show up at the assessment centers. At BWI airport, 26 percent of
qualified, scheduled candidates did not show up for assessments.

> A significant number of applicants are failing the first phase of the assessment
process. The first phase of the assessment process consists of e computer-
based test for English proficiency and overall aptitude skills. For the
three New York airports, 61 percent of applicants who completed the first
phase of the assessment process failed. This is similar to TSA’s experience at



BWI, where 53 percent of applicants failed the first phase of the assessment
process.

TSA is experiencing difficulty hiring a sufficient number of women. Injtially,
TSA’s target was to hire 50 percent men and 50 percent women., However, of the
over 9,100 individuals who have been hired or who have accepted job offers for
employment at a specific airport (excluding the mobile screeners?) as of August 1,
2002, only 26 percent are women. TSA has recently addressed this issue, by
modifying its hiring targets to cne third women, one third men, and one third
either. If TSA is successfill in getting the new mix, there should still be a
sufficient number of female screeners to ensure that female passengers are wanded
by female screeners, since screeners rotate positions at screening checkpoints.

Training Passenper Screemers. The May conversion at BWI to a Federal

workforce provided TSA with a valuable test of its planned process to train
passenger screeners. BWI was TSA's first attempt to locate its training operation
near an. airport, and for Lockheed Martin instructors to conduct the courses. As of
July 8%, there were 539 Lockheed Martin instructors who had passed the 44-hour
basic screener course and are available to conduct training classes.

Through the week of July 22, 2002, Lockheed Martin instructors conducted basic
screener training for the 11 airports where TSA has at least partially taken over
passenger screening. Basic sereener training was planned for 12 airport sites and
at the FAA Academy in Oklahoma City the week of July 29, 2002. Training is
planned for 30 airport sites and in Oklahoma City during the week of August 5,
2002.

As of July 27%, TSA bad over 3,100 passenger screeners who had completed the
basic training course, about 1,500 in the mobile screener workforce and about
1,600 permanent workforce screeners now working at 11 airports.

While the quality of the in-class instruction has been satisfactory, TSA
experienced other difficulties with the training,

> The training contractor is not being required to provide x-ray machines and
trace machines for hands-on training during the classroom instruction. For the
trajning to be effective, students need to have hands-on practice with screening
equipment. TSA has addressed this by conducting hands-on training using
equipment at eirport checkpoints that are closed for the night. So far, the
contractor has been able to use equipment at the airports because TSA had

! The Mobile Screener Force consists of about 2,100 supervisory screeners who were hired or accepted job
offers to deploy to airports around the country as the Federal workforce takes over screening.



taken over checkpoint operations before starting any on-site training.
However, TSA has changed its deployment procedures, due to the number of
airports it needs to convert to Federal screeners each week, so that it will not
take over checkpoint operations at an airport before it starts the on-site
training. As a result, TSA will need to work closely with airport managers and
screening contractors to get access (0 screening equipment and ensure
screeners receive this critical hands-on training.

»> The hiring contractor needs to do a better job of providing accurate and timely
information to the on-site training coordinator on the number and identity of
the personnel who are to report for training. Significant differences have
occurred between the roster of personnel scheduled for training and the actual
students who report. For example, at the training that started on July 152 in
New York, a roster listing 127 students was provided, but only 63 students
reported to training. However, 21 of the 63 students reporting were not on the
roster. The training contractor had to verify that the 21 additional students
were supposed to be in training and then run the class for half as many students
as planned. This problem is occurring in the major cities where the rate of
hiring has not met initial expectations and the hiring contractor is scheduling
applicants for training within days of passing the assessment and accepting a
job offer.

Hiring Screeners in Large Metropolitan Areas Is Presenting a Challenge.

While TSA has recently made progress in both hiring new screeners and
conducting training at the airports, it only hes just over 3 months left to meet the
Noveriber 19% deadline. TSA is having the most difficulty in hiring screeners in
Jarge metropolitan areas. TSA estimates that overall, it takes am average of
5 weeks to build 2 Federal workforce for each airport, which includes 2 weeks to
conduct assessments, 2 weeks for new screeners to notify current employers that
they are Jeaving their jobs, and 1 week for classroom training. For two of three
airports federalized to date, TSA has been able to beat this estimate. It was able to
deploy a classroom trained screener workforce in Louisville and Mobile in just
over 3 weeks after starting the on-site assessment and hiring process. However,
the total passenger screener workforce for these two airports is about 200.

in the metropolitan areas of New York, Boston and Chicago, assessment centers
were open for at least 3 weeks before local screeners started reported for training.
The on-site training in these cities now is scheduled to last several weeks, Given
the hiring difficulty TSA is experiencing in metropolitan areas, TSA should
consider immediately opening assessment centers in all major metropolitan areas
to ensure that sufficient screeners are hired to meet the November deadline.



Meeting the Deadline for Screening All Checked Baggage

The challenge facing TSA in meeting the statutory December 31% deadline’ to
screen 100 percent of checked baggage is both unprecedented and monumental.
An effort of this magnitude—an estimated 1,100 explosives detection systems
(EDS) and 6,000 explosives trace detection (trace) machines to be deployed—has
never been executed in any single country or group of countries. In fact, the
amount of explosives detection equipment necessary to screen all checked
baggage at more than 400 U.S. airports is estimated to be at least three times the
amount of equipment currently deployed at airports worldwide. It is in this
context that TSA and the Department are working fervently to meet the deadiine,
and they could not be working any faster or barder than they already are.

Today TSA faces the task of deploying all the necessary explosives detection
equipment in less than 5 months to more than 400 airports around the country, and
at the same time hiring and trzining a checked baggage screener workforce of
21,600, not including the 33,000 passenger screening workforce that will need to
be hired and trained. To help fulfill its December 31" mandate, TSA awarded 2
contract to Boeing Services Company to deploy EDS and trace machines to the
Nation's airports and 1o train the checked baggage screener workforce needed to
operate the equipment. In our opinion, it should become clear by the end of this
month as to what must be done-airport by airport—o meet the December
deadline, as TSA and the contractors begin rolling out airport by airport plans for
installing explosives detection equipment and for hiring and training screeners.

The success of the deployment effort requires that TSA effectively manage
three major program activities running on three paraliel tracks. Therefore, TSA
must:

s Obtain the necessary funding to place the remaining equipment orders and
ensure that equipment manufacturers meet the delivery schedules laid out in
their contracts.

¢ Ensure that Boeing executes its master plan for deploying the necessary
equipment needed to screen all checked baggage, staying within the

® Section 110(d) of the Avintion and Transportation Security Act (Public Law 107-71) mandates that the
Under Secretary of Transportation for Security shall take all necessary asction to ensure that explosive
detection systems are deployed as soon as possible to ensure that all United States sirports have sufficient
explosives detection systems to screen all checked baggage no later than December 31, 2002, and that as
soon as such systems are in place at en girport, all checked baggage at the airport is screened by those
systems; and that all systems deployed ars fully ntilized; and if explosive detection equipment at an airport
is unavailable, all checked baggage is screened by an alterpative means.
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established timeframes for each of the major milestones in the deployment
rocess.

s Ensure that a checked baggage screening workforce of 21,600 is recruited,
hired and properly trained.

These activities must be done in tandem given the fact that, among other things,
the deadline is less than 5 months away, and that each activity has specific
milestones allowing for little, if any, schedule slippage. Since the activities are
interrelated, schedule slippage in any ore activity affects the ability of the other
activities to stay on track.

Curreni Deployment Status on Eguip mérzt Needed to Meet the Deadline. As of
Angust 1, 2002, 217 EDS and 275 trace machines were in use at 59 airports for

screening checked baggage. Nearly 60 percent of this equipment was installed
prior to the events of September 11", over a 5-year period beginning in
February 1997. That leaves more than 1,000 EDS and over 5,600 trace machines
that will have to be installed and made operational by December 31, 2002,

TSA has an ongoing 5-airport pilot project for screening all checked baggage
using EDS, trace or some combination. Of the 5 airports selected, only 1 is
considered a large airport (but is not 1 of the 20 largest airports) with the other
4 being medium and small airports. The five airports perticipating in the project
are currently screening all checked baggage using explosives detection equipment.
Of the five airports, passengers’ checked baggage is being screened using trace
machines at three airports; all EDS at one airport; and a combination of EDS and
trace machines at the other airport. According to TSA, results from the pilot
project will be used to determine the “most effective equipment layouts and best
procedures to expedite the movement of passengers through check-in screening
without compromising security.”

Utilizing Existing Equipment. During the 5-year period when air carriers were
responsible for screening checked baggage, we testified repeatedly that the EDS
machines were woefully underutilized, During this time the majority of machines
were screening, on average, fewer bags per day than the machines were capable
of screening in 2 hours. Although we have sezen a steady increase in uttlizarion
since TSA took over the screening company contracts in February 2002, machines
continue 10 be underutilized.

For May 2002, the latest available data, over 82 percent of the machines in use
were screening, on average, 750 bags or less per day. These machines can screen
125 bags per hour and should be screening, at 2 minimum, 1,250 bags per day. Of
the 160 machines for which ‘data were available, only 10 were screening more than



1,000 bags per day. The following table shows usage rates for the latest available
data on 160 EDS machines for May 2002,

Number of EDS Bags Screened Per Day
Machines
39 1 =250
55 25] = 500
38 501 - 750
18 751 - 1,000
9 1,001 - 1,250
1 1,251 - 1,500

One of the overriding reasons the machines are underutilized is that air carriers are
only required to have the equipment screen the baggage of passengers requiring
additional security measures based on the Computer Assisted Passenger
Prescreening Systems (CAPPS). The air carriers are currently allowed to use
alternative methods, such as positive passenger bag match, to screen all other
passengers’ checked baggage.

It makes good sense to get real world experience by maximizing the use of
machines currently in operation, especially ar large airports. Fully wtilizing the
installed machines will (1) assist TSA in determining how many machines are
needed to screen 100 percent of checked baggage; (2) give TSA and the air
carriers real world experience with screening all checked baggage using
lobby-installed EDS; and (3) provide insight inte how machine downtime and
maintenance requirements will impact security and passenger operations.

TSA needs to direct that the current rate of machine usage pick-up substantially;
otherwise we will miss out on the opportunity to practice screening a higher
percentage of checked baggage in order to better understand the logistical and
physical constraints of lobby-installed machines, and the human factors involved.

Equipment QOrders and Deliveries. With the equipment orders that are currently
placed, TSA must ensure that equipment manufacturers meet the delivery
schedules laid out in their contracts. Delivery dates under the current orders have
not always been met because of problems found with the machines during factory
acceptance testing.

As of August 1, 2002, TSA has placed orders for 1,025 EDS, including orders for
almost 400 long-lead items in the amount of $682 million; and 1,410 trace
machines, including long-lead crders in the amount of $7 million. TSA. nesds
$427 million to turn the long-lead items into complete units, and place orders for
an additional 75 EDS and 4,590 trace machines to meet the projected equipment
deployment quantities.



EDS manufacturers have certain machine components that need long-lead times,
in some cases up to 60 days. Manufacturers of trace also have certain machine
components with long-lead times of 60 to 90 days. Orders will have to be placed
by the end of September 2002 if the equipment is to be delivered, installed and
made operational by year-end.

Under TSA letter contracts awarded to the two EDS manufacturers in February
and April 2002, 114 machines were to be delivered by the end of June 2002.
However, as of July 27th, 100 machines have been delivered and 29 of those have
been installed and made operational. By the end of September 2002, TSA expects
to take delivery of a total of 558 EDS.

Before the February and April 2002 TSA contracts, prior FAA contracts with
one EDS manufacturer were limited to about 100 machines per order with delivery
dates spread out over a 2-year period. An average monthly production rate was
about 4 to 5 machines per month. Under the current TSA letter contract, this EDS
manufacturer has an order for 418 machines to be delivered by the end of
September 2002. To meet the September delivery deadline, a monthly average of
138 machines will have to be produced and factory acceptance tested before TSA
can take delivery. That equates to an average production rate of about 28 times
what this particular manufacturer had earlier experienced.

Any time a manufacturer dramatically ramps up production of complex systems
such as EDS that heretofore have been produced in limited quantities, a great deal
of attention must be focused on quality control efforts (for both software and
hardware} to ensure that new systems will work as intended. TSA is working
closely with the manufacturers to resolve the quality control issues and anticipates
that the manufacturers will be able to meet revised delivery dates. Obviously,
meeting the revised delivery dates will be key to meeting the December deadline.

Deploying the Necessary Equipment Needed to Screen All Checked Baggage.
On May 18, 2002, TSA reported to selected committees of Congress on its

deployment strategy for meeting the December 31¥ deadline to screen all checked
baggage. TSA has planned a two-phase approach. The initial phase is an interim
solution to meeting the deadline where some airports will use EDS, with trace
machines used only for resolving alarms; others will use trace machines
exclusively; and some will use a mix of EDS and trace machines to screen
checked baggage to meet the December 31¥ deadline. An interim solution was
selected because it was not possible for manufacturers to produce enough EDS to
screen all checked baggage, and even if they could, there would not be enough
space in airport lobbies to install the EDS. Nor was it possible to complete the
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necessary modifications to baggage handling facilities to integrate EDS into the
baggage handling systems.

There are cost and staffing tradeoffs associated with using trace instead of EDS.
Trace requires much more staff than EDS to operate, while integrating EDS
machines into airport baggage handling systems takes substantially more up-front
capital, The following table shows the cost and stiffing trade-offs estimated by
officials at Dallas/Fort Worth International Airport (DFW).

Item Lobby-Installed Trace and In-Line EDS
EDS Machines
Equipment Mix 157 Trace machines 60 EDS
i2 EDS 19 Trace machines
Worikferce 1,444 screeners 628 screeners
Labor Costs (Annual) $72.3 million $31.4 million
Facility ~ Modifications and
Explosives Detection Egquipment | 567 million $231 milljon
(Up Front) Costs

The trade-offs estimated by DFW show that lobby-instalied trace machines
compared to in-line EDS will require over twice the number of screeners and
anpual labor costs but only one-quarter of the costs for facility modifications and
explosives detection equipment.

In phase two, at a future date not yet established, TSA will move the EDS
machines into baggage systems at the largest airports. It is unclear how much this
will cost and who will have to pay. A review of its FY 2003 budget shows that
TSA is not planning to fund any equipment relocations from the lobby to the
baggage handling facility. For now, it is also'unclear whether some airports will
rely exclusively on trace machirnies to screen checked baggage even in phase two,

The task will not be to simply move the machines from lobbies to baggage
hendling facilities but will require major facility modifications. For example, TSA
recently approved Boston’s Logan International Airport proposal for in-line EDS
at an estimated cost of $100 million to the airport, while DFW estimates nearly
$196 million in facilities costs in its own EDS in-line proposal.

Hiring a General Contractor. To execute its deployment strategy for meeting the
December 31* deadline, TSA hired Boeing Services Company. On June 7% TSA
issued Boeing a cost-plus award fee contract for an estimated cost of $508 million
from now until December 31¥, with $862.4 million in options through calendar
year 2007. Boeing has been tasked to (1) complete airport site assessments at over
400 airports scheduled between early July through November 2002, with
266 airports being completed by the end of August; (2) submit to TSA a proposal
on the right mix of equipment for each sirport and where the equipment will be
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installed; (3) modify facilities to accommodate the equipment; (4) install and make
the equipment operational; (5) maintain the equipment; and (6) train a workforce
estimated at 21,600 to operate the equipment.

Boeing’s contract does not include the purchase of explosives detection
equipment, which will be funded separately by TSA. Boeing has been authorized
to expend up to $340 million for installations and facility modifications at airports
nationwide. However, it is unclesr who will pay for any additional airport
modifications in excess of the $340 million.

Beginning last month, Boeing started the first phase of a six-phase deployment
process. The six phases include site assessment, site survey, design, construction,
installation, and site acceptance testing of the equipment. As part of the site
assessments, Boeing will determine the equipment mix and quantities needed at
each airport. Henceforth, site assessments become the driving force behind the
actusl pumber of machines needed to be procured and manufactured, and the
actual number of employees that need to hired and trained for each airport. Site
assessments have been started et 202 airports. Of these, 45 have been completed
as of July 26™. The next 30 days of siie assessments will tell what can and cannot

be accomplished by the deadline.

The remaining 5 phases (site survey, design, construction, installation, and site
acceptance testing of the equipment) are stretched out over the remainder of the
year with 43 of the largest airports (e.g., DFW, San Francisco, Atlanta) scheduled
0 be completed the last week in December. Of the remaining 386 airports, 88 are
scheduled to be completed between mid-November and mid-December, and
completion of the other 298 airports will be staggered throughout the remainder of
the year with the earliest scheduled for completion this month. Boeing needs to
stick to its milestones for each phase. Schedule creep in any one phase can affect
the ability to meet the milestones of the other phases and ultimately the December

deadline for all airports.

Also, this is an enormous effort that requires large amounts of money expended in
a short period of time. The span of control over this effort is far-reaching because
there are numerous subcontractors. With respect to this contract, TSA needs to
ensure that three basic oversight steps are taken:

» monitoring contractor billings, especially when such a large amount of money
is being spent over a short period of time;

s monitoring contractor performance with respect to cost, schedule and quality
with regards to the $31 million available in award fees; and
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¢ drawing on work that has already been done by Raytheon and airport operators
with respect to the recently completed airport site assessments, For example,
DFW alone spent 12.weeks and over $2 million to complete its assessment.

Hiring and Training a Baggage Screener Workforce. TSA must ensure that a

screening workforce is recruited, hired and properly trained, and it estimates that
21,600 screeners are needed for checked baggage screening operations. This is in
addition to the 33,000 passenger screening workforce. The workforce of
21,600 screeners will be responsible for operating EDS and trace machines used in
the screening of passengers’ checked baggage at the Nation's 400-plus airports.

As of July 16, 2002, TSA has hired, trained and deployed 166 Federal baggage
screaners. That leaves more than 21,400 screeners to be recruited, hired and
trained before the December 31% deadline, which means nearly 4,300 screeners
need to be recruiied, hired and trained each month. It is too ear]y at this time to
tell whether TSA will experience the same probiems hiring this workforce as it has
experienced with hiring the workforce for passenger screening, such as the high
percentage of applicants failing the aptitude test portion of the assessment process.
Nevertheless, we believe the earlier experiences with hiring passenger scresners
can be instructive and provide valuable lessons for TSA and its contractors in this

effort.

It is also important to keep in mind that the driving force behind the staffing levels
for checked baggage screeners is the mix and quantity of equipment used in
screening checked baggage, whether the equipment is all EDS, all trace or some
combination. Boeing is currently conducting site assessments at airports
nationwide to determine what equipment is needed and where, Once the
2ssessments are completed, TSA will know how many screeners will be needed at

each airport,

Building in Cost Controls

Since passage of the Act, it has become increasingly clear that TSA will require 2
large infusion of cash from the General Fund. This comes at 2 time when the
General Fund is already strained to pay for vastly increased - fiscal needs
throughout the Federal Government. Within this context, the need for TSA to
build cost control mechanisms into its infrastruchire is critical. Controls are
particularly important in terms of defining the scope of its missions, establishing
employee compensation and controlling salaries, overseeing contracts, end

utilizing space at airports.
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Defining the Scope of the Agency's Missions. With the tremendous tasks facing

TSA, it is important that the agency avoid extending jtself beyond the basic tenets
of the Act’s requirements. For example, while the law is only explicit about a
Federal law enforcement presence st checkpoints, we have seen TSA proposals for
staffing activities such as criminal investigations at airports end intelligence
gathering. In these instances, it is unclear what TSA’s role wouid be or how it
would relate within the jurisdiction of other agencies such as the Federal Bureau
of Investigation or the proposed Department of Homeland Security.

The President’s proposal to create a Department of Homeland Security (which
should offer economies of scale) could heve significant implications for TSA—
particularly in overlapping functions, such as intelligence gathering and analysis,
criminal investigations, adminisirative support, and space requirements at airports.
For example, under the President’s proposal, TSA would be merged with Customs
Service end the Immigration and Naturelization Service, which aiready have a
combined criminal investigative workforce of approximately 5,000.

Similarly, the proposed Department of Homeland Security will include an Under
Secretary for Information Analysis and Infrastructure Protection whose
responsibilities will include receiving and analyzing Jaw enforcement information
and intelligence. It may be premature for TSA to expend resources now to expand
an intelligence function beyond the existing staff of the Department and Coast
Guard when that function could be merged into the new Department of Homeland

Security.

Establishing Employee Compensation and Controlling Salaries. TSA has much

flexibility in establishing salaries for newly hired employees, and employees can
be hired anywhere within the pay band for their position. Use of this flexibility
bears watching to ensure that salaries for TSA employees are commensurate with
the position duties end not arbitrarily higher than salaries for comparable positions
in other agencies. For example, we have seen numerous reports that recruitment
of Federal Air Marshals is draining other agencies’ law enforcement resources.

We found that most Federal Air Marshals were being bired at the lower half of
their assigned pey band, which starts at $36,400, excluding locality pay.
However, Air Marshals also receive 2 25 percent Law Enforcement Awvailebility
Pay (LEAP) differential, which would put their total starting salary at $45,500.
This salary level is higher than law enforcement salaries at other agencies that do
not receive LEAP.

While law enforcement positions without LEAP may receive intermittent
overtime, it is important to bear in mind that LEAP is constant. TSA bhad
originally planned to provide LEAP to all its law enforcement positions including
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checkpoint guards. However, after concerns were raised, TSA reconsidered that
approach. TSA is currently planning to provide LEAP to Air Marshals and
criminal investigators but not to checkpoint guerds.

We also have concerns regarding the salary levels being established for some
general and administrative positions. As of July 27, 2002, TSA had hired 614
employess for non-screener positions, Of these employees, 360 (59 percent) had
salaries over $90,000, and 269 (44 percent) had salaries over $100,000. In fact,
within most of the job categories for general and administrative positions, the
preponderance of employee salaries were over §90,000. For example:

- Of 58 attorneys hired, 48 (83 percent) have salaries ranging from
$90,000 to $144.000.

- Of the 71 employees hired in the General Inspection, Investigation, and
Compliance series, 50 (70 percent) are receiving ennual salaries
between $91,149 and $141,500.

- Of 50 criminal investigators hired, 36 (72 percent) have salaries ranging
from $90,395 to $138,200, which does not include a 25 percent LEAP

differential.

It is important that TSA exercise caution in how it structures employee
ccrapensation and benefiis, since these costs represent the largest portion of the
agency’s operating expenses. For 2 workforce of ebout 67,000, these costs will be
significant in 2003 and will have a tremendous impact on future financial needs.
FAA, which has similar flexibilities in setting pey, has experienced huge cost
growth in its operating costs largely due to employee salaries. As a result,
containing operating costs has now become 2 critical issue for FAA,

Ensuring_Adequate Contract Oversight. TSA faces significant challenges in

overseeing the large number -and dollar volume of contracts being let by the
agency. For example, the contracts with Boeing, Lockheed Martin, and
NCS Pearson alone total over $2billion, inciuding all contract options. In
addition, TSA estimates that the current screenming contracts will cost ebout
$1.6 billion. Because the egency is new, it does not have an established
infrastructure that provides an effective span of control to monitor contractor costs
and performance. Cost and performance oversight are key tenets in any internal
control system, and we are prepared to assist TSA, however possible, in
establishing adequate internal controls.



One recommendation we have made is that TSA set aside or “fence off” a specific
amount to be used for overseeing contractor performance with respect to cost,
schedule, and quality. In recent hearings before the House Appropriations
Subcommittee on Transportation and Related Agencies, we recommended that
TSA. reserve at least one half of one percent of the availabie contract award dollars
for oversight activities. For example, TSA can contract with the Defense Contract
Audit Agency for a wide variety of services, including audits of incurred costs
claimed by contractors on cost reimbursable contracts. In TSA's FY 2002
Supplemental Appropriation, Congress has subsequently required the agency to
adopt this process,

As far as the $1.6 billion screening contracts, in April, we testified before the
House Subcommittee on Transportation Appropriations that controls over the
existing security screemer contracts were lacking and that improvements were
drastically needed. Since that time, we met with TSA officials who agreed that
internal controls over the screener contracts were inadequate. They stated that
additional staff would be assigned and TSA would provide more guidance to
security field representatives for reviewing contractors’ on-site documentation.
TSA also set out to obtain a contractor to provide oversight of screening contracts
and contractors, and sent out staff to review contractors at three airports.

Notwithstanding these initiatives, we continue to find that further action is needed
immediately. During our visits to two airports and six screening contractors, we
saw virtually no on-site monitoring of screener contractors by TSA employees.
While we were able to locate all contractor employees who signed in for duty at
the time of our visits, we observed contractor employees arriving late and leaving
early, but they signed in as though they were on duty the entire time. For
example, a contractor employee arrived at 1:53, but signed in as though he arrived
about an hour earlier at 1:00. In this case, TSA would be paying for about 1 hour
of work that was not performed.

We also found that hourly and overhead rates charged by the contractors vastly
exceeded the rates they charged before TSA assumed the contracts. The following
table shows the loaded labor rates (which include amounts paid to contractor
employees and for the contractors’ overhead costs) charged by contractors before
and after TSA became responsible for screener contracts (February 17, 2002).
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Overhead Rates

Employee I Loaded Rates Overhead

Sereeners Pay Rates Billed to Customers* Rate
Company 1
Before Feb, 17 $8.25 $11.11 35%
After Feb. 17 $11.00 $19.81 80%
Company 2
Before Feb. 17 $10.00 514.91 49%
After Feb, 17 $14.00 $28.00 100%
Company 3
Before Feb. 17 $6.90 $9.83 4%
AfterFeb. 17 | 810.13 $19.39 91%

*Rates before February 17 were billed to airlines, while rates after February 17
were billed to TSA.

While contractors should recover their costs and overhead, they are required to
provide TSA with specific cost and pricing data including components of and
support for the loaded hourly rates. At the ocations we visited, we asked the
contractors for support for their loaded labor rates, However, they did not provide
evidence to support their rates nor did they explain why the overhead rates billed
to TSA more then doubled under contrects to TSA, as compared to contracts with

airlines.

Because of the urgent need for continuing coverage, when TSA took over these
contracts in February, letter contracts were originally awarded to screening
contractors who were already under contract with the airlines. Immediately after
signing the letter contracts, the screening coptractors were to begin negotiating the
price and any price-related terms with the agency’s contracting officer, The intent
was that these negotiations would result in definitized firm-fixed price contracts

with each company.

It is now nearly 6 months since the letter contracts were issusd and cost and
vricing data have not been submitted, negotiations have not been conducted, and
the contracts have not been definitized. In accordance with the terms of the
Aviation and Transportation Security Act, TSA employees must be in place
perferming the screening services at the Nation's airports by November 19, 2002,
After the screener contracts end, it could be very difficuit to recover any improper
or unsupported payments. Accordingly, TSA needs to take immediate action to:
(1) require contractors to submit proposals and cost and pricing data; and
(2) definitize the contracts.
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In addition to our work, TSA’s Office of Inspection performed similar reviews at
two screening contractors and three airports. These reviews also found that
internal controls were not followed, contractors billed TSA for employees who
were on vacation, and TSA was overcharged for services not performed. TSA
notified us of its intent to refer the results to our Office of Investigations.

TSA is in the process of developing a statement of work to hire a contractor to
perform oversight of screening contractors’ billings. Based on our initial findings,
the oversight contract needs to be in place quickly and clarified to ensure that the
. oversight contractor verifies cost and pricing data at the screener coniractors’
offices, focusing specifically on cost data used to support the loaded labor rates.

Additionally, TSA is plenning to emter into an agreement with the Defense
Contract Menagement Agency to provide contract administration services. If
implemented, this would be a good step in the right direction.

That concludes my statement, I would be happy to address any questions you
might have.
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August 2002

SECURITY IMPLICATIONS ON AIRPORT LANDSIDES

Since September 11, 2001, aviation security has entered a totally new age. Regulations
promulgated in response to the terrorist attacks have had often-drastic effects on airport landside
operations. Airport provisions can be found in Section 106 of the Aviation and Transportation
Security Act (ATSA or The Act’), which was signed into law on November 19, 2001.

Passenger and baggage screening

The most visible changes in service levels have occurred in this area. Processing or ‘transaction’
times at security checkpoints have increased by about 400 percent. For those reasons, well-
wishers have been prohibited from entering airport sterile areas. As security checkpoints are
redesigned by both TSA and airports, there will likely be some incremental improvements in
transaction times that will somewhat ameliorate the horrendous queues at peak periods.
Nevertheless, we do not expect well-wishers to be accommodated for at least several years.

Curbside check-in

Curbside check-in is currently back in business, IF there is a reservations computer at the check-
in point. Skycaps may not accept the baggage of “selectees” (i.e., profilees) identified in the
reservations computer; selectees’ baggage must be transported to the ticket counter.

This will change dramatically when 100% screening of bags by certified Explosives Detection
Systems (EDS) is implemented on December 31, 2002. Only those curbside check-in positions
supported by EDS on the airside (or—highly unlikely—EDS at curbside) will be able to accept
bags. Additionally, TSA should preserve the identification of selectees in the event that additional
screening may be required of their bags irrespective of EDS automated clearance of their bags.

100%-EDS Inspection of Ehecked Baggage

The Act requires this “Mission Impossible” inspection by December 31, 2002. Airports are having
enormous difficulty:pkacing the initial, incomplete issuance of this large and heavy equipment. To
meet the Congressionally-imposed deadline, the vast majority of interim installations will be in
airport terminal jobbies, with catastrophic resuits for passenger flow and levels of service. As
time-consuming build-out can occur to place the EDS machines “behind-the-wall” or integrated
with ticket counter take-away belits, the adverse effects will be ameliorated somewhat.

Remote and Off-Airport Checked Baggage Acceptance

Remote (i.e., garage or parking iot) and off-airport (hotels and cruise ship terminals) checked
baggage acceptance, discontinued in the immediate wake of the 9/11 attacks, will be rebom with
the need to reduce the baggage inspection load on airport terminal lobbies. In each case, what
must be present at any such location include (1) a reservations computer (usually common/multi-
user) operated by air carrier representatives, (2) an EDS machine and supporting Explosives
Trace Detection (ETD) machine, (3) TSA screeners to operate the equipment, (4) a capability for
immediate response by law enforcement, and (5) a means of securing inspected baggage (truck
with sealed doors) during its transport to the aircraft.

The 300-Foot Parking Rule

Background:

The controversial 300-foot parking rule, also known as “SCA-3,” had its origins in a 1991 “AVSEC
Plan,” a contingency plan for airports, arising from parking restrictions invoked during the Gulf



War. The SCA-3 countermeasure was previously invoked only once (October 1-November 18,
1995) following the conviction of 12 Islamists for plotting to destroy 12 New York City landmarks
virtually simultaneously.

What It Requires:

No non-govemmental vehicles may be parked (i.e., left unattended) within 300 feet of the face of
an airport terminal building, unless those vehicles have been inspected for a large explosive
charge. The rule seeks to prevent the catastrophic collapse of a terminal building; it does not
attempt to prevent the mass casualties on the roadway and sidewalks in front of terminal
buildings that would result from the detonation of a large explosive charge within 300 feet. If
vehicles are subjected to inspection (not difficult, as the “large” charge represents several
hundred pounds of explosives, and inspection does not require examination of the vehicle's
undercarriage), they may be parked within the 300 foot distance. The Transportation Security
Administration (TSA—successor agency to FAA Civil Aviation Security) may grant exceptions on
the basis of individual airports’ applications supported by blast damage analyses prepared by
certified engineering firms. These exceptions may reduce the distance partially, but will virtually
never exclude from the requirements an open top deck of a parking garage, for exampie.

Bottom line: If a vehicle bomb detonation occurs on the terminal loop road anywhere in the
United States, it is almost certain that ail passenger pickup and delivery will be mandated to occur
off-airport, such as was accomplished at LAX for approximately 5 weeks following September 11.

ervice, delivery and small package vehicl

These vehicles, previously left unattended curbside while the drivers performed their duties, have
often been granted airfield access (as during the Gulf War and in 1995) with the unintended result
of increasing the number of vehicies and personnel authorized access to the airfield (“Secured
Area” and “Air Operations Area”).

The Act requires the screening of persons, vehicles, and goods entering the Secured Area of
airports, generally to the same standards as passenger screening “as soon as practicable,”
which—barring a major incident—will not likely be mandated until at least mid-2003. When this
latter requirement js.implemented, only a very small number of outside vendor vehicles can be
accommodated. Airports should consider establishing a commissary (or transfer building) on the
airport perimeter, to whose landside outside vendors can deliver goods. Those goods would be
inspected to TSA standards within the facility, then delivered fieldside by pemrmanent party
personnel.

Other considerations:

mmunity light rail (e.g., BART
Even today, no Federal standards exist for separation of community light rail stations from
terminal buildings or aircraft parking areas. The threat is that an explosive device contained in

baggage can be detonated upon the train’s arrival. Airports should consider establishing blast
walls or sufficient stand-off distances to preclude damage to terminals or aircraft.

Gasoline tankers, Rental Auto Center (RAC) fuel supplies

Under no circumstances should gasoline tankers be permitted to approach termminal buildings.
RAC fueling areas should be stringently protected against unauthorized access.



August 2002

AIRPORT SECURITY REQUIREMENTS IN THE WAKE OF THE 9/11 INCIDENTS

As soon as air travel was again permitted, the FAA established several critical new
requirements under Security Directives and Emergency Amendments to airport security
programs, including: .

* Prohibition of well-wishers past passenger screening

¢ Unattended, uninspected vehicles prohibited with 300 feet of terminal facades
e Re-validation of all airport ID media authorizing fieldside access

* Increased law enforcement and civilian patrols

¢ Posting of armed officers at passenger screening checkpoints (supplemented by
National Guard for six months)

Congress responded to the terrorist attacks of 9/11 by creating the Aviation and
Transportation Security Act (ATSA), which was signed by President Bush on November
19, 2001. This extremely ambitious piece of legislation mandated a number of actions,
some with deadlines, some without. These mandate deadlines are described in ATSA
as “xx days after enactment”. Calendar dates are provided for selected mandates which

fotlow:

Required actions with specific deadlines:

e Jan. 18,2002 Positive Passenger Bag Match (first leg only) mandated.

e Feb. 17,2002 Transportation Security Administration (TSA) is established (Sec.
101). TSA takes over control of passenger and baggage screening, and takes over

airlines’ contracts with passenger screening companies Sec. 110). TSA assumes
ownership of all screening equipment.

e Jan. 19,2002 Some form of checked baggage screening OR Positive Passenger-
Bag Match required (Sec. 110).

e Nov. 19,2002 All screening personnel must be TSA employees or companies
under contract to TSA (Sec 110).

e Dec. 31,2002 Alloriginating checked baggage will be subjected to examination by
“‘explosives detection systems” (EDS) (Sec. 110).

e Apr.9,2003 Permanent reinforcement of cockpit bulkheads.



Required actions with no specific deadlines —-“As soon as practicable”:

e Screening of personnel, vehicles, and goods entering a “secure area of an airport.
Screening is to “...assure at least the same level of protection as will resuit from
screening of passengers and their baggage” (Sec 106).

e Vendors have direct access to the airfield shall develop security programs (Sec.
106).

e Airports must establish security awareness programs (Sec. 106)

+ Cargo: “A system must be in operation to screen, inspect or otherwise ensure the
" security of all cargo that is to be transported in alli-cargo aircratft....” (Sec. 110).

e Federal Security Directors appointed (Sec. 103).

Effects on airports:

Parking restrictions reduce revenue

Financial loss to concessions, both pre-screening and post-screening
Drain on law enforcement resources

Increased contract security coverage

Increased space needed for passenger screening operations and queuing

Increased support space needed for TSA screeners (33,000 + 21,600 future checked
baggage screeners), law enforcement officers, and FSDs

Lobby space will dramatically impacted by checked baggage screening's interim
solutions

Bag rooms and other “back of the house” areas will be modified to accept in-line
checked baggage inspection equipment

Airports will absorb O&M costs for baggage belt systems and the utilities to operate
them
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Opinion: Get used to it: Airports are vuinerable
By BRIAN MICHAEL JENKINS
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AS WE CONTEMPLATE new measures to expand airport security, we need tokeep in mind
some unfortunate realities. ’

First reality: It is very hard to protect public places. Doing so is costly and disruptive and creates
new vulnerabilities.

Second reality: It is a mistake to create expectations about invulnerability that cannot be fuffilled.
We could never make all locations invuinerable to attack. A determined killer couid always move

down the road to other public places.

We must make a distinction between security at airports and sécurity for airports. There is
justification to take extraordinary security measures at airports, but the calculations change
when we talk about security for airports.

What we have now is security at airports deployed to keep weapons off airplanes. We do this
because terrorists have focused their attacks on commercial airfliners as national symbols.
Airline sabotage can claim the lives of hundreds of passengers in a single incident. And, as we
saw on Sept. 11, a hijacked plane can be tumed into a missile that can kill thousands in a city

below.

But the airport terminal itself is public space. Outside of the screening points, it is no safer nor
more dangerous than most other public spaces.

Where do we draw the line? The government has publicized possible terrorist threats to national
monuments, nuclear reactors, surface transportation, ports, power plants, bridges, high-rise
buildings, movie studigs, sports arenas, shopping malls, and public celebrations. Can we protect
them all? And would even extreme measures stop attackers from taking innocent lives? A
determined killer will always find a target. Someone determined to kill Jews will find it no more
difficult than killing Catholics, Muslims, Buddhists, Hindus, or members of any other religious,
ethnic, or national group.

Does anyone really believe, for example, that if airport security had been tighter, the Egyptian
shooter at Los Angeles International Airport on July 4 would have traded his pistols for a picket
sign and protested peacefully against Israel?

Security at Israel's main airport has been tight ever since May 1972, when three members of the
Japanese Red Army - which had allied itself with the Popular Front for the Liberation of
Palestine - attacked arriving passengers. Even Israeli officials concede the difficulties of
preventing random attacks.

Because Israel's Ben Gurion Airport is surrounded by rings of security, suicide attackers instead
target bus stops, shopping malls, hotetl lobbies, and pizza parlors. The horror of these murders

is not lessened by their distance from the airport.

Better security for airports is no small undertaking. The deployment of even a few additional
armed uniformed and undercover officers at every terminal in every airport easily would involve



thousands of new security personnel. Shifting the screening checkpoints to the front of the
terminal would simply create long lines of passengers on the sidewalks outside — a new
vuinerability and a tempting target for killers.

The question is not whether we can increase security for any category of public real estate. If

we are willing to make the necessary investment and accept the added inconvenience, we can
make it more difficult to carry out an act of violence inside wherever we establish the perimeter.
The question is: How can we best allocate limited resources to reduce dangers to public safety

overall?

All this doesn't mean we should do nothing more at our aiports. We can on a random basis
deploy additional police without pretending to provide full coverage. We can deploy additional
surveillance cameras. And we can increase the efficiency of the check-in and screening process
to move passengers into the secure zone more quickly.

Existing proposals to remodel airports or disperse check-in facilities to satellite terminals will
provide valuable opportunities to explore new security protocols, but these are long-term
improvements. With hard work, good luck, and clever strategies we may be abie to come close
to abolishing murder in the skies. But no society in history has been able to abolish murder here
on Earth, and none ever will. Unfortunately, there is no security device that can X-ray people's
souls to identify the killers among us.



