June 27, 2004:  Follow-Up Check on Aviation Security Issue (issue 136)
There were a number of different components to this issue, including government provision of war risk insurance for airlines (and limits on the cost of the insurance), arming pilots with guns, and general issues about providing compensation for airlines for costs associated with enhanced (post-9/11) airline security.  Importantly, all of these items were matters that were not addressed (or not addressed sufficiently) in the first bit of post-9/11 legislation.  The first airline security measures were passed in November 2001.  The items of concern here were taken up in 2002.
Of course, none of these issues were dealt with during the previous session of Congress since they were all a consequence of 9/11.
Two items – war risk insurance and pilots carrying guns -- were folded into the Homeland Security Act of 2002 that was passed in November 2002.  On the insurance issue, the government basically agreed to let the FAA provide this insurance and they capped the amount that could be charged to the airlines.  On the pilot matter, a program was begun to arm airline pilots.  The remaining items (which the airlines called “reimbursables”) were dealt within the 2002 Supplemental Appropriations Act for Further Recovery from and Response to Terrorist Attacks on the U.S.  In this Act, airports were to be compensated for expenses due to enhanced security measures (e.g., new forms of screening) and there also seemed to be general funds available for airlines but this was less clear.  Specific language that outlined dollars for securing cockpit doors, etc. was removed from the final version that passed.  I don’t know what happened with the provision about whether the airlines could carry mail again – I couldn’t locate that information (same was true for the 108th).
In the following (108th) Congress, dollars were made available from reimbursables in the Emergency Wartime Supplemental Appropriations Act of 2003 (P.L. 108-11) that was passed in April 2003.  Based on the description of this funding, it appears that it was not made available in the supplementals that were passed in the 107th Congress.  Also in the 108th Congress (as part of Homeland Security Administration Technical Corrections), the availability of war risk insurance and the limits on cost were extended through 2006.  This legislation also required GAO to submit semi-annual reports to Congress about how (and how well) the airlines are using the financial assistance they have received.  As far as I can tell, no changes were made to the programs allowing pilots to carry handguns.  In contrast to the information given in the interview with ATA, they have opposed and continue to oppose the provisions allowing pilots to carry handguns.  During the first week of June, 2004, the ATA issued a press release that again raises concerns about the security costs borne by airlines:  “Airline labor groups joined the Air Transport Association (ATA) this week in opposing a $435 million security tax increase on airlines. The federal government and some in Congress are proposing a back-door legislative change to the Aviation and Transportation Security Act (ATSA) that would more than double the amount paid by the airlines under the Aviation Security Infrastructure Fee (ASIF).”  Moreover, the airlines have begun to use the phrase “unfunded mandates” to refer to the changes they are being asked to make to enhance security.  They also repeat a line that some in government used (Bush, I believe said this in the state of the union address in 2002) equating airline security with national security.   
There are three substantive perspectives on this issue and a neutral (of sorts) decision maker:

(1) Proponents of giving the airlines compensation for enhanced security efforts, access to carrying the mail, access to war risk insurance at capped prices, and more time to implement security deadlines who are opposed to allowing pilots to carry guns on planes and to required self-defense training for flight attendants.

(2) Proponents of giving the airlines compensation for enhanced security efforts, access to carrying the mail, access to war risk insurance at capped prices, and more time to implement security deadlines who support allowing pilots to carry guns on planes and to requiring self-defense training for flight attendants.

(3) No position on giving the airlines compensation for enhanced security efforts, access to carrying the mail, access to war risk insurance at capped prices, and more time to implement security deadlines but supportive of allowing pilots to carry guns on planes and to requiring self-defense training for flight attendants.

(9) Neutral/no position – This is for the Transportation Security Administration (TSA).  I think they have preferences but I don’t know what they are and this is the way we’ve been coding these administrative entities that have some decision making power on the issue but may not be advocating a particular position.

