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What We Looked At 
The Coronavirus Aid, Relief, and Economic Security (CARES) Act provided the Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA) with $10 billion in funding, including about $525 million for airport development 
expenses. FAA distributed these funds through its Airport Improvement Program (AIP), which requires 
grant recipients to comply with various Federal procurement requirements, including Buy American 
Preferences. Previous Office of Inspector General (OIG) audits identified weaknesses in FAA’s 
processes for awarding and administering AIP grants and its oversight of CARES Act funds. Given the 
size of the funding allocation, its expeditious distribution, and related findings in prior reports, we 
initiated this audit. Our objectives were to evaluate FAA’s processes for (1) awarding and 
administering CARES Act-funded airport development grants and (2) overseeing associated recipient 
contracts to ensure compliance with Federal and Agency grant and procurement requirements. 

What We Found 
FAA did not always follow its processes for awarding and administering its CARES Act airport 
development grants. Specifically, FAA did not carefully review development grant applications before 
it distributed CARES Act funds over 20 percent of the time and did not always require sponsors to 
submit annual financial reports on time. Although the Agency strengthened its oversight of CARES 
Act-funded invoices, it did not effectively communicate and adhere to these changes. These oversight 
gaps prevent FAA from assuring that the program operates as intended and in a fiscally responsible 
manner. FAA’s CARES Act-funded airport development contracts also did not meet several key Federal 
requirements. The Agency did not ensure that sponsors met the requirements for completing cost or 
price analyses in more than 55 percent of contracts we reviewed. FAA also did not always ensure that 
Buy American waivers met all requirements prior to approval. Thus, FAA cannot be certain that project 
costs were reasonable or that sponsors complied with Made in America Laws. These issues result in a 
total of $106 million in funds at risk for better use. 

Our Recommendations 
We made eight recommendations to strengthen FAA’s oversight of CARES Act funds for airport 
development projects. FAA concurred with all eight recommendations and provided appropriate 
completion dates. We consider all recommendations resolved but open pending completion of the 
planned actions. 
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U. S. Department of Transportation 
Office of Inspector General 

Memorandum 
Date: 

Subject: 

February 21, 2024 

ACTION: FAA Did Not Fully Follow Its Processes When Awarding and 
Administering CARES Act-Funded Airport Development Grants and Contracts | 
Report No. ZA2024018 

From: Carolyn J. Hicks 
Assistant Inspector General for Acquisition and Procurement Audits 

To: Federal Aviation Administrator 

In March 2020, Congress enacted the Coronavirus Aid, Relief, and Economic 
Security (CARES) Act to address the public health and economic threats posed by 
the COVID-19 pandemic.1 Of the $2.2 trillion appropriated by the CARES Act, the 
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) received $10 billion in emergency funding 
for U.S. airports to prevent, prepare for, and respond to the COVID-19 pandemic. 
CARES Act funds were used to cover operational expenses and airport 
development. Of the $10 billion, approximately $525 million was obligated for 
airport infrastructure and construction projects for the airfield, apron, terminal, 
parking, or access roads through 109 development addenda, which we refer to as 
development grants for simplicity. Such grants were the focus of this report.2 

To distribute the funds, FAA primarily used the tools and structure of its existing 
Airport Improvement Program (AIP),3 which the Agency had employed in prior 
disaster recovery efforts. Previous Office of Inspector General (OIG) audits have 
identified several weaknesses in FAA’s processes for awarding and administering 

1 Public Law Number 116-136 (2020). 
2 As of August 31, 2023, of the $10 billion, FAA obligated 2,126 grants to 3,214 airports totaling approximately 
$9.03 billion.  
3 FAA’s Airport Improvement Program (AIP) provides grants to public agencies—and, in some cases, to private owners 
and entities—for the planning and development of public-use airports that are included in the National Plan of 
Integrated Airport Systems. 
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AIP grants4 and in the Agency’s oversight of CARES Act funds for airport 
operation and maintenance.5 

Given the size of the funding allocation, its expeditious distribution, and related 
findings in prior reports, we initiated this audit of FAA’s oversight of the CARES 
Act-funded airport development grants and associated contracts. Our audit 
objectives were to evaluate FAA’s adherence to processes for (1) awarding and 
administering CARES Act-funded airport development grants and (2) overseeing 
associated recipient contracts to ensure compliance with Federal and Agency 
grant and procurement requirements. 

We conducted this audit in accordance with generally accepted Government 
auditing standards. Exhibit A details our scope and methodology. Exhibit B lists 
the organizations we visited or contacted, and exhibit C lists the acronyms used 
in this report. 

We appreciate the courtesies and cooperation of Department of Transportation 
(DOT) representatives during this audit. If you have any questions concerning this 
report, please contact me or Darren Murphy, Program Director. 

cc: The Secretary 
DOT Audit Liaison, M-1  
FAA Audit Liaison, AAE-001 

4 FAA’s Process for Awarding ARRA Airport Improvement Program Grants (OIG Report No. AA2009003), August 6, 2009, 
and ARRA Lessons Learned: Opportunities Exist for FAA To Further Improve Its Oversight of Airport Grant Payments (OIG 
Report No. AV2013071), April 18, 2013. OIG reports are available on our website: https://www.oig.dot.gov. 
5 FAA Quickly Awarded CARES Act Funds but Can Enhance Its Oversight Approach To Promote Effective Stewardship 
(OIG Report No. AV2022032), July 18, 2022, and Memorandum to the Secretary: Challenges Facing DOT in 
Implementing the Infrastructure, Investment, and Jobs Act (OIG Correspondence No. CC2023001), October 5, 2022.  

https://www.oig.dot.gov/
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Results in Brief 
FAA did not always follow its processes for awarding and 
administering its CARES Act airport development grants.  

For instance, the Agency made awards without complete or accurate 
development grant applications, did not require sponsors to submit financial 
reports on time, and did not follow the rules for reviewing grant invoices and 
reimbursements. More specifically:  

• Grant applications: FAA did not carefully review development grant
applications before it distributed CARES Act funds over 20 percent of the
time. Our review of the 19 development grants we sampled found that
FAA awarded more than $22.9 million from 4 grants without complete
applications. As a result, FAA could not be certain the development grants
were eligible under the CARES Act. Incomplete applications also hinder
the ability to conduct adequate oversight and ensure the funds were used
for the intended purpose. Additionally, FAA awarded an airport
development grant valued at nearly $8.5 million in CARES Act funding
using an AIP grant agreement rather than a CARES Act agreement, which
has different clauses and limitations, such as the period of performance.
Moreover, invoices supporting AIP grant reimbursements are not subject
to the same increased oversight that FAA gives to CARES Act invoices.
Subsequently, the audit team notified FAA, and Agency officials reissued
the development grant with the appropriate CARES Act language and
requirements. If FAA had not resolved this issue, the grantee might have
believed it had 14 more months to draw down CARES Act development
grant funds compared with AIP timeframes, which may have resulted in
ineligible payments or FAA having to reject reimbursement requests
beyond the correct period of performance.

• Financial reports: Our review also found that FAA did not always require
sponsors to submit annual financial reports on time and to the
appropriate FAA office. Specifically, of the financial reports we reviewed,
the majority were missing, late, or signed on or after March 22, 2022, the
date we requested the documentation from FAA. Further, FAA’s guidance
did not clearly state which FAA office or airport division is responsible for
collecting the required annual reports on CARES Act development grants.
Due to unclear guidance on who was responsible, there was an absence
of required financial document oversight, which limited FAA’s ability to
comprehensively manage its CARES Act funds.



4 

• Invoice and reimbursement reviews: Given the broad eligibility, large
amount, and quick award of CARES Act funds, FAA enhanced its oversight
of the CARES Act program compared to AIP. For example, FAA requires a
manual review of all airport sponsor submissions for reimbursements, as
well as a two-tiered review process for CARES Act development grants.
While FAA Headquarters officials stated they communicated these
changes to their field staff, the Agency did not issue timely official
guidance on conducting invoice reviews, which created gaps in its
oversight of CARES Act-funded reimbursements. For example, we found
35 invoices totaling $18.7 million that did not receive the required manual
invoice reviews. According to FAA, it has taken steps to improve its
oversight, although we found several remaining issues during the course
of our audit.

These gaps in its oversight prevent the Agency from having reasonable assurance 
that the program is operating as intended and in a fiscally responsible manner. 

FAA’s CARES Act-funded airport development contracts did 
not meet several key requirements.  

The Agency did not ensure that sponsors met the requirements for completing 
cost or price analyses in 27 of the 49 contracts (more than 55 percent) we 
reviewed, impacting nearly $97 million of the total contract value of $193 million. 
Specifically, field offices did not always comply with Federal and FAA 
requirements for including sponsors’ required written statements, independent 
fee estimates (IFE), or engineer’s estimates in sponsor cost or price analyses—
primarily because the field offices did not enforce requirements that sponsors 
submit them. Without adhering to these requirements, FAA cannot be certain 
that the project costs were reasonable. Additionally, field offices approved Buy 
American Preferences (BAP) waivers submitted by sponsors without ensuring 
requirements were met. We found 9 of the 11 BAP Type III6 waivers in our 
19 grant sample lacked the documentation required by FAA policy. For example, 
a construction contract valued at $14.6 million included a request for a Type III 
waiver but lacked a completed Buy American Product Final Assembly 
Questionnaire—a key tool for helping FAA decide whether to grant the waiver. 
Without the information a completed questionnaire provides, the Agency cannot 
be certain that the waived products in question comply with Federal regulations. 
We also found that FAA approved these same nine Type III waivers after the 
sponsors awarded the contracts and without explanations for their late 
submissions, although sponsors are required to submit potential contractors’ 
waiver requests before execution.  

6 Under 49 U.S. Code (U.S.C.) § 50101, a Type III waiver is allowed when FAA determines that 60 percent or more of 
the components and subcomponents involved are of U.S. origin and the final assembly is in the United States. 

ZA2024018 
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These types of lapses mean that FAA field offices are not ensuring that sponsors’ 
contractual work meets the intent of the Made in America Laws. 

We are making recommendations to improve FAA’s oversight of CARES Act funds 
awarded for airport development projects.  

Background 
In response to the COVID-19 public health emergency, FAA quickly established 
and implemented its CARES Act grant program, which provided funding for 
airport operations, maintenance, and development expenses. In doing so, the 
Agency obligated 94 percent of all CARES Act funds to the airports within a year 
of the act’s passage. CARES Act funds were awarded for airports’ operational and 
maintenance (O&M) needs and airport development projects.7  

The CARES Act outlined formula-based funding allocations and stipulations for 
the grant awards to airports based on several factors, including size, number of 
enplanements, and debt service. Airport sponsors could apply for Federal 
assistance to receive CARES Act funding to support continuing operations, such 
as payroll, utilities, and airport debt payments. Airport sponsors with funds 
remaining from their O&M grants could apply to their local FAA field office8 for a 
CARES Act development grant to finance new infrastructure and development 
projects such as constructing a terminal building or rehabilitating a taxiway. 
While AIP funds are restricted to capital airport projects, CARES Act funds can be 
used for any purpose for which airport revenues may lawfully be used.9 Beyond 
eligibility requirements, other differences between AIP- and CARES Act-funded 
development projects include financial reporting requirements and the 
processing of reimbursement requests. 

Airport development projects—either funded via the CARES Act or AIP—are 
administered by FAA Headquarters officials in the Office of Airports Planning and 
Programming (APP) and local field offices. Field offices monitor and coordinate 
with the airports in their jurisdictions, helping them apply for Federal funding, 

7 FAA can amend downward a sponsor’s original CARES Act O&M grant agreement by executing a development 
addendum to reallocate emergency funding for airport infrastructure projects. A development addendum—which we 
refer to as a development grant—is issued as a new grant; however, its period of performance ends 4 years after the 
date of the original CARES Act O&M grant. 
8 Throughout our report, we refer to FAA’s Regional Offices (RO) and Airports District Offices (ADO) together as field 
offices. FAA’s Regional Airports Division is divided into nine ROs, six of which have three to four ADOs embedded in 
their structure, while three ROs do not have any ADOs. Our report refers to all these offices as field offices for 
simplicity unless information applies specifically to the RO or ADO.  
9 For example, costs associated with improving an existing fueling facility at a non-primary airport are not eligible 
under AIP but are allowed under the CARES Act. 
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fulfill development grant obligations, and support sponsors’ procurement of 
contracting and consulting services in accordance with departmental and 
legislative regulations. Airport sponsors, in turn, manage the contractors and 
consultants that execute development projects. See table 1 for a summary of the 
roles of the various offices and key stakeholders responsible for overseeing and 
administering CARES Act-funded airport development grants and contracts. 

Table 1. Roles of Stakeholders Responsible for Oversight and 
Administration of CARES Act Development Grants and Contracts 

Office Roles and Responsibilities 

FAA Headquarters (APP) 

• Develop and issue guidance for field office staff and
airport sponsors to implement the CARES Act Airport
Development Grant program.

• Approve the award of the development grant.
• Serve as the second level of review and approval for

payment requests.

FAA Field Offices 

Regional Offices 

(RO) 

• Oversee the award and administration of CARES Act
airport development grants.

• Oversee ADOs.

Airports District 
Offices  

(ADO) 

• Oversee and provide administrative guidance to
airport sponsors throughout the lifecycle of grants.

• Administer development grants, perform project
oversight, and serve as the first level of review and
approval for payment requests.

Airport Sponsors 

• Recipients of CARES Act airport development grants.
• Plan, organize, and execute development projects

for the airport through contracting with consultants
and construction companies.

• Comply with grant assurances and Federal
contracting requirements.

Contractors and Consultants 

• Private companies contracted by airport sponsors to
perform professional consulting services or
construction work included in the CARES Act airport
development grant.

Source: OIG analysis 

FAA’s Headquarters and field offices, as well as the airport sponsors, use Federal 
and Agency guidance to govern the award, administration, and oversight of 
airport development grants. FAA CARES Act development grants must comply 
with the Uniform Guidance at Title 2, Code of Federal Regulations (C.F.R.), Part 
200—which establishes Federal requirements, such as financial reporting, 
competition in procurement, and the period of performance. Title 49, Subtitle 
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VII, of the U.S. Code (U.S.C.) also contains responsibilities and requirements 
applicable to aviation programs, including domestic content requirements for 
projects funded by development grants. To implement these requirements, FAA 
largely relies on its established AIP framework and the policies in the AIP 
Handbook to oversee CARES Act-funded development projects—with a few 
exceptions. For example, FAA implemented an alternative review process in place 
of its AIP risk-based approach for monitoring and reimbursing airport sponsors 
based on the unique needs of the CARES Act. FAA also established CARES 
Act-specific grant guidance—including its CARES Act Frequently Asked Questions 
(FAQ)10 and CARES Act Reference Guide.11 FAA’s APP published this guidance in 
202012 and has updated it several times to formalize the results of ongoing 
discussions with field office staff about oversight procedures for CARES 
Act-funded development projects (see figure 1). 

10 The FAA CARES Act FAQs provide FAA officials and airport sponsors with CARES Act grant-specific guidance, 
covering items such as development grant applications, environmental reviews, and invoicing procedures. 
11 Field offices use the Reference Guide to aid their administration of CARES Act-funded airport development projects. 
12 The FAA CARES Act FAQs were published in April 2020 and updated in May 2020, December 2020, and March 2023. 
The CARES Act Reference Guide was initially published on May 19, 2020, and subsequently updated in January 2021 
and July 2022. Reference Guides were intended for internal FAA use only. 
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Figure 1. Timeline of FAA’s Administration of the CARES Act 
Program and Issuance of Airport Development Grants  

Source: OIG analysis 

Given the unique circumstances associated with CARES Act funds, FAA 
established additional safeguards to ensure that sponsors’ reimbursement 
requests for expenses associated with CARES Act-funded airport development 
projects followed Federal and departmental guidelines. Specifically, for 
development grant payment requests, the Agency enhanced its invoice review 
process by requiring that all reimbursement requests receive a manual review. 
FAA later strengthened its oversight of development grant payments by adding a 
mandatory second step to its manual review process. The CARES Act-funded 
development grant invoice review process is as follows: 

March 27, 2020
•CARES Act is signed into law.

May 19, 2020
•FAA publishes the CARES Act 

Reference Guide for field 
offices. 

April 14, 2020
•DOT Secretary Chao 

announces the CARES Act 
includes $10 billion for eligible 
U.S. airports affected by the 
COVID-19 pandemic.

April 13, 2020
•FAA issues initial CARES Act 

FAQs for sponsors—stating 
it will manually review 
invoices.

May 29, 2020
•FAA updates the CARES Act 

FAQs. 

September 23, 2020
•FAA provides staff guidance 

and training on CARES Act
grant invoice reviews. 

December 3, 2020
•FAA updates the CARES Act 

FAQs.

December 31, 2021
• FAA has issued 41 airport 

development grants,
totaling $163 million.

February 23, 2022
•FAA institutes a mandatory

second-level of review of 
invoices by Headquarters.

July 13, 2022
•FAA issues the updated

CARES Act Reference Guide.

March 27, 2023
•FAA updates the CARES Act 

FAQs.

August 31, 2023
•FAA has issued 109 

development grants valued 
at $525 million.
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• First-Tier Field Office Review: FAA field personnel must manually review
each invoice to request reimbursement13 in FAA’s accounting system,
Delphi.14 This first step of this process applies to all CARES Act
development funds.

• Second-Tier Headquarters Review: Following the first-tier manual
review by FAA field office personnel, staff in FAA’s APP must manually
review sponsors’ requests for reimbursement. This second step took effect
on February 23, 2022, and applies to all CARES Act development funds.

FAA Did Not Always Follow Its Processes for 
Awarding and Administering Its CARES Act Airport 
Development Grants  

For instance, the Agency made awards without complete or accurate grant 
applications, did not require airport sponsors to submit financial reports on time, 
and did not follow the rules for monitoring and reviewing grant invoices and 
reimbursements.  

FAA Did Not Fully Meet Requirements for 
Awarding CARES Act Airport 
Development Grants 

According to FAA’s CARES Act Development Reference Guide, airport sponsors 
seeking to use CARES Act funding for airport development projects must submit 
an application package to FAA, including the sponsor’s description of the 
proposed project, cost estimate, and a timeline for project completion.15 Prior to 
issuing the grant, FAA is responsible for reviewing the application which must 

13 According to the CARES Act FAQs (as of December 2020), airport sponsors may submit only an invoice summary 
with their payment request instead of the more detailed invoices from contractors. Each invoice summary should 
include key information such as the CARES Act grant number, dates and services rendered, and a short summary of 
the expenses billed. Invoice summaries can include multiple contractor invoices. Throughout our report, we refer to 
the required invoice summaries as “invoices” and the additional detailed back-up invoices from the contractor as 
“contractor invoices.” 
14 Delphi is the e-Invoicing system DOT uses for payment requests and reimbursements.  
15 In addition to FAA’s CARES Act Development Reference Guide, the AIP Handbook describes the common key steps 
in the pre-grant process, including the grant recipient’s submission of an Application for Federal Assistance, a 
completed engineer’s report, bid tabulations, grant offer, and award of contract. 
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include a request to move funds from the general CARES Act grant to the 
development grants.16 Further, according to the AIP Handbook, the grant 
package must include the Application for Federal Assistance (SF-424), 
Development Projects (FAA Form-5100-100), and Planning Projects (FAA 
Form-5100-101). In addition, the package must contain all project documentation 
necessary for the field office to make a cost reasonableness determination,17 
including total multiyear funding levels, grant assurances, sponsor certifications, 
and special conditions. Such information is important for the FAA officials 
responsible for assessing the application package to determine whether the 
proposed project cost represents an eligible, justifiable, and reasonable amount 
and to ensure the proper type of grant and funding—CARES Act or AIP—is 
awarded. According to the AIP Handbook, field offices are encouraged to use 
checklists to review statutory and mandatory items before approving the 
sponsor’s grant application.18  

Our review found that FAA was not always diligent in its review and approval of 
application materials before distributing CARES Act funds for airport 
development grants. FAA awarded some development grants even though 
applications were incomplete or missing required supporting documentation (see 
exhibit E for details on the 19 sampled development grants with issues). For 
example:  

• FAA approved an airport development grant valued at $6.7 million
despite the airport sponsor not submitting any required documentation,
including the application package.19 FAA field office officials
acknowledged that they received the sponsor’s application (i.e., SF-424)
18 months after the award, and we identified the missing documentation.
They further acknowledged they did not review the application prior to
the development grant award.

• According to Federal regulations,20 new funding must not be used for a
project cost already covered in another grant. However, FAA approved a

16 CARES Act FAQs, December 3, 2020.  
17 According to the AIP Handbook, FAA must prepare a cost reasonableness determination to fund a project or make 
payment on a grant in compliance with 49 U.S.C. § 47110(b)(3). The project documentation needed to support a cost 
reasonableness determination includes, but is not limited to, actual bid or negotiated agreement amounts. In 
addition, the field office may request a detailed project narrative with cost breakdowns and justifications.  
18 According to the AIP Handbook, the field offices must review grant application items included on a checklist, such 
as the FAA’s Project Evaluation Report and Development Analysis (PERADA), to ensure that they consider important 
grant requirements prior to award.  
19 The development grant was awarded based on correspondence between the airport sponsor’s consultant and the 
Texas ADO. 
20 49 U.S.C. § 47110(b)(4) states costs must not be incurred in an airport project for which other Federal assistance has 
been granted. 
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different development grant also valued at $6.7 million based on an 
application that incorrectly applied cost analysis information and bid tabs 
that had been used to justify previously awarded grants.21 As a result, the 
application package did not correctly support the request for additional 
CARES Act funds.   

Overall, 4 of 19 development grants, more than 20 percent of our sample— 
totaling nearly $22.9 million—were awarded without complete applications. 
Without the required application forms and supporting documents describing 
the project and estimated costs, FAA cannot be certain the grants were eligible 
for CARES Act funding. The Agency also could not conduct adequate oversight of 
the grant recipients to ensure the funds were used for the intended purpose. 
These awards raise questions about FAA’s diligence in reviewing the grant 
application to ensure costs were reasonable, unique to the development work 
proposed, and not previously funded.  

In another example, FAA awarded an airport development grant valued at nearly 
$8.5 million in CARES Act funding using an AIP grant agreement instead of its 
CARES Act agreement. The standard AIP grant agreement includes different 
clauses and limitations than the CARES Act requirements. For instance, AIP grants 
have a 4-year performance period that starts when the grant is accepted and 
signed by the grantee. CARES Act airport development grants have shorter 
periods of performance, which begin with the award of the original O&M grant, 
not the issuance of the development grant.22 Issuing the development grant 
under the AIP gave the grantee an additional 14 months to use the funds. 
Moreover, invoices for AIP-funded grants receive automatic payment upon 
submission to DOT’s Delphi e-Invoicing system. However, to reduce the risk of 
ineligible reimbursements, FAA Agency officials required a two-tier manual 
review before payment of CARES Act invoices, which we discuss later in this 
report. The associated invoices for the development grant reimbursements were 
not subjected to the increased oversight provided by the two-tier review process. 

After the audit team notified FAA of this error, Agency officials reissued the 
development grant, replacing the AIP information with the appropriate CARES 
Act language and requirements. If FAA had not taken corrective action, the 
grantee might have believed it had more time to execute the project and draw 
down grant funds, which may have resulted in ineligible payments or FAA having 
to reject reimbursement requests beyond the correct period of performance. 

21 2 Code of Federal Regulations (C.F.R.) § 200.302, Financial Management, states all Federal awards received and 
expended must include a Federal award identification number (FAIN). According to the AIP Handbook, all 
supplemental agreements must have a statement signed by the sponsor that a cost analysis was performed, and FAA 
must review the project costs in order to make a cost reasonableness determination.  
22 FAA frequently issued the development grants a year or more after the initial O&M grant.  
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FAA’s diligence in following its established processes when issuing airport 
development grants is critical to the success of the Agency’s CARES Act grant 
program. This will help ensure that FAA’s grant recipients understand their 
responsibilities for safeguarding Federal funds awarded under the CARES Act. 
However, due to field offices’ inconsistent implementation of oversight practices 
and lack of due diligence when approving development grants, we identified 
$27 million in questioned costs.23  

FAA Did Not Always Follow Requirements 
for Administering CARES Act-Funded 
Airport Development Grants  

As noted above, FAA continued to apply some of its AIP financial policies to the 
new CARES Act program, including requiring annual financial reports and using 
the Delphi e-Invoicing system to track, review, and approve reimbursement 
requests.24 FAA enhanced these policies by requiring all reimbursement requests 
in Delphi to be manually reviewed at the field office level. The Agency later added 
a second level of review by Headquarters staff to determine reimbursements’ 
eligibility before releasing payments. Our review found that FAA did not 
consistently follow requirements for (1) ensuring sponsors submit annual financial 
reports on time and to the appropriate FAA office and (2) following the Agency’s 
manual, two-tier process for reviewing CARES act payment requests. 

Annual Financial Reports 

According to Federal regulations and FAA’s FAQs, each year all airport sponsors 
with an open CARES Act development grant must submit a Federal Financial 
Report and an Outlay Report and Request for Reimbursement for Construction 
Programs.25 The Federal Financial Report summarizes annual grant transactions 
and unobligated balances and is a part of FAA’s process for overseeing grant 
activities. The Annual Outlay Report summarizes the status of Federal funds for 
construction projects and is another FAA reporting tool and internal control for 
monitoring grant activity, including the CARES Act grant portfolio. 

23 Overall, we identified $31.4 million in questioned costs based on $22.9 million in missing or incomplete supporting 
documentation and $8.5 million in inaccurate grant awards. Later in this report, we identify invoice issues from some 
of the same grants, therefore, we adjusted the $31.4 million to $27 million to avoid double counting of our financial 
findings. 
24 CARES Act FAQs, Question Q-I1, December 3, 2020. 
25 CARES Act FAQs Question Q-GA16 states, “In accordance with 2 C.F.R. § 200.328, an airport sponsor must submit an 
annual SF-425, Federal Financial Report, for each open CARES Act-funded airport grant or development addendum. 
This report is due by December 31 of each year. Airport sponsors with an active development grant must also submit 
an SF-271, Outlay Report and Request for Reimbursement for Construction Program, by December 31 of each year.”  
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Our review found that FAA’s practices were ineffective in ensuring airport 
sponsors complied with these financial reporting requirements. Specifically, 15 of 
19 airport sponsors in our sample were not timely or did not submit 1 or both 
financial reports required for airport development grants. The late financial 
reports were submitted 1 to 10 months after the annual deadline. Moreover, field 
office officials explained that some reports initially submitted on time by the 
sponsor had to be resubmitted because they contained errors. Of the Federal 
Financial and Annual Outlay Reports we reviewed, the majority were missing, late, 
or signed on or after March 22, 2022, the date we requested the documentation 
from FAA (see table 2).  

Table 2. Missing and Late Annual Financial Reports 

Financial 
Report 

Reports 
Reviewed 

Number of 
Reports 

Submitted 
Timely 

Number of 
Missing 
Reports 

Number of 
Late Reportsa 

Value of 
Development 

Grants Impacted 
by Missing and 

Late Reports 

Federal 
Financial 
Report 

(SF-425) 

19 8 0 11 $87.3 million 

Annual Outlay 
Report 

(SF-271) 
18 6 5 7 $80.5 million 

a Seven of the 11 late SF-425 reports and 5 of the 7 SF-271 reports were completed or submitted 
after OIG requested them as part of our review.  

Source: OIG analysis of FAA data 

According to Federal requirements,26 FAA needs timely, reliable, and accurate 
information from airport sponsors to provide assurance that the CARES Act grant 
program is operating as intended and that projects are administered in a fiscally 
responsible manner. However, some FAA field office officials explained that 
obtaining these reports in a timely manner is challenging, at times requiring 
multiple reminders being sent to sponsors. FAA Headquarters officials 
acknowledge that the forms aren’t submitted timely and provide only limited 
details about grant activity based on a point in time. Officials pointed out that 
FAA utilizes the System of Airport Reporting (SOAR)27 and Delphi to supplement 

26 According to 2 C.F.R. § 302(b)(2), disclosure of the financial results of each Federal award or program must be 
accurate, current, complete, and in accordance with the reporting requirements set forth in 2 C.F.R. § 200.328 and 
200.329. 
27 System of Airport Reporting (SOAR) is FAA’s system for grants management, funds control, and grant 
closeout. 
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its monitoring of CARES Act-funded grants. While FAA uses SOAR and Delphi and 
does not rely solely on the information in the Federal Financial and Annual Outlay 
Reports to oversee development grant activity, the timely collection of these 
financial forms is a Federal requirement.  

FAA’s guidance also did not clearly state which office or division is responsible for 
collecting the required annual reports on CARES Act development grants. For 
instance, field office officials provided various answers when asked where the 
reports should be submitted and maintained. Some pointed to the CARES Act 
grant program office at FAA Headquarters, while others said it was the field 
office’s responsibility. When we sought clarification from FAA Headquarters 
officials, they agreed that the policy was unclear. Consequently, in March 
2023, FAA revised its FAQs to require that sponsors submit Federal Financial 
Reports to Headquarters and Outlay Reports to the field offices.28  

Previous OIG audits found that FAA did not conduct diligent oversight of 
required annual financial reports,29 and this issue persists. We found FAA’s 
financial forms are sometimes missing, late, or incomplete for CARES Act grants. 
Timely reviews of airport sponsors’ financial reports, especially for development 
grants with truncated periods of performance, could reduce the risks of improper 
payments or fraud. In all, 15 of 19 airport sponsors in our sample were missing or 
were late in submitting at least one of the required annual financial reports to 
FAA. Reviewing and maintaining annual financial forms are not only Federal 
requirements but also important for overseeing and tracking grant progress. 
Failing to comply with Federal financial document requirements limits FAA’s 
ability to comprehensively manage its CARES Act funds.     

Invoice and Reimbursement Request Review Process 

Acknowledging the increased risks due to the uniqueness of the CARES Act 
program, FAA heightened its oversight of these funds. Specifically, the Agency 
required the manual review of all airport sponsor submissions for 
reimbursements.30 This meant that no CARES Act grant would be on an automatic 
payment status in Delphi, which is different from most AIP-funded grants. FAA 
officials stated that they had communicated this change in the CARES Act FAQs 
and reimbursement review training provided to the staff responsible for 
reviewing Delphi payments in September 2020. Headquarters officials 
emphasized that throughout the life of the CARES Act program, they have 
continuously updated processes to enhance oversight of development grant 

28 CARES Act FAQs, Question Q-GA16, March 23, 2023. 
29 FAA Quickly Awarded CARES Act Funds but Can Enhance Its Oversight Approach To Promote Effective Stewardship 
(OIG Report No. AV2022032), July 18, 2022, and Gaps in FAA’s Oversight of the AIP State Block Grant Program 
Contribute to Adherence Issues and Increase Risks (OIG Report No. AV2021017), February 10, 2021.  
30 CARES Act FAQs, Question Q-GA6, April 17, 2020.  
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payments in response to areas needing improvement, as identified by both FAA 
and OIG. For example, starting April 13, 2020, FAA required that all field offices 
manually review CARES Act-related payment requests prior to payment. On 
February 23, 2022, the Agency extended this policy to require a second-level 
manual review by FAA Headquarters. Whereas the manual invoice review 
requirement was incorporated into CARES Act FAQs, the Agency did not update 
its CARES Act Development Reference Guide until July 2022—more than 2 years 
after awarding the first development grant.  

Although FAA took steps to strengthen its invoice review process (see figure 2), 
internal control weaknesses—which led to the inconsistent application and 
ineffective implementation of the process—created gaps in the Agency’s 
oversight of CARES Act-funded reimbursements.   

Figure 2. FAA CARES Act Development Grant Payment Process 

Source: OIG analysis 

As part of our review of FAA’s compliance with its process for overseeing and 
approving sponsor-submitted reimbursement requests, we examined 
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102 invoices totaling $48.5 million in CARES Act-funded payments.31 Based on 
the reimbursement requests associated with those 102 invoices, we found that 
FAA made 32 payments totaling $16.3 million on automatic payment status. 
These 32 automatic payments were paid from 8 development grants and 
involved 2 field offices. Sponsors assigned to an automatic payment status are 
reimbursed upon the submission of their requests in Delphi—without the 
oversight FAA requires for CARES Act funding. When we reviewed the payments 
in Delphi, we found that FAA did not consistently follow its processes for 
manually reviewing reimbursement requests. For example, FAA manually 
reviewed the first 12 reimbursement requests associated with 1 grant. However, 
the next nine payments were automatically approved in Delphi before FAA 
resumed its manual review process.  

In addition to the automatic payments, FAA did not always follow its own 
enhanced two-tier manual review process. For example, we found 22 invoices 
totaling $9 million that did not receive the first- and/or second-tier manual 
reviews.32 Sixteen of the 22 invoices, totaling $6.3 million, did not receive any 
reviews. The remaining six invoices, totaling $2.7 million, did receive an initial 
manual review by field office personnel, but lacked the secondary review by 
Headquarters staff.  

Overall, we identified 35 invoices, resulting in $18.7 million in payments using 
CARES Act funds, that lacked adequate review (i.e., required first- or second-tier 
manual reviews), raising questions about whether these payments were proper 
and reimbursed in accordance with the law (see exhibits F and G). Accordingly, 
we consider this $18.7 million as questioned costs (see table 3).  

31 From the 19 CARES Act-funded airport development grants we reviewed, we identified a universe of 100 requests 
for reimbursement in Delphi totaling $59.7 million, which we statistically sampled to narrow our review to 33 invoice 
payments totaling $22.3 million. As our assessment of CARES Act-funded development grants and associated 
contracts progressed, we identified 69 additional invoice payments amounting to a combined total of 102 invoices 
worth $48.5 million in airport development reimbursements. Therefore, we reviewed a total of 102 invoices 
throughout the audit.  
32 Of the 102 invoices we reviewed, airport sponsors submitted 65 invoices in Delphi after February 23, 2022—the 
official implementation date of FAA’s two-tier review policy. Of these 65 invoices, 22 did not receive the complete 
two-tier review, meaning FAA only completed this procedure on 66 percent of invoice reviews.  
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Table 3. Summary of Issues With Invoice Review Payments 

Type of Issue Description of Invoice Payment Issue 

Number 
Invoices With 

Issues 

Cost of 
Invoices With 

Issues 

Automatic Payment 
Status 

Invoices were automatically paid without receiving 
required one-tier manual review (were processed 
before February 23, 2022). 

13 $9.7 million 

Invoices were automatically paid without receiving 
required two-tier manual review (were processed after 
February 23, 2022). 

16 $6.3 million 

Did Not Follow Two-
Tier Review Process Invoices received only one-tier manual review, 

although two-tier review was required (were processed 
after February 23, 2022). 

6 $2.7 million 

Total 35 $18.7 million 

Source: OIG analysis 

FAA officials told us they were not able to consistently implement its manual 
review process for reimbursement requests due to problems with Delphi. 
Headquarters is responsible for designating the type of review required for each 
reimbursement request submitted to Delphi; however, they identified an issue 
within the system that would inadvertently change the manual review 
designation to automatic. According to FAA, it has taken steps to address this 
issue, yet acknowledges some problems still remain. Specifically, FAA officials 
stated that as early as December 2021, they began conducting quality assurance 
testing on Delphi reports to identify CARES Act-funded payments issued 
automatically, without the manual two-tier review. In addition, FAA began 
drafting new standard operating procedures to verify if invoice payments follow 
the enhanced two-tier manual review; however, the policy is not yet formalized. 
During the course of our audit, we found that FAA continues to identify payments 
that bypassed the expanded review process.  

Additionally, we found two instances—totaling $720,979—in which the field 
offices’ manual review process did not deny payments for contingency costs, 
which are ineligible for reimbursement using CARES Act development funding.33 
In these instances, while field office staff had manually reviewed and approved 
these invoices, FAA Headquarters officials later rejected them during the 

33 According to the AIP Handbook, table 5-6, contingency costs are not allowed because the ADO has the option to 
amend a development grant to reflect final costs.  
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second-level review, halting payment for the ineligible costs. These examples 
support the need for FAA’s enhanced two-tier manual review process.  

The lapses in oversight demonstrate that FAA was not entirely successful in 
communicating and adhering to the changes to its financial oversight 
procedures. Moreover, the lapses show that the Agency may be at risk for 
misusing funds intended for pandemic relief for other purposes. Without 
thorough and documented invoice review practices, the Agency does not have 
reasonable assurance that the program is operating as intended and in a fiscally 
responsible manner. 

FAA’s CARES Act-Funded Airport Development 
Contracts Did Not Meet Several Key Requirements 

Agency field offices did not always comply with Federal and FAA requirements for 
documenting sponsor costs or price analyses in support of procurement actions. 
Officials also approved Buy American Preferences waivers for CARES Act-funded 
development grant-related contracts without confirming that requirements had 
been met.  

FAA Did Not Always Require Written 
Statements or Independent Fee Estimates 
in Sponsor Cost or Price Analyses  

Federal regulations,34 and FAA guidance for procurement actions over the 
$250,000 Simplified Acquisition Threshold (SAT), require non-Federal entities 
receiving Federal funds—in this case, airport sponsors—to perform a cost or price 
analysis. To ensure that its CARES Act development grants comply with Federal 
regulations, FAA uses the sponsors’ analysis to determine if project costs are 
reasonable. Further, FAA’s guidelines outlined in the AIP Handbook specify the 
requirements for determining cost reasonableness by contract type. Based on our 
review, airport sponsors in our sample predominately awarded two types of 
contracts: professional services and construction.  

According to the AIP Handbook, sponsors must provide all the documentation 
necessary for the field office to make a cost reasonableness determination before 

34 2 C.F.R. § 200.324. 
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issuing the grant. Examples of supporting documentation include: (1) an 
Independent Fee Estimate (IFE)35 or engineer’s estimate;36 (2) the sponsor’s 
signed statement confirming that the cost analysis was performed and the cost or 
price is reasonable; (3) the negotiated contract amount for professional services 
or bid tabulations for construction work; (4) the contract, if FAA requests it; and 
(5) any other documents required by the field office.

For the contracts associated with our sample of CARES Act-funded development 
grants, FAA was generally successful in obtaining some of airport sponsors’ 
documentation, such as the engineer’s estimates and bid tabulations. However, 
we found that FAA did not ensure that sponsors met the requirements for 
completing cost or price analyses in 27 of the 49 contracts (more than 
55 percent) we reviewed, impacting nearly $97 million of the total contract value 
of $193 million (see table 4).  

Table 4. Missing Cost and Price Analyses 

Type of 
Analysis 
Required 

Type of Work 
Performed Cost or Price Analysis Requirement 

Number of 
Contracts 
Reviewed 

Number of 
Contracts 

Missing This 
Requirement 

Dollar Value 
of Contracts 
Missing This 
Requirement 

Price 
Analysis Construction 

A written statement signed by the 
sponsor that the cost is reasonable. 
If a price analysis is required, the 
sponsor must include in this 
statement that a price analysis was 
performed. 

24 17 $93.3 million 

Cost 
Analysis 

Negotiated 
Professional 
Services 

A statement signed by the sponsor 
that the cost analysis was performed 
that includes the sponsor’s 
recommendation that FAA accept 
the statement and analysis as 
evidence of cost reasonableness.  

25 10 $3.6 million 

Totals 49 27 $96.9 million 

Source: AIP Handbook and OIG analysis 

In most instances, the files did not include sponsors’ written statements 
confirming that a cost or price analysis had been performed. Some of the field 
offices we reviewed acknowledged they did not require sponsors to submit them. 
For example, officials at two field offices told us that they do not use the signed 

35 An IFE is an independent estimate of the compensation paid to a consultant for professional services rendered. 
36 An engineer’s estimate is used to determine cost reasonableness for construction contracts.  
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statements to determine cost reasonableness; instead, they use bid tabulations, 
as well as engineer’s estimates for construction contracts and IFEs for negotiated 
professional services. When we referred them to the AIP Handbook requirements, 
a field office official stated that the written statement requirement was a “legacy” 
requirement that is now subsumed by the inclusion of other items. However, FAA 
confirmed that the signed statements are still required and should be included in 
grant and contract files. 

In another example, FAA awarded a $10.6 million grant based on contracts 
totaling only $2.2 million and without any sponsor-developed IFEs. Without this 
support, FAA cannot demonstrate that the costs were reasonable to justify the 
additional amount of the grant award. When we asked why, the field office 
official responded that they did not realize IFEs were required for CARES Act 
development grants. Based on this lack of support involving this example, we 
question FAA’s grant award in the amount of the $10.6 million in CARES Act 
funding.    

A fully documented and supported price or cost analysis ensures that the grant 
recipient has agreed to pay a fair and reasonable price for goods and services, 
therefore minimizing the airport’s costs and maximizing the use of Federal grant 
funds. Without the required written assurances that sponsors have conducted 
cost or price analyses, FAA cannot be certain that the project costs are 
reasonable. 

FAA Approved Buy American Preferences 
Waivers Without Ensuring All 
Requirements Were Met 

The Buy American Preferences (BAP)37 require all steel and manufactured goods 
used in FAA-funded airport development projects to be produced in the United 
States. When they accept Federal funding, grant recipients must self-certify that 
all steel and manufactured products used on any portion of the AIP-funded 
project are produced in and are made of 100 percent U.S. materials. These 
requirements also apply to CARES Act development grants and contracts. 

37 As a condition of funding, AIP grant recipients must comply with the FAA domestic content law, Buy American 
Preferences (BAP). 49 U.S.C. Chapter 501. 
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Airport sponsors unable to meet the BAP requirements must submit a request for 
a waiver to their FAA field office.38 FAA has the authority39 to waive BAP if certain 
market or product conditions exist.  

Our sample of 19 grants, including 49 associated contracts, had a total of 11 Buy 
American Type III waivers. FAA may approve these waivers when more than 
60 percent of the components and subcomponents involved are of U.S. origin, 
and the final assembly is in the United States. Airport sponsors are required to 
submit the following documentation with their requests for Type III waivers: (1) a 
completed Buy American Content Percentage Calculation Worksheet, (2) a 
completed Buy American Product Final Assembly Questionnaire, and (3) written 
certification from the manufacturer that any major structural steel used in its 
equipment is of 100 percent U.S. origin.40 Per FAA policy, after the field office 
reviews the Type III waiver request, it must send an approval or disapproval 
notification to the airport sponsor. 

Based on our review of 11 Type III waivers approved by FAA on contracts totaling 
$106 million, 9 of them—covering contracts totaling $97 million—were not 
submitted timely or lacked the required documentation. Specifically, we found 
that FAA approved three waivers, for contracts totaling $20.5 million, without 
receiving a completed Buy American Product Final Assembly Questionnaire that 
helps FAA determine if products were assembled in the United States—a key 
factor for waiver eligibility. One of the waivers was for a construction contract 
valued at $14.6 million for a proposed multipurpose building for aircraft rescue, 
firefighting, and snow removal equipment. FAA approved the waiver on May 
2, 2022, although it did not receive the supporting document until November 
4, 2022, after our request. Without the information a completed questionnaire 
provides, the Agency cannot be certain that the waived products in question 
comply with Federal regulations.  

A sponsor that seeks a Type III waiver must also submit its potential contractors’ 
waiver requests to FAA before it executes the contract. Moreover, a potential 
contractor must submit a formal waiver request to the airport sponsor within 
15 days of the bid opening if it certifies it cannot comply with the 100 percent 
Buy American Preferences.41 Failure to submit the required documentation within 
the specified timeframe is sufficient cause for the sponsor to reject the 

38 According to the AIP Handbook, there are four types of waivers: (1) public interest, (2) insufficiency of available 
goods, (3) determination that 60 percent or more of components and subcomponents in the equipment/facility are of 
U.S. origin and their final assembly is in the United States, and (4) cost prohibitive. FAA’s APP is responsible for Type I 
and II waivers. ADOs have delegated authority to issue Type III and IV waivers to sponsors on a project-level basis.   
39 49 U.S.C. § 50101(b) and 49 C.F.R. § 1.83(a)(11). 
40 AIP Handbook, table X-2, Criteria by Buy American Waiver Type. 
41 FAA Airports Contract Provision Guidelines for Obligated Sponsors and AIP Projects, section A4.3.2. 
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contractor’s proposal. According to FAA’s Contract Provision Guidelines, the 
Agency generally will not consider a Type III waiver request after execution of the 
contract unless extraordinary and extenuating circumstances exist. FAA also 
cannot review waiver requests with incomplete information.42 However, we found 
that FAA field office officials approved 9 of the 11 waivers mentioned above after 
contract execution—ranging from 4 to 33 months later. Furthermore, none of the 
development grant or contract documents described extraordinary and 
extenuating circumstances or explained the late waiver submissions.  

When we inquired about this, FAA field office officials noted that they had 
misunderstood the requirement and thought waivers had to be submitted before 
the contract’s Notice-to-Proceed date, which is determined after contract 
execution. A different official stated that the sponsor submitted the waiver 
application after contract execution because “they were pressing up against the 
fiscal year.” In two other instances, field offices elected to deviate from FAA’s 
policies and allowed the airport sponsors to apply for waivers as part of the 
project closeout. Officials from one field office said they considered the lack of a 
complete list of materials to be an extenuating or extraordinary circumstance. 
Officials at the other office stated that “after it was identified that a Buy American 
waiver would be required, it took several submissions before an acceptable 
request was received and could be approved.” Yet, in both of these instances, the 
project proceeded without FAA approving the waiver application to allow for any 
non-American-made materials used in the construction. 

By approving BAP waivers with incomplete documentation and after the grantees 
have already awarded contracts and finished the projects, FAA field offices are 
not ensuring that sponsors’ contractual work meets the requirements of the 
Made in America Laws.43 Such laws are in place to ensure grantees and their 
contractors purchase American-made materials and goods to increase U.S. jobs, 
support American industry, and strengthen our economic and national security. 
The contracts with BAP waivers identified in this report were funded in part by 
$49.6 million in grant funds that we consider could be put to better use.44  

42 FAA Airports, Contract Provision Guidelines for Obligated Sponsors and Airport Improvement Program Projects, June 
19, 2018.  
43 Executive Order 14005. 
44 Overall, we identified $56.3 million in CARES-Act grant funds associated with the waivers that FAA approved 
without ensuring that airport sponsors and their contractors complied with Made in America Laws. Earlier in our 
report, we identified issues from some of the same grants; therefore, we adjusted the $56.3 million to $49.6 million to 
avoid double counting our financial findings.  
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Conclusion 
In response to the COVID-19 pandemic, FAA quickly awarded CARES Act-funded 
development grants to support critical infrastructure projects at airports across 
the country. However, gaps in FAA’s development grant award and 
administration processes and its oversight of contracts make it difficult to ensure 
compliance with Federal and Agency requirements. FAA has an opportunity to 
strengthen its policies and internal controls to improve the accuracy, timeliness, 
and completeness of grant applications, financial reporting, reimbursements, and 
contract oversight. While some CARES Act development projects are close to 
completion, FAA must increase the effectiveness of its grant and contract 
oversight to maximize the use of the significant influx of Federal funding 
designated for current and future projects to improve American airport 
infrastructure.  

Recommendations 
To improve FAA’s oversight of Coronavirus Aid, Relief, and Economic Security (CARES) 
Act funds awarded for airport development projects, we recommend that the Federal 
Aviation Administrator: 

1. Revise procedures for reviewing and approving grant application
packages to add steps to verify that the applications are complete and
accurate.

2. Assess the CARES Act-funded airport development grants identified in
this report that did not meet award requirements and recover the
$27 million or identify the rationale for acceptance of these costs.

3. Revise CARES Act program guidance to identify which FAA office is
responsible for collecting and reviewing airport sponsor annual financial
reports.

4. Strengthen internal controls to verify that all reimbursement requests
comply with FAA’s two-tier manual review process for CARES Act funds.
This may include requiring Delphi controls are correctly established and
maintained.

5. Assess the 35 invoices—comprising $18.7 million in questioned costs—
that did not receive sufficient review under the CARES Act guidance and
seek recovery of any portion that is determined to be improper and/or
unallowable or provide justification for approving the payments.
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6. Require FAA field offices to collect, review, and maintain required price
and cost analyses before making grant awards. Implementation of this
recommendation could result in funds put to better use of $10.6 million.

7. Revise the Agency’s policies for collecting, reviewing, and approving Buy
American Preferences waivers to require the waiver requests to be timely,
complete, and accurate, and define the “extraordinary circumstances” that
would allow grant recipients to deviate from Buy American requirements.
Implementation of this recommendation could result in funds put to
better use of $49.6 million.

8. After revising Buy American policies, develop and implement Buy
American Preferences waiver training for field offices.

Agency Comments and OIG Response 
We provided FAA with our draft report on December 15, 2023, and received its 
response, dated January 26, 2024, which is included as an appendix to this report. 
FAA concurred with all eight recommendations and provided planned actions 
and completion dates. Specifically, FAA stated it will implement 
recommendations 1, 2, 5, 6, 7, and 8 by January 31, 2025. For recommendations 
3 and 4, FAA stated it implemented these recommendations in 2023 and on 
January 12, 2024, provided OIG with documentation as support for its requests to 
close these two recommendations within 30 days of the final report issuance.  

Actions Required 
We consider recommendations 1 through 8 resolved but open pending 
completion of the planned actions. For recommendations 3 and 4, we reviewed 
FAA’s closure requests and supporting documentation. We determined that FAA’s 
corrective actions have met the intent of recommendation 3, and we will close it 
within 30 days of report issuance. Regarding recommendation 4, we will close the 
recommendation once FAA finalizes its draft guidance and provides evidence of 
its implementation.  
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Exhibit A. Scope and Methodology 
This performance audit was conducted between January 2022 and December 
2023. We conducted this audit in accordance with generally accepted 
Government auditing standards. Those standards require that we plan and 
perform the audit to obtain sufficient, appropriate evidence to provide a 
reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based on our audit objectives. 
We believe that the evidence obtained provides a reasonable basis for our 
findings and conclusions based on our audit objectives. Our audit objectives were 
to evaluate FAA’s adherence to processes for (1) awarding and administering 
CARES Act-funded airport development grants and (2) overseeing associated 
recipient contracts to ensure compliance with Federal and Agency grant and 
procurement requirements. 

To address our objectives, we reviewed applicable laws and regulations, such as 
the CARES Act, 2 C.F.R. 200, FAA’s AIP Handbook, and the U.S. Code. To conduct 
our audit, we developed standardized checklists based on Federal, legislative, and 
departmental requirements for awarding and administering development grants, 
contracts, and reimbursements using CARES Act funding. Moreover, we collected 
and reviewed grant project files, financial management records, contractor 
invoices and documentation, and payment histories in Delphi for each of the 
development grants and contracts in our samples. We also used the checklists to 
assess FAA’s management of invoice reimbursements. We contacted or 
interviewed representatives from the FAA’s Office of Civil Rights, APP, ADOs, and 
ROs; regional airports; State DOTs; and FAA’s CARES Act Grant Program oversight 
support contractors to obtain an understanding of the CARES Act airport 
development grant program and determine their roles and responsibilities in 
awarding, administering, and reimbursing CARES Act funds. We also received a 
walkthrough of FAA’s CARES Act airport development grant management and 
administration systems—SOAR, Knowledge Services Network, and Delphi.  

The audit scope included CARES Act-funded development grants and their 
associated contracts with a period of performance occurring between calendar 
years 2020 and 2024. On January 23, 2022, FAA provided OIG with a universe of 
41 development grants awarded between April 8, 2020, and December 31, 2021. 
The universe of 41 development grants was valued at $163.6 million. With the 
assistance of OIG’s IT Specialist, we compared FAA’s development grant universe 
to SOAR records and concluded that the universe was sufficiently reliable for our 
audit purpose.  

For sample size computations, we used an estimated noncompliance rate of 
50 percent, a confidence level of 90 percent, and a precision no greater than  
+/- 10 percent. The final sample size was 27. We coordinated with OIG’s 
Mathematical Statistician to generate a two-stage stratified statistical sample. 
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Two strata were created: a strata with a risk level equal to or more than four times 
their annual operating expenses and a strata with a risk level of less than four 
times their annual operating expenses. The first strata contained 20 grants valued 
at $89.7 million. The second strata contained 21 grants valued at $73.9 million. 
The sample size was proportionally allocated over the two strata.  

We performed first-stage sampling of grants based on probability proportional 
to size of the maximum obligation amount of the grant. For time and resource 
reasons, we determined that only 19 of the 27 sample grants could be reviewed. 
The final audited sample of 19 grants contained a total grant value of 
$138 million and was 84 percent of the total grant value of $163.6 million. 

The second stage sample comprised of sampling invoices within grants. We 
performed second-stage sampling based on probability proportional to size of 
the invoice amount. We sampled two invoices from each grant. For FAA airport 
development grants with two or fewer invoices, all invoices were reviewed. We 
used this sampling methodology because it is widely used and accepted in the 
accounting industry and Government auditing. In addition, FAA field offices 
provided OIG with additional invoices to review, and we reviewed invoices that 
appeared to be possibly problematic. While not part of the sample, we included 
findings from these invoices in the total findings. Therefore, we reviewed a total 
of 102 invoices worth a combined total of $48.5 million in airport development 
reimbursements throughout the audit.  
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Exhibit B. Organizations Visited or Contacted 

Department of Transportation 
Federal Aviation Administration 

Office of the Secretary  

Federal Aviation Administration 
FAA Office of Airports Planning and Programming 

FAA Office of Civil Rights 

FAA Central Regional Office (RO) 

FAA Eastern RO 

FAA Great Lakes RO 

FAA New England RO 

FAA Northwest Mountain RO 

FAA Atlanta Airports District Office (ADO) 

FAA Chicago ADO 

FAA Dakota - Minnesota ADO 

FAA Denver ADO 

FAA Harrisburg ADO 

FAA Helena ADO 

FAA San Francisco ADO 

FAA Texas ADO 

FAA Washington ADO 
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Other Organizations 
Chippewa Valley Regional Airport 

Northern Colorado Regional Airport 

Wisconsin Department of Transportation 



Exhibit C. List of Acronyms 29 

Exhibit C. List of Acronyms 
ADO Airports District Office 

AIP Airport Improvement Program 

APP Office of Airports Planning and Programming  

BAP Buy American Preferences 

CARES Act Coronavirus Aid, Relief, and Economic Security Act 

C.F.R. Code of Federal Regulations 

DOT Department of Transportation 

FAA Federal Aviation Administration 

FAIN Federal Award Identification Number 

FAQ Frequently Asked Question 

IFE Independent Fee Estimate 

OIG Office of Inspector General  

O&M Operational and Maintenance 

RO Regional Office 

SAT Simplified Acquisition Threshold 

SOAR System of Airport Reporting 

U.S.C. U.S. Code 
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Exhibit D. Major Contributors to This Report 
DARREN MURPHY PROGRAM DIRECTOR 

KATHRYN NOVICKY PROJECT MANAGER 

PATTI LEHMAN SENIOR AUDITOR 

TERI MOUNTS SENIOR ANALYST 

MONICA PHUNG SENIOR ANALYST 

KYLE STANLEY SENIOR ANALYST 

DAWN BASKIN ANALYST 

LILY LOWDER STUDENT TRAINEE (MANAGEMENT 
AND PROGRAM ANALYST) 

JANE LUSAKA SUPERVISORY WRITER-EDITOR 

MORGAN ATHERTON WRITER-EDITOR 

AMY BERKS DEPUTY CHIEF COUNSEL 

WILLIAM SAVAGE IT SPECIALIST 

GEORGE ZIPF SUPERVISORY MATHEMATICAL 
STATISTICIAN
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Exhibit E. Summary of Findings by Development 
Grant 

Development Grant 
Number (FAIN) 

CARES Act 
Development 

Grant 
Funding 

Issues With Awarding and Administering CARES 
Act Airport Development Grants 

Issues With CARES Act-Funded 
Development Contract Award 

and Oversight 

AIP Grant 
Awarda 

Unsupported 
Development 

Grant 
Applicationsb 

Financial 
Reportsc 

Unsupported 
Contract 
Awardsd 

Buy Americane 

3-29-0022-051-2021 $10,763,287  

3-27-0014-048-2021 $13,486,278    

3-55-0019-049-2021 $4,826,572  

3-23-0042-062-2021 $6,713,000     

3-08-0023-041-2021 $10,602,404  

3-08-0030-060-2021 $14,000,000    

3-56-0006-043-2021 $6,786,244    

3-13-0002-053-2021 $10,779,281   

3-42-0106-058-2021 $907,992  

3-19-0012-063-2021 $5,468,384  

3-42-0030-075-2021 $6,913,395   

3-17-0033-044-2021 $7,388,951   

3-53-0083-041-2021 $5,773,900  

3-30-0008-073-2021 $7,970,215   

3-48-0051-067-2021 $4,885,788  

3-48-0062-060-2021 $4,000,000   

3-48-0150-065-2021 $6,711,014    

3-06-0250-050-2021 $8,470,521    

3-24-0025-058-2021 $1,860,000   

a CARES Act development grant awarded under AIP grant agreement. 
b Development grant application incomplete or missing supporting documentation. 
c Late or missing SF-425 or SF-271.  
d Incomplete documentation to support contract award (i.e., sponsor’s written statement of cost reasonableness, IFE, bid tabulations, cost 

or price analysis).  
e Late or incomplete documentation to support waiver. Some development grants have more than one waiver. 

Source: OIG analysis
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Exhibit F. Summary of Invoice and Reimbursement 
Review Process Findings by Development Grants in 
Sample 

Development Grant 
Number (FAIN) 

CARES Act Invoice 
Payment 

First-Tier Manual Review 
Completed by Field Officea 

Second-Tier Manual Review 
Completed by Headquartersb 

  
(Yes or No) (Yes, No, or Not Applicable) 

3-29-0022-051-2021 
 

$895,314 Yes No 

$881,120 No Not Appliable 

$1,250,139  No Not Applicable 

$1,122,505  No Not Applicable 

$1,089,544  No Not Applicable  

$862,721  No Not Applicable 

$742,956  No Not Applicable  

$2,160,452  No Not Applicable 

3-19-0012-063-2021 
 

$562,260 No Not Applicable 

$837,946  No Not Applicable 

3-48-0062-060-2021 $98,651 No No 

3-48-0150-065-2021 
 

$251,936 No No 

$8,741  No No 

$8,034  No No 

$246,181  No No 

$384,810  No No 

$172,427  No No 

$6,809  Yes No 

$16,865 Yes No 

$234,223 Yes No 

3-06-0250-050-2021 $1,543,890 Yes No 

a If no, requests for reimbursements submitted in Delphi were paid automatically without a manual review.  
b If no, requests for reimbursements did not receive required second-level review. If not applicable, the request for reimbursement 
was submitted prior to February 23, 2022—the implementation date of this enhanced review process. 

Source: OIG analysis
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Exhibit G. Summary of Invoice and Reimbursement 
Review Process Findings by Development Grants in 
Outside Sample 

Development Grant 
Number (FAIN) 

CARES Act 
Invoice Payment 

First-Tier Manual Review 
Completed by Field Officea 

Second-Tier Manual Review 
Completed by Headquartersb 

(Yes or No) (Yes, No, or Not Applicable) 

3-48-0031-056-2021

$597,168 No No 

$781,257 No No 

$82,616 No No 

$35,511 No No 

3-48-0051-067-2021
$1,574,242 No No 

$1,561,143 No No 

3-48-0136-099-2021 $431,916 No No 

3-48-0138-051-2021

$42,471 No No 

$16,160 No No 

$34,835 Yes No 

$40,605 No Not Applicable 

$40,000 No Not Applicable 

$27,000 No Not Applicable 

$90,210 No Not Applicable 

a If no, requests for reimbursements submitted in Delphi were paid automatically without a manual review.  
b If no, requests for reimbursements did not receive required second-level review. If not applicable, the request for reimbursement was 
submitted prior to February 23, 2022—the implementation date of this enhanced review process.  

Source: OIG analysis 
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Appendix. Agency Comments 

Federal Aviation 
Administration 

Memorandum 
Date: January 26, 2024 

To: Carolyn J. Hicks, Assistant Inspector General for Acquisition and Procurement 
Audits 

From: Erika Vincent, Acting Director, Office of Audit and Evaluation, AAE-1 

Subject: Federal Aviation Administration’s (FAA) Response to Office of Inspector General 
(OIG) Draft Report: FAA's Oversight of CARES Act-Funded Airport Development 
Grants and Associated Contracts 

The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) Office of Airports’ (ARP) commitment to 
administering the CARES program and ensuring that emergency relief is provided to the nation’s 
airports, in response to the COVID-19 pandemic, is well documented. A key objective of the 
CARES program was to help airports deal with the public health emergency. Over the past two 
years, FAA provided economic relief funds to the Nation’s airport system to help prevent, 
prepare for, and respond to the impacts of the COVID-19 pandemic. These funds also allowed 
airport sponsors to focus on keeping their airports operating safely through Development 
Addenda. 

FAA takes seriously the stewardship of emergency relief funding and ensuring that it is responsibly 
administered both efficiently and appropriately. Over the past two years, ARP implemented several 
measures to administer the CARES program and improve oversight. This included the following 
initiatives that address specific issues that the OIG described in its draft report: 

• Initiated a two-tiered review hierarchy of all CARES Development Addenda (CARES DA)
reimbursement requests by field staff and Headquarters staff.

• Manually reviewed CARES DA invoices at the field and Headquarters level using the two- 
tiered hierarchy method to ensure eligibility of invoices. Reviewed any invoices that were set
to autopay to ensure consistency of review.

• Updated guidance to clarify which office is responsible for collecting financial information.

• Required submission of all new Development Addenda application materials to Headquarters
in addition to field offices.
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• Ensured FAA guidance for collecting, reviewing, and approving Buy American Preferences
waivers is available to applicants and FAA staff on the FAA Buy American Preferences
Requirements website, https://www.faa.gov/airports/aip/buy_american. FAA also ensured
that it incorporated Buy American preferences in FAA’s Federal Contract Provisions.

• Provided 15 training sessions to FAA staff covering a variety of FAA and Federal Buy
American laws, policies, and practices that include collecting, reviewing, and approving Buy
American Preferences waivers, requiring waiver requests from the winning bidder to be
submitted within 15 calendar days, complete, and accurate.

Additionally, FAA notes that it monitored the CARES DA program to provide surveillance 
of sponsor behavior and FAA processes. Despite discovery of some unforeseen 
administrative challenges, this action ensured no improper payments. 

Upon review of the draft report, the FAA concurs with all eight OIG recommendations as 
written. The FAA will implement recommendations 1, 2, 5, 6, 7 and 8, by January 31, 2025. 
For recommendations 3 and 4, we implemented these recommendations in 2023 and on January 
12, 2024, the FAA provided supporting documentation to the OIG showing implementation of 
these recommendations. We request closure of these two recommendations within 30 days of 
the final report issuance. 

We appreciate this opportunity to respond to the OIG draft report. Please contact Erika Vincent 
at Erika.Vincent@faa.gov if you have any questions or require additional information about 
these comments. 

https://www.faa.gov/airports/aip/buy_american
mailto:Erika.Vincent@faa.gov
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